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Appendix N Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR/EA 

Introduction  

This Appendix (Appendix N, Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR/EA) of the State 
Route (SR) 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project Final Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA) provides individual responses to comments 
received during the public review period of April 26 to June 23, 2017. The comment 
letters have been delineated in their margins to individually number discrete comments 
contained within each letter. Each delineated comment letter is presented in this 
appendix, followed by the corresponding Caltrans response to each comment. The 
comment letters are grouped and presented in the following order: 

• Agencies

Federal – None submitted

State – Alphabetical by name of agency

Local – Alphabetical by name of agency

• Organizations – Alphabetical by name of organization

• Businesses – Alphabetical by name of business

• May 10, 2017, Public Meeting – Responses to comments follow the meeting
transcript (i.e., responses follow in the order in which commenters spoke at the
meeting).

• June 15, 2017 Public Meeting – Follows same order as May 10, 2017, meeting.

• Individuals – Alphabetical by last name

The table of contents is provided to assist the reader in finding each specific commenter’s 
submittal and the corresponding Caltrans responses. 

Caltrans received a total of 392 comment letter submittals and individual statements (at 
the public meeting) during the public review period for the Draft EIR/EA. Caltrans 
received two submittals from state agencies and three submittals from local agencies; no 
submittals were received from federal agencies. Ten submittals were received from 
businesses, and five submittals were received from organizations. Caltrans received 332 
submittals from individuals. During the May 10, 2017, public meeting, Caltrans received 
approximately 16 verbal comments. During the June 15, 2017, public meeting, Caltrans 
received approximately 24 verbal comments. One submittal was received after the public 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
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Appendix N Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR/EA 

comment period e nded. Comments received after the comment period are not part of this  
Final  EIR/EA.  

In many cases, the same themes were repeated among many different comment 
submittals. To assist readers and reduce the repetitiveness of Caltrans’ responses, the 
most common themes expressed by commenters have been responded to in Table N-1, 
Responses to Common Comment Themes. In the body of this appendix, following 
Table N-1, the Caltrans responses to comments include references in bold font to the 
master responses provided in this table via the common theme code found in the first 
column of the table; for example, “Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment ‘ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.’” 
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Appendix N Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR/EA 

Table N-1. Responses to Common Comment Themes 

Code and 
Common Themes Response 

Project Need The “project need” is the transportation problem or deficiency that Caltrans is responding to. The need 
(PN)-1, must be substantiated by studies and data demonstrating that a project is warranted. The need for this 
Project need is too 
narrow 

project is defined by technical investigations of the existing Lagunitas Creek Bridge, the surrounding 
environmental context, the use of the facility, and input from the community about tangential issues 
related to accessibility on and adjacent to the bridge. The primary need statements only define 
deficiencies and do not involve the identification of solutions. This is why the need statements focused 
on structural deficiencies and safety of the bridge. The project alternatives must respond to and 
address the need. It is insufficient for an alternative to only respond to a portion of the need. 
It is true that the need for the project supports the identification of a range of alternatives and does not 
direct Caltrans to “replace” the bridge. The Draft EIR/EA evaluated the No-Build Alternative and five 
Build Alternatives, which had been screened from a total of ten alternatives, including a retrofit 
alternative, which was identified and discussed as Alternative 6 in Section 1.6.2.3 of the Draft EIR/EA 
(which is now Section 1.7.2.3 of the Final EIR/EA). Caltrans seismic and structural engineers 
developed each of the ten alternatives to a preliminary design level (called “planning studies”) before 
comparing the alternatives based on potential impacts to the natural and human environments, as well 
as technological and engineering feasibility factors. Based on this evaluation and further validation with 
subsequent studies (see the response to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit” 
below), Alternative 6, the Retrofit Alternative, was not carried forward for full evaluation in the Draft 
EIR/EA. The alternative screening evaluation is presented in the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which is available on the project web site 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). 

PN-2, The bridge is not currently posted for weight limits. The Final EIR/EA makes this correction. Bridges 
Live load limits are posted only if they cannot support legal loads. While the main fracture-critical steel members are 

severely corroded, as noted in the Investigation of Corrosion of Lagunitas Creek Bridge No. 27 0023, 
CA Route 1 PM 28.1 report (dated December 7, 2016, and available on the project web site at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/), the Lagunitas Creek Bridge can support all legal 
trucks at present. Therefore, weight limits are not posted. The weight for legal trucks is defined in 
California Vehicle Code Division 15, Chapter 5. The maximum gross weight for a legal truck is 40 tons 
(80,000 pounds). The rating analysis uses three legal truck types—Type 3, Type 3s2, and Type 3-3, 
as defined in American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO’s) The 
Manual for Bridge Evaluation (see the website for the California Vehicle Code: 
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codesTOCSelected.xhtml?tocCode=VEH&tocTitle=+Vehicle+Co 
de+-+VEH). 
Although Caltrans Structure Maintenance and Investigation Bridge Engineer has deemed the bridge is 
acceptable for legal live loads, it was not designed to current standards, including the AASHTO design 
vehicle and California permit loads. Therefore, the extensive loss in steel member section (“section 
loss” refers to how much of the area or thickness of a member has been lost due to corrosion) that has 
happened in the last 88 years of use and continues due to corrosion and other outdated design 
standards threatens the bridge’s ability to maintain the live load standards over time. With continued 
loss in section (thickness) of the steel truss members, legal loads will not be acceptable in the future 
and the bridge may have to be closed. Also, the bridge cannot withstand truck loads that require a 
permit. 

Alternatives As stated in the EIR/EA, the No-Build Alternative does not meet the requirements of the purpose and 
(ALT)-1, need for this project. The purpose of the project is “to provide a safe, seismically stable crossing of 
Support for the 
No-Build 

Lagunitas Creek on State Route 1.” The No-Build Alternative does not meet this purpose because it 
would fail in a substantial seismic event. 

Alternative Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, Accelerated Bridge Construction 
(ABC), Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative, which has a shorter construction period than 
the 3-year duration that would be required for alternatives that use the conventional construction 
method. The Preferred Alternatives would reduce the public’s exposure to construction impacts. 
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Appendix N Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR/EA 

ALT-2, 
Describe the no-
build scenario 

The EIR/EA evaluates the No-Build Alternative. Under a substantial seismic event, the No-Build 
Alternative may result in greater impact to the human and natural environments than the Build 
Alternatives. While there would be no construction-related impacts associated with the No-Build 
Alternative, the current bridge has a number of vulnerabilities and weaknesses that could fail during an 
earthquake. A significant seismic event is based on the proximity to the San Andreas Fault, which is 
located 0.4 mile away, and a maximum magnitude of 8.0 on the Richter scale for this fault.* 
Under the No-Build Alternative, if the bridge were to fail, emergency services response (from Point 
Reyes Fire Station) would be substantially delayed from reaching nearby emergencies. According to 
the comment letter submitted by the Marin County Fire Department (June 8, 2017), “Closure of the 
bridge or extended traffic delays will have a significant impact on emergency services provided to the 
communities of Point Reyes, Inverness, Olema, Bolinas, Stinson Beach, and Point Reyes National 
Seashore.” The Marin County Fire Department indicated they provide the advanced life support 
paramedics for the entire coast in the area. The 9-mile traffic detour would endure for an unknown 
period of time. (The detour would require emergency vehicles starting from Point Reyes fire station, to 
leave via Point Reyes-Petaluma Road, then travel southeast onto Platform Bridge Road and then west 
on Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, and finally north or south on SR 1.) 
During an emergency bridge replacement, Caltrans would seek to develop a fast replacement. 
Geyserville, where the bridge was severely damaged by storms in December of 2005 and closed in 
January 2006, is a nearby example of an emergency bridge replacement. The design effort required 2 
months. The bid process required 30 days. The construction used the same strategies proposed in the 
ABC method, which is represented in some EIR/EA Build Alternatives. The contractor ordered and 
assembled pre-cast, pre-stressed concrete and double-tee beams to be ready at the site when the 
regulatory-agency-approved, in-water work period opened by end of July. The bridge was opened to 
traffic in August. The entire process lasted 8 months. Contractors did not have to contend with 
maintaining traffic, and they were permitted to work around the clock to expedite the construction. (For 
more detail, please see the article accessible at 
http://aspirebridge.com/magazine/2008Fall/russian_fall08.pdf.) Because the Geyserville bridge 
replacement was an emergency project, exempt from California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance, public engagement and environmental 
analysis were not required. Per Section 15269 of the CEQA Guidelines, emergency repairs to publicly 
or privately owned service facilities necessary to maintain service essential to the public health, safety, 
or welfare are exempt from the requirements of CEQA. 
The economic loss from the duration of closure may be estimated in terms of loss of goods and 
damage from the earthquake, as well as from loss of business during the closure. A precise estimate is 
not possible because it is dependent on many variables outside of this project, such as national 
economic conditions, time of year when the incident would occur, and duration of closure. However, to 
provide some perspective, this roadway carries a substantial amount of tourism-related traffic, which is 
an important factor in the local economy. As described in Section 2.1.5.2 of the EIR/EA, weekday 
peak-hour traffic does not exceed 700 vehicles per hour, and on weekends the peak can reach 
1,300 vehicles per hour; SR 1 near the bridge has an average daily traffic volume of 2,950 vehicles, of 
which approximately 4 percent are trucks. Since 1985, visitors to the National Seashore have 
exceeded 2 million persons, with 12 of those years exceeding 2.4 million persons (National Park 
Service 2017). The number of tourists and other daily visitors who travel on SR 1 through this area 
would likely be reduced until a replacement bridge could be built. The economic impacts of this 
reduction could affect the businesses in Point Reyes Station and the vicinity, depending on the 
duration of the closure and time of year. From 2014 to 2016, tourism has resulted in more than 10,000 
overnight stays at local lodging businesses and another 50,000 overnight camping guests. 
“County tourism projections by Dean Runyan Associates record that Marin County has experienced 
growth of tourism spending every year since 2011, about 4.3 percent growth on average and a total of 
$834 million in 2014,” stated Robert Eyler, Ph.D., who manages Marin County as a Destination. In 
West Marin, a National Park Service news release from April 23, 2015, stated that the 2.43 million 
visitors to Point Reyes National Seashore in 2014 spent more than $102 million in communities near 
the park. That spending supported 1,322 jobs in the local area, which collectively, in dollars spent and 
in earned income from jobs (a portion of which is also expended in the region) resulted in more than 
$128 million for the local economy. Without the bridge, the financial benefits of tourism could bypass 
Point Reyes Station, because it lies north of the point where persons access the Point Reyes National 
Seashore. Several letters written by local businesses in Point Reyes in response to the Draft EIR/EA 
stated that their business revenues are not sustainable if limited to local clientele; their business 
models depend on regional tourism. These businesses employ local residents and contribute payroll 
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Appendix N Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR/EA 

Table N-1. Responses to Common Comment Themes 

Code and 
Common Themes Response 

taxes to the local economy. Additional economic loss may be experienced by farmers who must take 
longer routes to get to their destinations. 
The detour involving Point Reyes-Petaluma Road and Nicasio Road includes several very small-radius 
turns that larger delivery trucks cannot make without entering oncoming lanes. As a result, detour 
delivery routes may need to change or delivery trucks may reduce the market area they serve. 
In conclusion, in the event of failure, the Lagunitas Creek Bridge on SR 1 could be replaced (including 
final design, coordination with regulatory agencies, and construction) in approximately 8 months, with 
the understanding that no traffic would pass during that time period, construction can be conducted 
24 hours a day, and staff resources are not demanded on larger, more critical projects in the event of 
significant earthquake damage in larger metropolitan areas. In the event of bridge failure, there would 
be a high probability of persons not being able to reach Point Reyes Station from the southern 
approach until access could be restored, which could result in substantial economic loss to local 
businesses. 
Sources: 
National Park Service. 2015. Tourism to Point Reyes National Seashore Creates $102 Million in 
Economic Benefits in 2014. Available at 
https://www.nps.gov/pore/learn/news/newsreleases_20150423_pore_tourism_economic_benefits_201 
4.htm. April 23. Accessed August 30, 2017. 
National Park Service. 2017. https://www.nps.gov/pore. Yearly Visitor Data. Accessed August 30, 
2017. 
Eyler, Robert Ph.D. 2015. Marin Economic Forum E-Newsletter. Perspectives by Robert Eyler, Ph.D. 
Available at http://myemail.constantcontact.com/June-E-News--Marin-s-Destination-Tourism-
Economy.html?soid=1112846090449&aid=ADXEueu-Lzg. Accessed August 30, 2017. 
* The professional standard for the significant seismic event is based upon the seismic hazard 
modeled probability of a 975-year return period, which does not determine when the event would 
occur. 

ALT-3, A retrofit alternative is proposed when the current structure of a bridge has deficiencies that can be 
Definition of a true 
Retrofit 

repaired without full replacement. The Lagunitas Creek Bridge does not meet AASHTO and Caltrans 
safety and seismic design standards, including seismic strength. 
As part of the alternatives development process for the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project, Caltrans 
evaluated several engineering approaches to retrofit the bridge. The recommendations regarding 
whether or not alternatives should be carried forward for further evaluation were based on the 
condition of the bridge’s structural members. 
Caltrans Maintenance and Structures Division staff regularly inspect and evaluate bridges and 
recommend routine or more significant maintenance when necessary. 
The findings were documented in the Project Scope Summary Report (Seismic Restoration), which 
was used to request funding under the 2012 State Highway Operation and Protection Program 
(SHOPP), approved in December 2011, which is available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). For the Lagunitas Creek Bridge, the authors 
originally recommended replacement. The initial project “need” statement indicated that, based on 
initial structure assessment, the existing steel-truss bridge has weak truss connections and weak 
concrete deck-to-floor beam connections due to corrosion. The bridge also has deteriorated truss 
support bearings and deficiently reinforced concrete piers and abutments. Under earthquake loading, it 
is likely that out-of-plane truss displacements and foundation instability would occur; therefore, for 
SHOPP programming purposes, the report recommended a bridge replacement. 
With SHOPP programming in place, Caltrans began the project development process. Caltrans started 
with the SHOPP recommendation for a bridge replacement and considered alternatives focused on 
different bridge replacement options. However, due to strong public interest conveyed at the 
environmental scoping meeting on March 19, 2015, Caltrans revisited the possibility of including 
retrofit strategies. First, Caltrans evaluated the conditions of the bridge and developed various retrofit 
approaches, which were each only developed as a project alternative if it met Caltrans’ “no collapse” 
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Appendix N Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR/EA 

Table N-1. Responses to Common Comment Themes 

Code and 
Common Themes Response 

criteria. In order for an option to meet the “no collapse” criteria, it may sustain damage and need 
replacement during a significant seismic event, but it must not collapse during such an event. 
A bridge primarily consists of two major components: superstructure and substructure (see figure 
below). Definitions of these terms and other bridge-related terminology are provided below the figure. 

Key Components of the Existing Bridge 

• Superstructure: the part of the structure that supports traffic, including truss, deck slab, and 
girders.

• Substructure: the part of the structure (piers and abutments) that supports the superstructure and 
transfers the structural load to the foundations.

• Pier: the support located within the water channel that frequently is built by driving piling deep into 
bedrock or stable soil.

• Abutment: the substructure at the ends of a bridge span that supports the end span and retaining 
wall.

• Girders: main horizontal support of a structure, which supports smaller beams. Girders often have 
an I-beam cross section composed of two load-bearing flanges separated by a stabilizing web, 
but they may also have a box shape, Z shape, or other forms.

• Gusset plates: thick sheets of steel that connect beams and girders to columns or that connect 
truss members.

• Pilings: vertical structural elements of a deep foundation, driven or drilled deep into the ground
Caltrans first considered partial retrofit strategies for the substructure or the superstructure, as 
described in the following sections. 
• Substructure Retrofit Approach. A retrofit could be performed on the substructure by 

strengthening the existing piers and abutments or by drilling new large pilings to strengthen the 
existing abutments or piers. The “piers and abutments seismic retrofit” considered the “as-built” 
plans, which show no rebar in the pier concrete and pile caps and unknown lengths, type, and 
strength of the pilings in the piers. Strategies to retrofit the piers included constructing new large 
piles with bent cap/catcher beams, steel plate column casing/jacket, reinforced concrete or 
shotcrete jacket, fiber-reinforced wrapping, and micro-piles bolted to bearing around the piers. 
Strategies for retrofitting the abutments included strengthening existing abutment spans by drilling 
new large pilings within and beyond the abutments and connecting them through new concrete 
abutment cap or replacing the existing reinforced concrete abutment with the same type. With this 
partial retrofit option, the steel truss superstructure would remain vulnerable under day-to-day truck 
live loads and to a substantial earthquake due to extensive corrosion-related member section loss.

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
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Appendix N Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR/EA 

Table N-1. Responses to Common Comment Themes 

Code and 
Common Themes Response 

• Superstructure Retrofit Approach. The corrosion assessment of the steel truss showed that
a retrofit alternative would not practically provide the seismic stability required of the truss. The
recommendations for the superstructure (i.e., steel truss) are based on the corrosion found on key
components (i.e., fracture of a critical steel member or span of the steel truss), as documented in
Investigation of Corrosion of Lagunitas Creek Bridge No. 27 0023, CA Route 1 PM 28.1, dated
December 7, 2016, and published by the Caltrans Office of Structural Materials. This report
indicates that the corrosion is more prevalent than what may appear visible to pedestrians at the
bridge, with most connection elements exhibiting corrosion and with connected members
measuring up to 40 percent section loss (loss of the thickness of the steel member). At certain
locations, some bridge members have “unreadable” measurements on the steel section, which
indicates that ultrasonic testing could not provide a measurement because the tested section is
too heavily corroded. Furthermore, several bridge members have a negative section reduction,
which indicates corrosion segregation (i.e., delaminating of steel layers caused by rust inside the
steel section).
Corrosion leads to the loss of connection capacity (i.e., strength between two connected metal
members), and will eventually result in failure of the bridge member. Failure of any fracture-critical
element will ultimately lead to the collapse of the bridge or closure of the crossing. To prevent this
scenario, most of the truss connections and steel members need to be replaced. In addition to the
prolonged time required and the anticipated environmental impacts to replace these corroded
members, this repair option is complex, requiring support of the bridge during the replacement
process.
A retrofit of the superstructure to replace corroded steel members and including the removal of
lead paint and repainting of steel truss members with proper containment, was developed in the
Seismic Evaluation of Lagunitas Creek Bridge, published by Caltrans on March 8, 2017. A
subsequent corrosion study, titled Investigation of Corrosion of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge No. 27
0023, California Route 1 PM 28.51, was conducted subsequently to, but published prior to, the
seismic evaluation published by Caltrans Office of Structural Material on December 7, 2016 (both
reports are available on the project website at http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/) and
revealed that a substantial amount of the truss has corrosion, including gusset plates, girders, top
and bottom plates on the chords, portion of floor beams, and rocker bearings with seismic-
isolation bearings (Caltrans 2017). There is also a high risk that even more steel truss members
would need to be replaced during construction when members can be inspected more closely.
Therefore, it is likely that most of the truss connections and members would have to be replaced
—so many, in fact, that it would be much more efficient to replace the steel truss.1 Retrofitting the
steel truss without also retrofitting the substructure would not reduce the overall risk of collapse.

Unlike newer steel truss bridges, the Lagunitas Creek Bridge has no redundancy in its bridge design, 
meaning that each member is interdependent. In a system with no redundancy, failure or damage to 
any one structural component could cause failure of the bridge structure itself, leaving the bridge 
vulnerable to collapse under live load, in the event of a significant earthquake, or if a vehicle strikes 
part of the bridge. As a result, Caltrans determined that a partial retrofit would not meet the “no 
collapse” criteria and that both the substructure and superstructure must be addressed. Anything less 
would not meet the need for a safe, seismically stable crossing and was not considered further. A 
reduced effort would not qualify as safe and seismically stable. Therefore, a “true retrofit” of both the 
superstructure and substructure, described below, would be required. 
True Retrofit Alternative 
Caltrans combined the two “partial retrofit” concepts described above into a full retrofit alternative that 
included both the substructure and the superstructure. This is the true “Retrofit Alternative” that is 
described in the 2017 Alternatives Analysis Report (available on the project website) and summarized 

1 Not only would replacement provide a new truss, but the truss would also be upgraded to current design requirements. 
The concept is included in the Build Alternatives that were carried forward in the EIR/EA. 
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Appendix N Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR/EA 

Table N-1. Responses to Common Comment Themes 

Code and 
Common Themes Response 

in Section 1.7.2.3 of the Final EIR/EA. In its evaluation of the “True Retrofit Alternative,” Caltrans 
identified the following issues: 
• It would require at least a 3-year construction period with risk of longer duration.

• It would have greater environmental impact than other Build Alternatives under evaluation due to 
potential impacts in the creek channel from more supports in the channel during construction.

• It would require installation of a safety barrier, which would narrow the roadway lane width and 
eliminate the shoulder, resulting in a substandard roadway cross section.

• It would require substantial effort (to replace many steel truss members; contain and remove lead 
paint on all members that would be contacted during the replacement process).

These issues are expanded upon below. 
Constructability and Length of Construction 
A Caltrans senior bridge engineer and Marin area bridge construction engineer concluded that 
replacing truss elements would require a full bridge closure because disassembling the truss to 
remove and replace corroded elements while keeping the bridge open to traffic would compromise 
bridge stability, meaning the bridge would be unable to support its own weight (let alone traffic) while 
the retrofit work was under way. This means that a detour bridge would be necessary to redirect traffic 
and a temporary falsework system would be needed to support the bridge during the retrofit. Caltrans 
developed two temporary falsework approaches: 

•  Retrofitting Truss Support Structure Option A: The retrofitted substructure could be designed and 
constructed to carry the loads for the finished bridge plus the temporary falsework system 
necessary to stabilize the steel truss during retrofit operations. In this case, after the substructure 
elements are retrofitted, large (minimum 5-foot deep) temporary steel I-beams could be placed, 
spanning between piers, to support temporary cross beams that in turn would support the steel 
truss during the retrofit. The retrofitted substructure would need to be designed to carry the 
permanent bridge plus the additional weight of the temporary falsework system, thereby increasing 
the size and load-carrying capacity of the retrofitted piers and abutments beyond what would be 
necessary for the permanent bridge. The I-beam and support structure located under the steel 
truss would encroach on the area available under the bridge for high water flows (i.e., freeboard).

• Retrofitting Truss Support Structure Option B: An alternative truss support would entail building a 
temporary support structure within the creek channel. This is the referenced option in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (available on the project website) and would comprise piers for the 
detour bridge, expanded existing piers for the retrofit, and additional piers to temporarily support 
the structure during the steel truss retrofit. The piers would be installed within allowable in-water 
work periods2 and enclosed within cofferdams during construction to minimize the impacts to 
aquatic species. The duration of the retrofit work may exceed the allowable in-water work window; 
therefore, the piers would need to remain in the water within the cofferdams until the next in-water 
work window opened in the following June, at which point relevant retrofit work would be 
completed and the structures could be removed. Under this scenario, the cofferdams would 
obstruct flows during winter high-flow periods. Lagunitas Creek is known to overtop the banks and 
carry large woody debris during strong winter events; numerous piers and cofferdams would 
increase the potential to catch debris, further constrain the channel, and potentially exacerbate 
flooding. (This is the option referenced in the Alternatives Analysis Report.)

With the construction of the detour bridge and the temporary support systems of either Option A or 
Option B, Caltrans estimated that the Retrofit Alternative would require a minimum of 3 years of 
construction, including mobilization, building the detour bridge, retrofitting the substructure and 
superstructure, and then removing the detour bridge and restoring disturbed locations. The total 

2 In-water work periods are dictated though the National Marine Fisheries Service, which administers the Federal 
Endangered Species Act permitting process for threatened and endangered aquatic species. The in-water work period is 
commonly restricted to June 30 through October 1. 
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duration of construction includes the limited time frames contractors can work in the creek channel to 
install barriers (cofferdams) around in-water work areas and then removing them. 
Environmental Impacts 
The environmental impacts on Lagunitas Creek associated with the Retrofit Alternative would be 
greater overall compared to the replacement alternatives. The Option A temporary support system 
described above would require increasing the carrying capacity of the substructure and use of a deep 
I-beam, both of which could restrict high water flows during the retrofit period and could affect sensitive 
aquatic species habitat. The additional set of piers required under Option B for the temporary support 
system and the detour bridge would worsen hydraulic impacts during construction. The duration of the 
retrofit work may exceed the allowable in-water work window, meaning the temporary piers would 
remain in the water (within the cofferdams) until the next in-water work window opened, which would 
increase impacts to aquatic species. Under this scenario, the cofferdams would further obstruct flows 
during winter high-flow periods and therefore would increase the potential to catch debris, further 
constraining the channel, and potentially exacerbating flooding. In addition, Option B might not be able 
to comply with Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, which requires agencies to minimize 
destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial 
values of wetlands. Outside the Lagunitas Creek channel, the Retrofit Alternative would have the same 
or similar construction impacts described throughout the EIR/EA, such as construction noise impacts, 
but these impacts would endure for a 3-year period instead of the 1-year construction period 
associated with the accelerated bridge construction methods. 
If the Retrofit Alternative could be developed to meet the “no collapse” criteria, it would have worse 
environmental impacts than those associated with the Build Alternatives using the ABC methods. 
Permitting regulations require project proponents to seek ways to reduce adverse impacts. Because 
less impactful alternatives are available, a retrofit alternative might not be permittable by the agencies 
that manage waters and tidally influenced zones (National Marine Fisheries Service, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and the California Coastal Commission). 
Safety Barrier 
Caltrans has adopted requirements for bridge cross-section that are consistent with AASHTO 
standards. The Retrofit Alternative would not meet the safety elements of the standards that the 
replacement alternatives would. Even without the seismic vulnerabilities, the current truss is vulnerable 
to potential collapse if a vehicle were to collide with either side of the truss. Under a retrofit scenario, a 
safety barrier would be required to deflect vehicles from colliding into the non-redundant truss 
structure. This would reduce the travel way by 3 feet, which would remove the 2-foot shoulders, 
leaving only the two 10.5- to 11-foot lanes. Safety research has shown a high correlation between 
narrow lanes and increased risk of accidents on rural two-lane highways (see Prediction of the 
Expected Safety Performance of Rural Two-Lane Highways, Federal Highway Administration 
Publication No. FHWA-RD-99-207, December 2000). The lack of shoulders and limited sidewalk 
prevent options for multimodal connectivity (e.g., bicycles, equestrian users, pedestrian access). In 
addition, Caltrans considers the reduced lane width and lack of shoulder to be unsafe. Therefore, this 
alternative was not carried forward for further environmental review. 
Effort to Retrofit the Bridge 
Retrofitting the Lagunitas Creek Bridge would include replacing an undetermined number steel truss 
members, containing and removing lead paint on all members contacted during the replacement 
process, and unforeseeable construction risk due to poor “as-built’ information and outdated 
construction methods. Risks of unknown conditions can result in construction delays, as well as extra 
effort to manage the aging structure, and extra effort commonly translates to higher construction costs. 
Even without construction risks, the Retrofit Alternative would cost approximately 45 percent more than 
the least expensive replacement bridge alternative. A retrofit may extend the life of an existing bridge, 
but not to the extent of a new bridge, which would have a service life upwards of 80 years. 
Caltrans structural engineers in the Division of Engineering Services determined that the effort 
required for a retrofit of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge to meet the Caltrans “no collapse” criteria would 
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entail a substantially larger effort than the Build Alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EA. A retrofit 
alternative would require a longer construction duration and would have more environmental impacts 
and potentially higher risk of construction difficulty than the replacement alternatives. As a result, the 
effort was determined to not be prudent use of resources. 
The determination of the seismic risk to the Lagunitas Creek Bridge is the product of several studies, 
completed by Caltrans, beginning with years of bridge maintenance inspections that culminated in the 
Project Scope Summary Report to Request Programming in the 2012 SHOPP (December 2011) and 
Structure Maintenance and Investigations Bridge Maintenance Strategy Fact Sheet (August 2016). 
Detailed studies include the Geotechnical Report (April 2016), Revised Seismic Design 
Recommendation (December 2016), Preliminary Foundation Report (December 2016), Investigation of 
Corrosion of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge No. 27 0023 (December 2016), Seismic Evaluation of 
Lagunitas Creek Bridge (March 2017), and the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and 
Addendum (June 2018). All of these studies are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). 
Source: Caltrans. 2017. “Bridge Maintenance Strategy Fact Sheet: Br. No. 27 0023 Lagunitas Creek.” 
March 29. 

ALT-4, Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, The Draft EIR/EA evaluated the 
Full range of 
alternatives 

No-Build Alternative and five Build Alternatives, which had been screened from a total of ten 
alternatives, including a retrofit alternative, which was identified and discussed as Alternative 6 in 
Section 1.6.2.3 of the Draft EIR/EA (which is now Section 1.7.2.3 of the Final EIR/EA). The process is 
recorded in the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum 
(June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The primary performance standard for retrofitting 
bridges is to prevent the structure from collapse during a significant seismic event (Caltrans 2016). 
Seismic retrofit involves strengthening and/or response modification of the existing structure to avoid 
catastrophic failure due to seismic loads and soil failure during an earthquake. 
Caltrans developed a Planning Study Report for a retrofit alternative (available in the Lagunitas Creek 
Bridge Alternatives Analysis Report appendices, found on the project website: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/) and determined the associated construction process, 
staging area, and costs associated with the Retrofit Alternative. Further confirming the design 
objectives, Caltrans conducted studies on the condition of the steel-truss member for corrosion, a 
geotechnical/foundation investigation, a seismic design recommendation for foundation, and a seismic 
evaluation of bridge substructure. A bridge maintenance strategy fact sheet was developed by the 
Caltrans Office of Structure Maintenance and Investigations, whose staff routinely inspect bridges 
throughout the state of California. Caltrans conducted investigations and field inspections of the bridge 
abutment and piers to ascertain the current condition, age-related fatigue, and other specialist 
assessments of the bridge. These investigations informed both the development and evaluation of the 
Retrofit Alternative and concluded with the determination that, while there are many options to retrofit 
the substructure (i.e., piers and abutments), it is impractical to retrofit the superstructure (i.e., steel 
truss). For details about the range of retrofit strategies considered, please refer to Common Comment 
“ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 
Source: Caltrans. 2016. Caltrans Seismic Retrofit Guidelines for Bridges in California, Memo 20-4. 
June. 

ALT-5, 
Less intrusive 
retrofit 

“Less intrusive” might be defined in terms of duration of construction or physical impact (e.g., property 
impacts, biological impacts). The retrofit alternatives studied by Caltrans, including those suggested by 
Marin County resident Mr. Alistair Lizaranzu, would all require at least 3 years of construction to satisfy 
the Caltrans “no collapse criteria.” There are no “less intrusive retrofit” alternatives that would meet the 
“no collapse” criteria, according to the seismic and corrosion bridge evaluations conducted by a 
Caltrans bridge engineer and seismic specialist in Design Branch 4. Suggestions from the public have 
focused on the substructure components (i.e., the abutments and piers) to suggest a “less intrusive 
retrofit.” Please see the response to “ALT-3, Definition of a true Retrofit” to understand that it is not the 
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substructure (i.e., piers and abutments) but rather the superstructure (i.e., steel truss, floor beams and 
bridge deck) that would require a detour bridge and very extensive effort to retrofit. 
The Caltrans structural engineers’ evaluation confirms that the range of retrofit alternatives would 
require a replacement of more than 50 percent of all bridge steel members, such that it would equate 
to an overall replacement or rebuild of the bridge but would have a construction duration longer than 
the accelerated bridge construction method Build Alternatives and would require extensive support 
structure during replacement. Additionally, it would not be safe to conduct replacement of critical steel 
truss members while traffic continued to use the bridge because there is no redundancy in the truss 
and there is not enough room for construction workers to work on the truss while cars are passing. A 
redundant system is one in which failure of a single component can be compensated by a second 
component that supplies the same function; in a system with no redundancy, failure of or damage to 
any one structural component could cause failure of the bridge structure itself. In the case of the 
Lagunitas Creek Bridge, the bridge structure is such that there is no redundancy to the truss, and 
damage to the truss of sufficient severity to cause failure of the truss could cause the bridge to 
collapse. As a result of this lack of redundancy and space for construction workers, a temporary detour 
bridge would be necessary. The period of construction for a retrofit alternative would be 3 years or 
longer, and Caltrans determined that while there are many options to retrofit the substructure (i.e., 
piers and abutments), it would be impractical to retrofit the superstructure (i.e., steel truss). For these 
reasons, a retrofit alternative (or range of retrofit alternatives) was not carried forward for full evaluation 
in the Draft EIR/EA. 
Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the 
Preferred Alternative, which has a shorter construction period and will reduce the public’s exposure to 
construction impacts compared to Alternative 2b, which uses conventional construction, with a 
duration of 3 years. 

ALT-6, Please refer Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIR/EA for a full description of the project need, and refer to the 
Consider seismic 
safety flashing 
lights 

response to Common Comment “PN-1, Project need is too narrow,” to understand why a ShakeAlert 
System would not meet the need for “safe, seismically stable crossing of Lagunitas Creek,” even if the 
ShakeAlert System could be fully operational. 
The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), with many partners, is funding research into earthquake early 
warning in California; however, adequate funding sources have not been realized for the estimated 
$38 billion system and estimated $16.1 million per year to operate and maintain it (USGS Earthquake 
Early Warning 2016). 
Additionally, the ShakeAlert System may not have an immediate effect of potentially saving the few 
persons in transit at the time of the event if the event were driven by the San Andreas Fault, because 
of the bridge's proximity to the San Andreas Fault (0.4 mile). The time that it would take for the warning 
system to detect an earthquake and then disperse the warning signal requires that the area of 
earthquake impact (in this case, the bridge) be at least 20 miles distant from the fault rupture site to 
allow the ShakeAlert System to deliver the signal in time to warn users to not cross the bridge. 
Therefore, this system would not effectively protect persons too close to the epicenter of the 
earthquake. 
Even if a functioning ShakeAlert system could be installed, with a failed bridge, many other persons 
needing emergency services would face much longer emergency response times because first 
responders would need to use long detours around the closed crossing, resulting in an increased risk 
that the emergency services would arrive too late to help. Please refer to the response to Common 
Comment “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” for more information about what would happen if 
the bridge were to collapse and about the importance of the bridge’s function in connecting 
communities. 
Source: USGS Earthquake Early Warning. 2016. “ShakeAlert FAQ.” www.shakealert.org/faq. 
Accessed July 25, 2017. 
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ALT-7, Caltrans recognizes the community and Marin County’s desire to design a bridge that fits the context 
Size of bridge and 
visual/aesthetic 
character 

of a rural community by proposing lane and shoulder widths that are narrower than current design 
standards. Section 2.1.6.3 of the Visual/Aesthetics resources section evaluates the visual impact in the 
context of the community character. Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a (Three-Span, Concrete 
Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in) as the Preferred Alternative, and this alternative is the narrowest 
of the bridge alternatives and would result in the least visual interference with the community and the 
natural environment. The cross sections of the proposed alternatives are narrower than Caltrans 
Design Standards. This action requires approval from the California Design Exceptions Committee. 
The proposed cross section of the bridge under all Build Alternatives would include 11-foot-wide lanes 
and 5-foot-wide shoulders, for a total roadway width of 32 feet. This is only 6 feet wider roadway then 
the current cross section and is far narrower than freeway standards. The remainder of the bridge 
dimensions are for the rail barrier, the structure, and the pedestrian sidewalk and fence railing that will 
be cantilevered to one side. The sidewalk will be limited to the west side of the roadway and will meet 
Caltrans Highway Design Manual, Sixth Edition requirements of a 6-foot-wide sidewalk, plus a safety 
railing. 
The 5-foot-wide shoulders will provide a contiguous pedestrian connection from Sir Francis Drake 
Boulevard, across the bridge and up to B Street, which connects the town with the Whitehouse Pool 
Park trailhead and will provide continuous bicycle access from Sir Francis Drake Boulevard to Point 
Reyes Station. This portion of the project was initiated by community comments and leaders of the 
Safe Routes to School Program for Marin County. The position of the trailhead adjacent to the bridge 
attracts pedestrians, and the lack of a shoulder to reach the trailhead presents a safety concern on the 
state road system. This is also consistent with Caltrans’ support of the Deputy Directive 64-R1 
Complete Streets – Integrating the Transportation System, which states that the needs of users of all 
ages and abilities must be met, including bicyclists, pedestrians, transit vehicles, truckers, and 
motorists, appropriate to the function and context of the facility. Every complete street looks different, 
according to its context, community preferences, the types of road users, and their needs.” (See 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/transplanning/ocp/complete-streets.html.) 
The bridge height of 21 to 30 feet refers only to Alternatives 4a and 4b, which are proposed as full-
span steel-truss bridges. Under these alternatives, a steel box truss is needed to maintain structural 
strength for such a long span (150 to 170 feet). Alternative 2a (Three-Span, Short Steel-truss Bridge, 
ABC, Longitudinal Move-in) would not exceed 12 feet above the roadway grade. Caltrans has selected 
Alternative 3a (Three-Span Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in) as the Preferred Alternative, 
and this alternative will be shorter than the existing 7-foot height of the bridge because it does not 
include a truss. The bridge barriers will be approximately 3 feet high. 

ALT-8, The Retrofit Alternative would be designed to “no collapse” criteria, which means the bridge may be 
Criteria for new 
bridge 

substantially damaged and need to be replaced following a strong seismic event but would not 
collapse during a seismic event. 
The Build Alternatives analyzed in the EIR/EA would be designed to withstand a significant seismic 
event, which was determined as a maximum magnitude of 8.0 on the Richter scale based on location 
from the San Andreas Fault, which is located 0.4 mile away, and geologic conditions. Thus, the Build 
Alternatives are designed so they will not collapse, but they may sustain damage in a seismic event. 
However, any and all damage that the Build Alternatives might experience during a seismic event 
would be fixed or, if necessary, the bridge would be replaced after the earthquake. 

Construction Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA has been updated to provide more detail about projected construction 
(CST)-1, schedules and to demonstrate that, while the complete duration may require up to 1 year for the ABC 
Minimize duration 
of construction 

construction methods, most heavy construction activity would occur over approximately 5 months. 
Conventional construction (e.g., Alternative 2b) concentrates most of the heavy construction during the 
summer and early fall months of each of the 3 years of the construction period required with this 
approach. 
It is important to note that each year and each contractor pose different conditions under which a 
project is constructed, but Caltrans has incorporated the time-saving construction methods of the ABC 
approach developed for the Build Alternatives. The EIR/ EA notes that road closures during peak 
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tourist seasons will be avoided by postponing the closure until after Labor Day to prevent long delays 
and to minimize economic impacts to local businesses during construction. Measures to avoid or 
minimize impacts included in the EIR/EA include maintaining circulation flows and avoiding one-way 
managed traffic lanes during weekend periods, positioning extra emergency responders to cover both 
side of the creek during the bridge closure, and targeting the closure during the lowest tourism period. 
For more detail, please refer to EIR/EA Section 2.1.1, Land Use; Section 2.1.2.1, Community 
Character and Cohesion; Section 2.1.2.2, Relocation and Real Property Acquisition; and Section 2.2.7, 
Noise. 
Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the 
Preferred Alternative, which has a short construction period and will reduce the public’s exposure to 
construction impacts compared to Alternative 2b, which uses 3-year conventional construction. 

CST-2, 
Closure timing – 
don’t impact 
tourism season 

Community input included feedback that the month of September is the least busy month for tourism 
within the allowable in-water work period (June 1 through October 15), which is determined by 
resource agencies. Due to permit restrictions, Caltrans is required to restrict in-water construction to 
this period. Therefore, based on community input, a bridge closure will be scheduled in September, 
the least busy month for tourism that is within the allowable in-water work period. 

CST-3, Staging areas are often referred to as temporary construction easements. Staging areas can be used 
Why not place 
staging areas at 

to store equipment and materials, but they can also serve as areas needed to access the site where 
construction occurs. 

unused Caltrans Staging areas on the properties adjacent to the bridge will be limited to accessing the bridge itself. 
yard or other Access at the four corners of the bridge is necessary for dismantling the old abutments and piers and 
vacant lots for installing new abutments and piers. By using adjacent property to access the bridge, Caltrans can 

keep the bridge open to traffic and minimize interruptions to the community, businesses, and 
emergency services. One other area needed would be limited to a temporary utility easement, 
proposed on the animal hospital property, which would be necessary only for the short-term relocation 
of a powerline pole. The installation and dismantling of the power pole and line would require less than 
a week in total. PG&E trucks may use this strip of property periodically during construction. 
For storage of equipment and materials, there are two considerations for identifying appropriate 
staging areas: (1) proximity to the bridge for efficiency and (2) least impact on natural and built 
environments. Use of staging areas will comply with the Uniform Relocation and Real Property 
Acquisition Act (1970). 
Proximity: To save time and minimize the bridge closure period under the ABC method, many pre-
cast and preassembled components of the bridge must be nearby for efficient moving into place. The 
vacant lot at B Street and at the southwest corner of Sir Francis Drake Boulevard are within 100 feet of 
the bridge. The vacant lots are strategically nearby, with short, direct access for lifting bridge 
components into place, as opposed to sites farther away, with undulating topography and curvy roads 
in the path to the bridge site. 
The longitudinal move-in construction method, as proposed with the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 
3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in), only requires 20 feet of staging outside 
of the right-of-way on adjacent properties to install the cofferdams and construct abutments and piers. 
All other staging can occur at the identified vacant lots. 
The Caltrans maintenance yard was considered, but it is too far away for the ABC methods. Precast 
and preassembled bridge pieces cannot be transported over long distances, due to the undulating and 
curvy topography. 
Least impact on natural and built environment: In the interest of reducing impacts, ideal staging 
areas should not have natural or built environments. The identified vacant lots have compressed soil 
and do not contain valuable habitat; therefore, using this land would result in low impact on sensitive 
species. Other areas suggested by members of the public would result in larger impacts on the natural 
habitat and would not alleviate the need to secure access adjacent to the bridge. 
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CST-4, Pedestrians and bicyclists crossing Lagunitas Creek can be accommodated during construction under 
Separate the 
pedestrian and 
bike crossing 

all alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EA, either by using the existing bridge, as under the Preferred 
Alternative, or a barrier-separated path along the temporary detour bridge for alternatives with a detour 
bridge. The only limitation to pedestrian and bicycle access will be when access for all modes is closed 
for 2 to 3 weeks under the alternatives that apply the ABC method. The Preferred Alternative 
(Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in) would require a 2- to 3-
week closure. 
Areas outside of and detached from Caltrans State Highway System are beyond the scope of the 
proposed project and would require the attention of Marin County or other property owners. However, 
with regard to water crossings, the permitting agencies have historically preferred to minimize 
environmental impacts through the consolidation of pedestrian and vehicle crossings, because each 
additional crossing would result in environmental impacts on the surrounding uplands and aquatic 
ecosystem. Also, another bridge would present an additional constraint during rain events. 

CST-5, Traffic during construction will be managed consistent with the California Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Traffic impacts of 
construction 

Control Devices (FHWA’s MUTCD 2009, including Revision 1 and 2, as amended for use in 
California), Chapter 5, Manual of Traffic Controls, 1996 (Revision 2), which references Part 6, 
Temporary Traffic Control, Chapter 6a of FHWA’s MUTCD (available at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/camutcd/traffic-manual.html). The Manual provides the fundamental 
principles of temporary traffic control and the requirements of temporary traffic control plans and 
advance warnings; it also directs how to establish detours and diversions and how flaggers manage 
traffic control, and it provides instructions on specific traffic control methods and applications. The 
manual also addresses management of multimodal considerations, including commercial and personal 
vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists during construction. 
As stated in the EIR/EA in Section 2.1.5.3 of the transportation evaluation, “One lane on the existing 
bridge may be required to be closed during off-peak traffic periods to accommodate safe construction 
working conditions.” “Off-peak” includes periods of the day outside of when there are typically high 
levels of commuter traffic; peak traffic periods include morning and evening rush hours. In the case of 
SR 1 near Point Reyes, peak periods include the weekend-tourist-related, high-traffic periods, which 
can occur all day. Closing one lane of the bridge will require one-way reversing traffic control. As 
outlined in Project Feature TRANS-1: Construction Traffic Management Plan, a construction traffic 
management plan would be developed to detail how to maintain traffic flows with the least impact on 
the community and traveling public. For instance, a component of the Construction Traffic 
Management Plan would address how, on two-lane highways, one-way reversing traffic control 
involves alternately stopping traffic in each direction for brief periods so that traffic traveling in each 
direction can alternately use the one open lane. This allows work activities to occur in the lane that is 
closed. Reversing control operations, under ideal conditions, uses flaggers to accommodate 
approximately 930 vehicles per hour over a distance of 0.25 mile for a stoppage period of 5 minutes 
(Caltrans 2015). A 5-minute delay is not considered a significant impact. 
Source: Caltrans. 2015. Traffic Management for Lagunitas Bridge Construction Period Technical 
Memo. August 27. 

CST-6, Since the public comment period, efforts have continued to refine the staging areas to reduce the 
Consolidate 
staging 

overall impact during construction on adjacent properties. Throughout design and construction, 
Caltrans will continue to find methods of minimizing impacts on the affected environment and 
community. Access to Lagunitas Creek Bridge from the animal hospital parcel and the three other 
adjacent parcels is required for pier removal and replacement. All other staging of materials and 
equipment will be located on the vacant properties identified in the EIR/EA in Section 1.3.2.3. No other 
properties can fulfill the needed access to the bridge. The revisions to the staging areas can be found 
in Section 1.3.2 (Figures 1-9, 1-10, 1-11, 1-14, and 1-15) of the Final EIR/EA: 

• For Alternative 2a, 3a, and 4a, staging areas have been reduced to a maximum of 20 feet beyond 
the SR 1 right-of-way line and would allow continuous access for residents and the animal hospital. 
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Appendix N Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR/EA 

Table N-1. Responses to Common Comment Themes 

Code and 
Common Themes Response 

• The staging area for Alternatives 2b and 4b would maintain access to residents and animal hospital 
with a minimum 10-foot buffer from the building. 

Caltrans will maintain access at all times (both for driveways and parking) throughout the construction 
period, and the animal hospital can maintain its business services to the community and larger region. 
For details about changes in parking, please see Section 1.3.2.3, Commonalities of the Build 
Alternatives. 
The range of issues associated with construction impacts on the animal hospital is disclosed in the 
Community Impact Assessment and in Final EIR/EA in Section 2.1.2, Community Impacts, Section 
2.2.6, Air Quality, and Section 2.2.7, Noise. All avoidance and minimization measures and mitigation 
measures will be included in the Environmental Commitment Record that is part of the project 
construction bid package; therefore, the contractor will be required to comply with and implement 
these measures. 

Community Impact The EIR/EA considered the animal hospital, the effects of construction, and the difficulty of maintaining 
Assessment a business during construction. The EIR/EA includes a list of project features and measures to avoid 
(CIA)-1, and/or minimize the impacts on the animal hospital. The animal hospital is specifically addressed in 
Protect the animal 
hospital 

Section 2.1.1, Land Use, Section 2.1.2.1, Community Character and Cohesion, and Section 2.1.2.2, 
Relocation and Real Property Acquisition, as well as in Section 2.2.7, Noise, where it is included as a 
sensitive receptor and which describes how Caltrans will reduce noise impacts to the animal hospital. 
Other sections do not directly mention the animal hospital, but they equally apply, such as Section 
2.2.6, Air Quality, which outlines project features that would be applied to manage fugitive dust during 
construction. The analyses considered management of construction dust, noise, temporary removal of 
parking, narrowing access to one driveway, and potential loss of clients and business revenues. Use 
of the property as staging areas will comply with the Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition 
Act (1970). 
Caltrans will maintain access at all times (both for driveways and parking) throughout the construction 
period. This will be done for the animal hospital to maintain its business services to the community and 
larger region. 

CIA-2, Construction of highway, roadway, and bridge improvements involves delays and inconveniences to 
Community 
impacts 

the traveling public. Routine maintenance is a requirement of upholding a functioning regional 
transportation system that meets the needs of the local community and commerce, allows access to 
regional points of tourism (such as the Point Reyes National Seashore), and facilitates the movement 
of freight, goods, and services. 
Caltrans is aware of the community's concern that construction can impact the economy and the local 
community and will implement several best management practices to minimize temporary construction 
impacts. The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal 
Move-in) has a short construction process (up to 1 year) and will be limited to a 2- to 3-week bridge 
closure. Due to permit restrictions regarding aquatic species, Caltrans is required to limit in-water 
construction to the summer/early fall period (June 1 through October 15) and will work to maintain 
access over the bridge as much as possible. However, based on community input, a bridge closure 
will be scheduled in September, the least busy month for tourism that is within the allowable in-water 
work period. The Preferred Alternative is also the least impactful of the evaluated Build Alternatives in 
terms of duration of construction and temporary access easements on private property, and it 
minimizes construction-related traffic impacts and long-term visual disturbance. 

CIA-3, The Community Impact Assessment conforms to the 2011 Caltrans Standard Environmental 
CIA adequacy Reference Environmental Handbook Volume 4: Community Impact Assessment. The issues and 

concerns that are recorded in the Community Impact Assessment for this project come from extensive 
public input gathered during the 2015 scoping meeting and during an additional scoping meeting held 
in October 2015, as well as from input received throughout the Draft EIR/EA process and through the 
Stakeholder Working Group, which includes community and other stakeholder representatives. 
Start to finish, the construction of the Preferred Alternative is projected to require up to 1 year, which 
includes several periods of low-impact activities, such as vegetation removal and biological monitoring. 
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Appendix N Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR/EA 

Table N-1. Responses to Common Comment Themes 

Code and 
Common Themes Response 

An overview of the construction process is outlined in Section 1.3.2 of the Final EIR/EA. and the 
schedule is detailed in Section 1.4. The combined duration of major construction activities (i.e., heavy 
equipment and the building and removal of piers, abutments, and bridge deck) would be approximately 
5 months for the ABC construction methods. This is considered a short duration. In addition, Caltrans 
is committed to maintaining travel using the existing bridge throughout construction, except during a 
2- to 3-week closure. Access will also be preserved to all businesses, including the animal hospital,
throughout construction, even when the bridge is closed. Those who use the detour or who come from
Point Reyes Station will still have access to the animal hospital during the bridge closure. Chapter 2 of
the Final EIR/EA addresses other construction-related impacts on community (both residential and
business) and articulates commitments to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts. Therefore, this
project is not anticipated to result in substantial adverse economic effects on the animal hospital or any
other business in the Point Reyes Station community.

Utilities and Caltrans coordinated with the Point Reyes Fire Station Chief and County Sheriff. The EIR/EA 
Emergency incorporates accommodations to preserve emergency response throughout construction, including 
Services (UES)-1, during the proposed 2- to 3-week bridge closure associated with the Build Alternatives that would use 
Emergency access the ABC construction method. This will require the project to support the placement of and provisions 

for emergency response providers on either side of Lagunitas Creek during the entire closure. See 
Section 2.1.4.3 of the EIR/EA for more information. 

Transportation This project will not increase the capacity or the volumes of traffic on SR 1 or at the intersection of Sir 
(TSP)-1, Francis Drake Boulevard and SR 1. 
Intersection at Accident data from Caltrans’ Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System, which keeps records 
Sir Francis Drake of all reported traffic accidents on the state’s highways system, indicate that there was no accident at 
Boulevard during the intersection of Sir Francis Drake Boulevard (or Levee Road) with SR 1 near Point Reyes Station 
operation for the most recent available 3 years. Caltrans Office of Traffic conducted a study for an all-way stop in 

August 2012 that analyzed speed and accidents in the vicinity of and surrounding the intersection of 
Sir Francis Drake Boulevard and SR 1. That study found that an all-way stop is not warranted at the 
intersection. 
Source: Caltrans 2012. Report of the Engineering and Traffic Survey. August 31. 

TSP-2, The travel lanes with the project will not be noticeably wider than the existing lanes. Depending on 
Safety hazard where they are measured, the existing lanes on the bridge vary from 10.5 feet to 11 feet wide. The 

bridge lanes are proposed to be 11 feet wide. The additional shoulder width (from 2 feet to the 
proposed 5 feet) will extend approximately 545 feet, including the curve in the road and the bridge 
features that tend to slow vehicle speeds. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has 
documented that shoulders improve safety conditions. Shoulders provide several important functions: 
the additional width provides a shoulder that allows for a bicycle lane as well as an area for vehicles to 
use to avoid incidents (i.e., a break-down lane). Also, people driving farming equipment use the 
Lagunitas Creek Bridge, and the shoulder can help to reduce traffic overlap into the oncoming lane in 
such instances. 
Safety and efficient traffic operations can be adversely affected if any of the following shoulder 
functions are compromised: 

• Shoulders provide space for emergency storage of disabled vehicles.

• Shoulders provide space for enforcement activities.

• Shoulders provide space for maintenance activities.

• Shoulders improve bicycle accommodation. This type of shoulder can also reduce risky passing 
maneuvers by drivers.

• Shoulders improve stopping-sight distance at horizontal curves by providing an offset to objects 
such as barriers and bridge piers.

• On highways with curb and enclosed drainage systems, shoulders store and carry water during 
storms, preventing water from spreading onto the travel lanes. 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
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Appendix N Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR/EA 

Table N-1. Responses to Common Comment Themes 

Code and 
Common Themes Response 

Caltrans has adopted bridge-width requirements consistent with AASHTO standards. The standards 
for bridges are different than those for roadways in that typical roadways have natural shoulders or 
areas of refuge for use when moving-vehicle incidents cause the need to swerve to avoid obstacles. 
The accidents associated with shoulder width on rural two-lane highways is documented—and was 
used to develop a safety prediction model—by FHWA (Prediction of the Expected Safety Performance 
of Rural Two-Lane Highways, FHWA 2000-12). The study also provides a model that allows highway 
agencies to estimate the safety performance of a roadway or intersection for a set of assumed nominal 
or base conditions. These conditions can be adjusted for factors such as roadway segments of lane 
width, shoulder width, shoulder type, horizontal curves, grades, driveway density, two-way left-turn 
lanes, passing lanes, roadside design and the effects on safety for at-grade intersections of skew 
angle, traffic control, exclusive left- and right-turn lanes, sight distance, and driveways. Caltrans has 
reviewed the conditions of SR 1 south of Point Reyes Station and considered the community’s desires 
to maintain a rural roadway into Point Reyes Station. As a result, Caltrans has agreed to adopt design 
exceptions to AASHTO standards to reduce the standard lane width from 12 feet to 11 feet and the 
standard shoulder width from 8 feet to 5 feet, which still permits Caltrans to meet the Deputy Directive 
64-R1 Complete Streets – Integrating the Transportation System, which states that the needs of users 
of all ages and abilities must be met, including bicyclists, pedestrians, and vehicles. The shoulder 
would meet the Class III signed bicycle route standard per Marin County’s Marin Unincorporated Area 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, which was updated in 2009 for this area. 
Source: FHWA Turner-Fairbank Highway Research Center. 2000. Prediction of the Expected Safety 
Performance of Rural Two-Lane Highways. Prepared by Midwest Research Institute. December. 
Available at https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/99207/99207.pdf. 

Geology (GEO)-1, Although a substantial seismic event cannot be predicted, Caltrans prepares its facilities for the 
Earthquake 
unlikely 

eventuality of earthquakes so that roadway and bridge facilities remain capable of transporting goods, 
services (such as emergency services), and persons, without impediments. The Working Group on 
California Earthquake Probabilities was commissioned in 2007 to develop an updated statewide 
forecast, the latest result of which is the Uniform California Earthquake Rupture Forecast Version 3, or 
“UCERF3,” dated March 2015 (available at https://pubs.usgs.gov/fs/2015/3009/pdf/fs2015-3009.pdf). 
According to UCERF3, there is a 72 percent chance of having a magnitude 6.7 or larger earthquake 
within the next 30 years in the San Francisco region; please see the UCERF3 Fact Sheet linked above 
for additional background. 
The argument that the seismic hazard at the project site is grossly overestimated is not supported by 
good science. The idea that the San Andreas Fault takes roughly 250 years to develop enough stress 
to generate a large earthquake and, since we are only a little more than 100 years into that cycle, 
concerns regarding seismic safety can be ignored for the time being, is not supported by USGS. 
Though the earthquake renewal model was popular for many years due to its conceptual simplicity, it 
is generally recognized that is does not work well in the real world. The reason for this poor 
performance is the subject of active research. A leading theory is that, while the stress on a fault 
increases linearly with time (approximately), the stress threshold required to initiate a fault rupture can 
vary substantially over time due to stress interactions with neighboring faults. The USGS National 
Hazard Mapping Program has chosen not to include time-dependent hazard models in its seismic 
hazard maps due to their poor performance. Caltrans relies on hazard estimates from the USGS to 
generate its design spectrum for bridge design. It is Caltrans’ position that the USGS hazard 
estimates, given the extensive input they receive from scientific working groups and the research 
community at large, reflect the best science currently available. 

Noise (NOI)-1, The noise evaluation, found in Section 2.2.7 of the EIR/EA, considered sensitive receptors within 
Noise impacts 1,000 feet of the project site and includes mitigation measures to address construction-related 

impacts. Project Feature NOISE-1 provides noise source control measures to minimize noise during 
construction, and Mitigation Measure NOISE-A provides noise control measures to minimize noise 
associated with construction-related equipment and construction activity. 
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Appendix N Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR/EA 

Table N-1. Responses to Common Comment Themes 

Code and 
Common Themes Response 

Noise levels after the construction period should not change from current conditions because the 
project will not increase roadway capacity, and growth (that could lead to higher volumes of traffic) is 
not planned in the project surroundings. 
The design of the noise abatement will depend on the construction of the facility being protected. 
Specific noise abatement will be designed with more investigation on the physical construction and 
areas that needs protection during final design. 
Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the 
Preferred Alternative, which has a shorter construction period and will reduce the public’s exposure to 
construction impacts compared to Alternative 2b, which uses conventional construction. In addition, 
the project description specifically eliminates hammer-pile driving, which is the noisiest method of 
installing piles for the piers. Similar to noise, vibration was analyzed for its potential to annoy persons 
and/or to damage nearby structures. Vibration damage is rare from construction activities; however, if 
a structure is near a proposed project site, construction-related vibration impact is evaluated. If there 
are structures within 50 feet of the vibration-causing construction activity, construction methods and 
equipment will be adjusted to avoid vibration-related damage. Short-term vibratory annoyance is 
considered a short-term impact and will be managed through limiting the durations and avoiding night-
time periods. 
A construction management plan will be developed prior to construction and will include, among other 
elements, best management practices to minimize noise and vibration, including monitoring as 
needed. 

Biology (BIO)-1, The Final EIR/EA describes the project and construction activities in Chapter 1. In Chapter 2, it 
Biological impacts includes the evaluation of the impacts of the Project to the environment and community, and it 

proposes measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate harm. The impact assessment and mitigation 
measures in the EIR/EA are by specific resource discipline and based on Caltrans’ extensive 
expertise, FHWA-approved methods and guidance, and coordination with regulatory and permit 
agencies. The biological impacts originated in a Natural Environment Study technical report prepared 
by a certified biologist, which was then distilled into the EIR/EA in appropriate subsections in 
Section 2.3 of the Final EIR/EA. Then, to meet the requirements of the Endangered Species Act, a 
Biological Assessment was submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, with the receipt of a 
Biological Opinion on April 27, 2018, and, for aquatic species, the National Marine Fisheries Service 
responded on March 30, 2018. that the Programmatic Biological Opinion (BO) No. 013-9731 issued in 
2013 for bridge replacements should be applied to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to threatened 
and endangered species. Throughout final design and construction, Caltrans will continue to refine 
methods to avoid and minimize impacts on all wildlife and aquatic species and will adhere to federal, 
state, and local permits regulating the protection of wildlife and aquatic species and their habitats. 
The BO provides the regulatory agencies’ direction of how mitigation measures will be implemented. 
Prior to obtaining the BO, the measures in the EIR/EA were based on previous project experiences 
and current discussions with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. They represent the full spectrum of measures that would be 
applied in proportion to the impacts. Now that the Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, 
Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative, measures have been 
tailored to the specific project impacts; however, the project is only at approximately the 35 percent 
design stage. As the project design progresses, more refinement will occur. The level of reporting is 
consistent with current and best practices available. 
With regard to specific construction details (durations per activity), Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA has been 
updated to describe additional detail. The range of impacts for noise, air quality, and traffic are 
reported in the EIR/EA. As noted in Chapter 1, Caltrans has restricted hammer-pile driving for this 
project. Therefore, hammer-pile driving noise was not evaluated, but a full range of construction 
equipment (e.g., vibratory- and augered-pile driving) was reported and a full spectrum of noise-
reducing measures will be implemented based on specific field conditions to minimize the noise 
disturbance. 
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Appendix N Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR/EA 

Table N-1. Responses to Common Comment Themes 

Code and 
Common Themes Response 

Regarding pier removal, as noted in Section 1.3.2.2 of the EIR/EA, under “YEAR 1,” mobilization and 
building the detour bridge includes installing cofferdams (e.g., using sheet pile walls or other method) 
to create dry areas for work within the creek channel for installation of new piers and removal of old 
piers. Separating the creek flows with a cofferdam involves dewatering the work area inside the 
cofferdam so that removal and installation of piers does not result in unnecessary sediment entering 
the creek. This will avoid impacts to water quality and reduce impacts to aquatic species during 
construction. The contractor can remove timber piles 3 feet below grade, isolate any contamination, 
then have it removed without affecting the water channel. In addition, the Construction Impacts 
subsections of EIR/EA Section 2.2.2.3 review the impacts of increased sedimentation, material 
handling, and spill prevention measures. These potential impacts will be addressed prior to 
commencing construction with the mandatory development and approval of a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan, which is outlined in Project Feature WATER-3. 

Public Outreach 
Process (PUB)-1, 
Extend public 
comment period 

The comment period was extended for an additional 15 days, through June 23, 2017 (original period 
was from April 26 through June 9, 2017). Within the extended period, Caltrans hosted an additional 
public meeting in Point Reyes Station at the Dance Palace on June 15, 2017, with the assistance of 
the Point Reyes Village Association, which facilitated the meeting date and venue. 

PUB-2, The project development process is a multidisciplinary process involving engineers, environmental 
Public outreach 
process 

scientists, subject area specialists, resource agencies and the public. Input is collected from all 
disciplines, and the project development team works with the information to refine the design to avoid 
and minimize effects. Community input and environmental context are important components. For this 
project, there have been opportunities for the public to provide input throughout the project 
development process. For a full description of outreach and public engagement, please see Chapter 4 
of the Final EIR/EA, as well as Appendix L, which includes public notifications and publicly distributed 
materials. 
Ultimately, Caltrans makes a decision that balances the project objectives with environmental context 
and community input. 
Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the 
Preferred Alternative, which has a short construction period and will reduce the public’s exposure to 
construction impacts compared to Alternative 2b, which uses conventional construction. 

General (GEN)-1, The state requires Caltrans to develop and document criteria that it uses to decide which projects to 
Wasting money prioritize to more efficiently use public funds. The Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project is funded through 

the bridge preservation component of the State Highway Operations and Protection Program, which is 
administered by the California Transportation Commission (made up of officials, appointed by the 
governor, who decide how state funding should be prioritized). The objective of the bridge preservation 
component of the SHOPP is to identify, prioritize, and secure funding to correct structural or functional 
issues that affect a structure’s ability to provide the needed level of service. The committee makes 
decisions based on technical input regarding safety and operation prioritization, compared against 
similar criteria for similar projects in the state per state law. 
Caltrans prioritized the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project based on the vulnerability to seismic events 
determined by the preliminary assessment made by the Office of Earthquake Engineering. 
Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA documents the need for the project, which justifies the expenditure. 
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Federal Agencies 
No comments were received from federal agencies. 
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Responses to Comments: Agencies 

Response to California  Coastal  Commission_A  
Response to  Comment 1: Bridge types and construction methods   

Caltrans acknowledges the Coastal Commission’s preference for the longitudinal move-in ABC 
method, Alternative 2a, 3a, or 4a due to the shorter construction period. Caltrans has identified 
Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred 
Alternative. This alternative is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives and among 
the least environmentally impactful alternatives in terms of ground disturbance and property 
impacts during construction. 

Response to Comment 2: Schedule bridge closure to minimize impacts during high tourist 
season 

Caltrans notes the Coastal Commission’s concern regarding the timing of the bridge closure. 
Caltrans is committed to minimizing traffic impacts during construction and developed the 
Accelerated Bridge Construction method to substantially reduce the construction period and 
allow use of the bridge for most of the construction period. The bridge closure must occur within 
the allowable in-water work window to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species. The in-water 
work window is limited to the dry season (June 1 to October 15) or as allowed to meet permit 
conditions. As stated in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA, bridge closure and detour would occur 
during the low tourist season, after Labor Day weekend in September. 

Response to Comment 3: Preference for Alternative 4a, Full-span, Steel-truss, ABC 
Longitudinal Move-in 

Caltrans acknowledges the Coastal Commission’s preference for Alternative 4a, Full-span, Steel-
truss, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in to eliminate piers in the creek channel. Section 1.6, Selection 
of the Preferred Alternative, in the Final EIR/EA provides the reasons Caltrans prefers 
Alternative 3a, which included the following: it is among the least environmentally impactful 
alternatives in terms of ground disturbance and property impacts during construction; it does not 
detract from the community character; and it can be built within 1 year. 

On February 9, 2018, an interagency meeting was held at the California Coastal Commission’s 
office with Caltrans and Marin County. During this meeting, Caltrans updated the agencies on 
refinements made to design and staging areas in response to public comments. At the end of this 
meeting, Caltrans highlighted the rationale for selecting Alternative 3a as the Preferred 
Alternative. The California Coastal Commission and Marin County confirmed support for 
Alternative 3a. 

Response to Comment 4: Recognize that Alternatives 2a and 3a, three-span, steel-truss and 
concrete bridge types may be more suitable for the community context 

Caltrans appreciates that the Coastal Commission recognizes that Alternatives 2a and 3a, three-
span bridge types may more closely resemble the character of the existing bridge, consistent with 
the Point Reyes Station Community Plan and the Marin County Local Coastal Program. Because 
community character is important to the community, this is among the reasons for Caltrans 
identifying Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the 
Preferred Alternative. Section 1.6, Selection of the Preferred Alternative, in the Final EIR/EA 
provides the reasons Caltrans prefers Alternative 3a. 

Response to Comment 5: Revise the EIR/EA to more accurately reflect environmentally 
sensitive habitat area (ESHA) impacts 

Caltrans acknowledges the Coastal Commission’s comment regarding the characterization of 
impacts to ESHA habitat. Section 2.3.1.2 of the Final EIR/EA was updated to include special-
status species habitat as ESHAs. Section 2.3.4, Animal Species, and Section 2.3.5, Threatened 
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Responses to Comments: Agencies 

and Endangered Species, of the Final EIR/EA were revised to more  clearly describe impacts to  
species’ ESHA habitat.  

Response to Comment 6: Acknowledge that “impacts of more than one season are not 
considered temporary under Coastal Act,” and add analysis of the hydroacoustic impacts of 
pile driving 

Caltrans notes the Coastal Commission’s comments regarding temporary impacts lasting more 
than 1 year. Project Feature BIO-1, Revegetation, in Section 2.3.1 of the Final EIR/EA states that 
all temporarily disturbed areas would be restored with locally appropriate native species, and a 
revegetation plan would be developed through coordination with regulatory agencies during the 
permitting process. In addition, implementation of AMM BIO-1, Tree replacement, would install 
replacement riparian plantings in coordination with regulatory agencies. With the implementation 
of these measures, impacts to vegetative communities would be reduced. 

Caltrans acknowledges the Coastal Commission’s request for an analysis of hydroacoustic 
impacts of pile driving. Due to the presence of protected aquatic species, Caltrans proposes to 
dewater the in-channel work area behind installed cofferdams, within which piles would be 
installed into the creek bed by augering or vibratory method. The Final EIR/EA was revised to 
include a new avoidance and minimization measure for marine mammals. As described in the 
new AMM BIO-6, Marine mammals onsite, Caltrans will coordinate visual monitoring for marine 
mammals by NMFS-approved marine mammal observers. Construction will not commence or, if 
occurring, cease if seals or sea lions are observed in the project area. Refer to the Final EIR/EA 
Section 2.3.4, Animal Species, for more detail about this measure.   

Response to Comment 7: MRN-1 repair guidelines for roadway prism 

Caltrans acknowledges the Coastal Commission’s citation of Caltrans’ MRN-1 (i.e., State 
Route 1 in Marin County) repair guidelines for 4-foot-wide shoulders. Caltrans has recognized 
the community’s rural context by requesting a design exception from Caltrans design standards. 
Please see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, 
and see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment 
“ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character,” which provides more detail on the 
proposed width of the Build Alternatives. Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, 
Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative. This alternative is the 
narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Furthermore, reduction of shoulders is not recommended on bridge facilities where no horizontal 
retreat beyond the shoulder is available. Additionally, the shoulder enhances accessibility to the 
Whitehouse Pool Park trailhead located just north of the bridge, and this route has been identified 
by the Safe Routes to School program to provide a continuous and safe route from the Sir Francis 
Drake Boulevard intersection north to B Street in Point Reyes Station.  
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Responses to Comments: Agencies 

Response to California State Lands Commission_A 

Response to Comment 1: CSLC will act as responsible and trustee agency 

Caltrans acknowledges that the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) is a responsible and 
trustee agency because this project would directly or indirectly affect sovereign lands and their 
accompanying Public Trust resources or uses. 

Response to Comment 2: Use of sovereign land 

Caltrans acknowledges the requirement to obtain formal authorization from the CSLC for the use 
of sovereign land. Caltrans, as required, will submit an application. 

Response to Comment 3: Lease PRC 5849.9 for 8-inch water line 

Caltrans acknowledged the North Marin County Water District water lines (one under the bridge 
and one under the culvert) in the Draft EIR/EA in Section 2.1.4, Utilities. Caltrans acknowledges 
that this is subject to a land use lease with the CSLC, which may require an amendment. Caltrans 
will coordinate with the Public Land Trust Management specialist, George Asimakopoulos, and 
North Marin Water District on an update to the land use lease regarding activities affecting the 
two water lines. This commitment has been added to Section 2.1.4.3 of the Final EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 4: Temporary bridge 

Caltrans notes your understanding of the project description. As noted in Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, Caltrans evaluated five Build Alternatives and one No-Build Alternative. One of the 
Build Alternatives, Alternative 2b, Three-span, short steel-truss bridge, would be constructed 
using the conventional method. This construction approach would have a construction duration of 
3 years, with detour bridge construction during year 1, removal of existing bridge and building of 
new bridge over years 2 and 3, and removal of the detour bridge in year 3. Construction of the 
temporary bridge would provide access across Lagunitas Creek throughout the construction 
phase. No detour route would be necessary. 

Response to Comment 5: Removal of existing bridge 

Caltrans acknowledges the potential presence of lead paint on the bridge in Section 2.2.5.3 of the 
EIR/EA. Section 2.2.5 in the Final EIR/EA has been revised to specify that compliance with 
project features such as Caltrans 2015 Standard Specifications 14-11, Hazardous Waste and 
Contamination, would minimize the potential for hazardous waste contamination to the 
environment during construction. As indicated in the Caltrans 2015 Standard Specifications 14-
11, all bridge debris would be handled, stored, transported, and disposed of under applicable 
federal, state, and local hazardous waste laws. 

Response to Comment 6: Construction of new permanent bridge 

Caltrans notes your understanding of the project description as correct. No revision to the Final 
EIR/EA is necessary. 

Response to Comment 7: Lease approval 

Caltrans acknowledges the CSLC as a jurisdictional agency. The Final EIR/EA Table S-2, Table 
1-2, and Section 2.3.2.3 have been revised to include the state lease approval requirement. 

Response to Comment 8: Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions analysis 

CEQA requires a lead agency to make a good faith effort to identify impacts and gives the lead 
agency discretion on the approach to analyze those impacts. Based on the nature of the proposed 
project, Caltrans has qualitatively analyzed operational GHG emissions related to the project and 
has disclosed projected emissions related to construction activities (see Table 3-3 in Section 3.2.5 
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Responses to Comments: Agencies 

of the Final EIR/EA). While it is challenging to link the direct impacts of the  proposed project to 
the global  GHG effects on a cumulative scale to climate change, Caltrans outlined its 
commitment to reducing GHGs  in  Section 3.2.6.2 of the  Draft EIR/EA. This commitment is  also  
shown in the same section of the Final EIR/EA.  

Response to Comment 9: Bay Area Air Quality Management District GHG thresholds 

Caltrans notes the CSLC’s recommendation to disclose GHG emissions during construction. The 
BAAQMD has not adopted a threshold of significance for construction-related GHG emissions 
(BAAQMD 2017).1 Caltrans has updated Section 3.2.5 of the Final EIR/EA to disclose the 
estimated GHG emissions for all Build Alternatives in Table 3-3. 

Response to Comment 10: Sea-level rise 

Caltrans acknowledges the CSLC’s comment regarding future projections of sea level rise in the 
project area. Section 2.2.1.2 of the Final EIR/EA was updated to reflect that the existing bridge 
can convey projected surface elevations that include sea level rise during normal flows. All Build 
Alternatives are designed to maintain this freeboard. 

As noted in Section 2.2.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, the Federal Emergency Management Agency-
projected downstream elevation at the mouth of Lagunitas Creek during a 100-year event, 
including sea-level rise (SLR), would be 11.06 feet in year 2050 and 14.47 feet in year 2100. 
Currently, the lower soffit of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge is located at elevation 17.5 feet. 
Therefore, the bridge can currently convey projected surface elevations that include the SLR and 
100-year event flows. The mouth of Lagunitas Creek, at Tomales Bay, was used in the hydraulic 
model as the downstream controlling water surface elevation. The Sea Level Rise Memo and Sea 
Level Rise Impact Study completed for the project are on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). 

However, Section 2.2.1.3 of the Final EIR/EA was updated to reflect that Caltrans and Marin 
County have discussed the need to include potential climate adaptation measures in new 
infrastructure projects, such as the bridge. Both recognize that while raising the bridge is not the 
solution, having the flexibility to raise the bridge may be part of the solution in conjunction with 
future Marin County infrastructure efforts. Caltrans has agreed to consider design of the 
Lagunitas Creek Bridge substructure to support raising the bridge in the future. 

Response to Comment 11: Cultural resources 

Caltrans acknowledges the CSLC’s concern regarding cultural resources. Section 2.1.7.3 of the 
Final EIR/EA provides an overview of the CSLC’s title within the Lagunitas Creek channel. This 
commitment is also included in the Final EIR/EA in Section 2.1.7.3, Project Feature CULT-1. 

Response to Comment 12: Wetlands and other waters of the state 

Caltrans acknowledges the CSLC’s concern regarding wetland and creek impacts. The 
Final EIR/EA does not defer mitigation. Since publication of the Draft EIR/EA, Caltrans has 
revised Mitigation Measure BIO-A. As described in Section 2.3.2, instream restoration work 
would be consistent with the California Salmonid Stream Habitat Restoration Manual, Fourth 
Edition (or as updated). The Manual describes the process for analyzing site-specific hydraulic 
conditions, choosing sites and materials, and selecting appropriate anchoring techniques (e.g., 
using rebar to pin logs in place). The Manual also includes a project evaluation and monitoring 
system to ensure documentation of project performance – important for the developing science of 

1 Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 2017. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality 
Guidelines. Available at: http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-
research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en. May. 
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Responses to Comments: Agencies 

stream  restoration. This will require the Caltrans biologist to  develop the detailed instream habitat 
enhancement  in coordination with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife  to restore 
Tomales roach and western pond turtle habitat. For more information about Mitigation Measure  
BIO-A,  Mitigation for jurisdictional water features,  refer to Section 2.3.2 of the Final EIR/EA.  

Response to Comment 13: Recreation – California Streets and Highway Code 

Caltrans acknowledges the CSLC’s reminder to comply with Section 84.5 and Section 101.5 of 
the California Streets and Highways Code. Caltrans will prepare a report on the feasibility of 
providing public access to a navigable river during the design process of the Preferred Alternative 
and will submit a right-of-way map to the CSLC. Section 2.1.3 of the Final EIR/EA has been 
updated to reflect Caltrans’ commitment to comply with this section of the California Streets and 
Highways Code. 

Response to Comment 14: Recreation – Disruption of coastal access to Point Reyes National 
Seashore (PRNS) 

Caltrans acknowledges CSLC’s concern regarding access to PRNS. Sections 2.1.3.3 and 3.2.2.7 
of the Final EIR/EA have been updated to reflect the possibility of redirecting tourists to avoid 
the detour obstacles when visiting the PRNS during the 2- to 3-week bridge closure. Caltrans will 
develop a Traffic Management Plan to minimize inconveniences related to access to park 
resources during construction. Section 2.1.3.4 of the Final EIR/EA was updated to reflect 
Caltrans’ commitment to coordinate with the CSLC, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
Marin County, and PRNS to finalize measures that would require notification to the public about 
access closures and to avoid and minimize access impediments during the bridge closure. As 
stated in Project Feature TRANS-1, Caltrans would prepare a Construction Traffic Management 
Plan that would provide the public with roadway information in advance to help plan for travel to 
the project area. 
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Responses to Comments: Agencies 

Response to County of Marin Community Development Agency Environmental 
Health Services Division_A 
Response to Comment 1: Marin County Environmental Health Services (MCEHS) access 
notification 

Caltrans acknowledges that MCEHS needs to be notified about any change in or closure of access 
to the Lagunitas Creek channel via the trailhead north of the bridge during construction. This 
measure has been added to Section 2.1.3.4 of the Final EIR/EA and will be incorporated as a 
project commitment. As stated in AMM PARKS-2 in the Final EIR/EA, Caltrans will notify 
Marin County Environmental Health Services about trail closures. However, as indicated in 
Section 2.1.3, access to Whitehouse Pool Park via the Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
trailhead located at C Street and Third Street would remain open. 
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Response to  Marin County Fire Department_A  
Response to  Comment  1:  Bridge closure effect on emergency services  

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concern regarding traffic delays. The Final EIR/EA 
analyzed the impacts of bridge construction on emergency services in the environmental 
consequences subsections of both the Utilities and Emergency Services and Transportation 
sections (Section 2.1.4.2 and Section 2.1.5.3, respectively). As stated in the Final EIR/EA, with 
implementation of Project Features and the AMM described below in response to Comment 2, 
traffic delays would be minimized. 

Response to Comment 2: Fund for emergency personnel for south side of bridge during 
closure 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concern regarding additional staffing needs. The Final 
EIR/EA includes measures to minimize the effect of the closure and of construction traffic delays 
at the bridge. Please see AMM UTIL-1: Provide emergency service personnel on both sides of the 
bridge, Project Feature TRANS-1: Construction Traffic Management Plan, and Project Feature 
TRANS-2: Emergency services access provisions. 

Response to Comment 3: Maintain reasonable response times through construction area 

Please see the response to Comment 2, above. With the implementation of the measures listed in 
response to Comment 2, a reasonable response time on both sides of the bridge during 
construction and closure would be maintained. 
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North Marin Water District_A  

Response to Comment 1: North Marin Water District 8-inch steel pipeline 

Caltrans acknowledges the North Marin County Water District (NMWD) water lines (one under 
the bridge and one under the culvert) in the Draft EIR/EA in Section 2.1.4, Utilities. Caltrans will 
coordinate with the NMWD on activities affecting these two water lines (as well as update the 
land use lease with CSLC prior to relocation of the utilities). This commitment has been added to 
Section 2.1.4.3 of the Final EIR/EA as AMM UTIL-2: Coordinate with NMWD and CSLC on the 
relocation of the water lines prior to bridge construction. 
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Response to  Astrid  Design Studio_A  
Response to  Comment 1:  Consider a retrofit  alternative  

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s view that a retrofit of the bridge is not in the best interest 
of the community. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has 
considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives. The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Caltrans initially evaluated a retrofit alternative for Lagunitas Bridge early in 
the project development phase but did not carry it forward for full evaluation. Please see Chapter 
1 of the Final EIR/EA, as well as the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum 
(June 2018), which are posted on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/), for the reasons this alternative was not carried 
forward. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common 
Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 

Based on the commenter’s subject line of “No Build Option,” it appears the commenter is in 
favor of the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative.” Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-
span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses  to  Bovine  Bakery_A  
Response to  Comment 1: Not a freeway  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the bridge. None of the Build 
Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge; both will remain two lanes. 
Please see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, 
and see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment 
“ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: 
Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, which is 
the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 2: Community impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns about community impacts. Caltrans is aware that there 
are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
effects that would occur during construction of the project (measures are described in Section 
2.2.6, Noise, and Section 2.15, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities). 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of 
construction,” “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and 
“CST-2, Closure timing – don’t impact tourism season.” 

Response to Comment 3: Seismic retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s request to evaluate a retrofit alternative. Caltrans is responsible 
for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including a seismic retrofit alternative, as described in the Alternatives Analysis 
Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are posted on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
A retrofit alternative would require longer construction duration and would have more 
environmental impacts and potentially higher risk than the replacement alternatives. For more 
information about the retrofit options, please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 4: Size of bridge and safety 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size and safety of the proposed Build 
Alternatives. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comments “ALT-7, Size of 
bridge and visual/aesthetic character” and “TSP-2, Safety hazard,” which addresses the 
concern that a wider bridge would increase speeds. 
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Responses to Comments: Businesses 

Response to  The  Building  Supply  Center_A  
Response to  Comment 1: Economic impact  

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential economic impacts of 
the project. Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction 
undertaken to maintain a safe transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to 
avoid, minimize, and mitigate effects that would occur during construction of the project. Please 
see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-
2, Community impacts.” 

Response to Comment 2: Animal hospital, consolidate staging, emergency access 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital, construction staging, and 
emergency services. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected 
properties. Access will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout 
construction. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital.” 

Many staging areas were evaluated as part of Caltrans’ early investigation and design process, 
and different staging areas are identified to support different activities. The project needs staging 
areas adjacent to the existing bridge for accessibility and storage areas as close by as possible to 
minimize impacts on the community. Two staging areas are proposed on the animal hospital 
property: one for direct access to the piers and abutments and one for relocating the utility pole to 
avoid conflict with overhead wires during construction. Each staging area would be used for short 
periods of time. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “CST-3, Why 
not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots” and “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging.” 

Regarding emergency access during construction, please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “UES-1, Emergency access.” 

Response to Comment 3: Economic impact 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s request for Caltrans to not negatively affect economic and 
essential services in the community. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state 
routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are posted on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Economic analysis is provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA 
and includes the consideration of factors that may influence the patronage of local businesses 
such as traffic, noise, dust, and visual disturbance. Measures are included in the project to reduce 
the effects of each of the construction-related impacts on businesses; see Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Because a quantitative economic impact to local businesses 
cannot be determined until after construction (and obtaining financial data from businesses), the 
analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is qualitative in nature. This analysis meets the requirements 
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike the NEPA analysis, the focus of the analysis 
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) shall be on the physical changes caused 
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by the economic or social  chain of cause and effect.  Economic or  social effects of a project shall  
not be treated as significant effects on the environment.  

Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 BUS-9 



 

  
  

 

Responses to Comments: Businesses 

Hostelling  International, Point Reyes_A  
page 1 of 1  

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
BUS-10 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

   
 

    
    

    
    

     
   

  

 
    

   
  

   

Responses to Comments: Businesses 

Response Hostelling  International, Point  Reyes_A  
Response to  Comment 1: No-Build  Alternative  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are posted on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). 
The range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, 
while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build 
Alternative” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties and provides measures to minimize, 
reduce, and mitigate construction impacts. Refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EA. Access will be 
maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for 
the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 
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Responses to Comments: Businesses 

Responses  to  Mesa Refuge Writers’ Retreat_A  
Response to  Comment 1: No-Build  Alternative  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit or the No-Build Alternative. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including a seismic retrofit of the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are posted on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. A retrofit alternative would require longer construction duration and 
would have more environmental impacts and potentially higher risk than the replacement 
alternatives. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the 
no-build scenario,” and “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 2: Not a freeway 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the bridge, as well as noise and traffic 
during construction. None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or 
the bridge, and noise and traffic impacts were analyzed and addressed in the Final EIR/EA. 
Please see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative. 
Caltrans analyzed the temporary traffic and noise impacts and none would be significant. Please 
see Sections 2.1.5.3 and Section 2.2.7.3 of the Final EIR/EA for more detail. Please also see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comments “ALT-7, Size of bridge and 
visual/aesthetic character,” “NOI-1, Noise impacts,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of 
construction.” 

Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, 
as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives and 
would have a 1-year construction period with 5 months of active construction and a 2- to 3-week 
bridge closure. 

Response to Comment 3: Animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Measures are included to reduce the 
effects of each of the construction-related impacts on businesses; see Sections 2.1.5 for traffic-
related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Please 
also see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal 
hospital,” “NOI-1, Noise impacts,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Businesses 

Response to  Point Reyes Animal  Hospital_B  
Response to  Comment 1:  Construction and staging areas  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern that the animal hospital will be in the heart of a noisy, 
major construction zone for 1 to 3 years. Recognizing this construction impact, Caltrans has 
identified Alternative 3a as the Preferred Alternative, which includes a 1-year construction period 
with 5 months of active construction and a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. This alternative was 
identified to minimize the duration of construction impacts and the period of bridge closure, as 
well as minimizing other potential impacts to the local community. 

Caltrans has continued efforts to refine the staging areas to further reduce and minimize 
construction areas and impacts on adjacent properties, as much as feasible, based on community 
concerns regarding the animal hospital. Please also see Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix for the response to Common Comment “CST- 3, Why not place staging areas at 
unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots.” For further construction detail and use of private 
property parcels, refer to Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 2: Noise impacts on animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding noise and vibration impacts on the animal 
hospital during project construction. Section 2.2.7.4 of the EIR/EA proposes to mitigate 
construction noise and reduce vibration. Please also see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Response to Comment 3: Construction impacts on animal hospital 

Caltrans acknowledges your concerns that other animal hospitals are located in the West Marin 
area and that veterinary patients may choose other hospitals due to construction noise and traffic 
delays due to the bridge closure. Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a as the Preferred 
Alternative. This alternative has a 1-year construction period with 5 months of active construction 
and a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. Caltrans has refined the proposed temporary staging area on 
the animal hospital property to maintain parking spaces available for patrons and to maintain 
access throughout construction. The refined proposed temporary staging area would be limited to 
20 feet on the animal hospital property measured from the Caltrans right-of-way and would be 
used for construction access and activities such as building abutments and placing piers in the 
water, and not to stage construction equipment (refer to Figure 1-11 in the Final EIR/EA). Please 
also see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal 
hospital” and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

As discussed in Section 2.1.5.4 of the Final EIR/EA, traffic delay from construction will be 
minimized with the implementation of Project Feature TRANS-1: Construction Traffic 
Management Plan. See the response to Comment 2 above which addresses construction noise. 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding the potential financial loss from the animal 
hospital and the rental unit. Access to both will be maintained throughout construction. 

Response to Comment 4: Construction and staging areas 

Caltrans notes the commenters concerns about staging. Caltrans refined the staging areas and 
temporary utility relocation area needed during the construction phase to minimize the affected 
area. Please also see the responses to Comments 1 and 3 above and Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Response to Comment 5: Protect the animal hospital 

Please see the response to Comment 3 above. 
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Responses to Comments: Businesses 

Response to  Comment  6: Opposes use of  animal hospital parking lot, supports No-Build 
Alternative  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the use of the animal hospital property and 
preference for the No-Build Alternative. See the response to Comment 1 above for a discussion of 
use of the parking lot. 

Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are posted on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. The No-Build Alternative would not meet the purpose and need of the 
project. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” and “ALT-3, 
Definition of a true retrofit.” 
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Responses to Comments: Businesses 

Response to  Point  Reyes  Vacation  Rentals_A  
Response to  Comment 1: Economic impact,  animal hospital, and wasting money   

Caltrans recognizes your concerns regarding the proposed project. Caltrans is aware that there are 
short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system. Please see Section 2.1.5 of the EIR/EA for more detail and analysis. The 
EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate effects that would occur during the 
construction phase of the project. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
response to Common Comment “CIA-2, Community Impacts.” 

Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access 
will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table 
N-1 for the response to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

Caltrans shares the commenter’s concern about efficient use of public funds. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comments “GEN-1, Wasting money” and “ALT-1, 
Support for the No-Build Alternative.” 
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Responses to Comments: Businesses 

Responses  to  Station  House  Cafe_A  
Response to  Comment 1:  Retrofit  Alternative  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the Retrofit Alternative. Caltrans evaluated this 
alternative early in the project development phase and for many reasons, including disruption to 
the local economy and residents, withdrew this alternative from further evaluation, as described 
in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are posted 
on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ lagunitascreekbridge/). Please see Table N-1 in 
the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of 
a true retrofit,” and “ALT-5, Less intrusive retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 2: Support for bridge replacement with 1-year construction plan 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a replacement bridge with a 1-year construction 
period and 3-week closure. Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, 
ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative. This alternative has a 1-year 
construction period with 5 months of active construction and a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. 

Response to Comment 3: No support for bridge replacement with 3-year construction plan 

Caltrans notes that the commenter does not support Alternative 2b, in which conventional 
construction of a three-span bridge would require 3 years of construction with a detour bridge. As 
noted above in the response to Comment 2, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a as the Preferred 
Alternative, which includes a 1-year construction period. 

Response to Comment 4: Economic impact of Alternative 2b 

Please see the response to Comment 3 above. Economic analysis is provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of 
the Final EIR/EA and includes the consideration of factors that may influence the patronage of 
local businesses such as traffic, noise, dust, and visual disturbance. Measures are included in the 
project to reduce the effects of each of the construction-related impacts on businesses; see 
Sections 2.1.5 for traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control 
measures, and 2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Because a quantitative economic impact to 
local businesses cannot be determined until after construction (and obtaining financial data from 
businesses), the analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is qualitative in nature. This analysis meets 
the requirements of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike in the NEPA analysis, the focus of the analysis 
under CEQA shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause 
and effect. Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

Please also see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CIA-2, Community 
impacts.” 

Response to Comment 5: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has evaluated the 
construction impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be 
maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout the construction phase. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 
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Responses to Comments: Businesses 

Response to  Susan  Hayes  Handwovens_A  
Response to  Comment 1: Not a freeway  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the bridge. None of the Build 
Alternatives propose expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge; they will remain two-lanes. 
Please see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, 
and see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment 
“ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: 
Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, which is 
the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 2: Construction period too long 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the construction period. Please see Table N-1 for 
the response to Common Comment “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction.” 

Response to Comment 3: Economic impact 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about economic impacts. 

Economic analysis is provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA and includes the 
consideration of factors that may influence the patronage of local businesses such as traffic, noise, 
dust, and visual disturbance. Measures are included in the project to reduce the effects of each of 
the construction-related impacts on businesses; see Sections 2.1.5 for traffic-related measures, 
2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 2.2.7 for noise reduction 
measures. Because a quantitative economic impact to local businesses cannot be determined until 
after construction (and obtaining financial data from businesses), the analysis included in Section 
2.1.2.1 is qualitative in nature. This analysis meets the requirements of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike in the NEPA analysis, the focus of the analysis 
under CEQA shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause 
and effect. Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

Response to Comment 4: Animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has evaluated the 
construction impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be 
maintained to all businesses and other properties in the project area throughout construction. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal 
hospital” and “CST-6, Consolidate Staging.” 

Response to Comment 5: Nobody wants a replacement bridge 

Caltrans acknowledges that there are some in the community who are opposed to replacing the 
bridge. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered 
a full and reasonable range of alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 
2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are posted on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need, 
and the No-Build Alternative would not meet the purpose and need of the project. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build 
Alternative.” 
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Responses to Comments: Businesses 

Response to  Susan  Hayes  Handwovens_B  
Response to  Comment 1:  No-Build  Alternative  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s strong preference of “No Bridge”. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are posted on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). 
The range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, 
while also meeting the project purpose and need, and the No-Build Alternative would not meet 
the purpose and need of the project. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for 
the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and 
“ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Organizations 
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Responses to Comments: Organizations 
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Responses to Comments: Organizations 

Response to Love  Dogs  for Life, Inc._A  

Response to Comment 1: Impacts to the animal hospital could result in disproportionate 
environmental justice impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns regarding environmental justice and the potential effects 
the project could have on low-income patrons of the animal hospital who rely on Love Dogs for 
financial support. Caltrans also notes the commenter’s concern about potential adverse effects 
resulting from use of the animal hospital property and support for the No-Build Alternative. 
Section 4.4 of the Community Impact Assessment (CIA) and Section 2.1.2.3 of the Final EIR/EA 
provide a review of Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. The analysis requires a determination of (1) 
whether there are adverse impacts after mitigation and (2) whether those adverse impacts 
disproportionately affect low-income or minority populations. This is defined as impacts that are: 

• Predominantly borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population, or
• Suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and appreciably more 

severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect suffered by the non-minority 
population and/or non-low-income population.

 
Caltrans notes the additional information provided about the presence of low-income populations 
in the Point Reyes Station community. Table 3-7 of the CIA validates the commenter’s 
observation that there is a higher percentage of low-income population in Point Reyes Station 
than in Marin County. Furthermore, the comment suggests that adverse impacts on the animal 
hospital could indirectly impact low-income populations. 

The Final EIR/EA does not identify any adverse impacts to the animal hospital that cannot be 
mitigated. Under the Accelerated Bridge Construction alternatives, construction would result in 
impacts from noise, dust, and short-term traffic detours that would affect all businesses in the 
bridge vicinity. In addition, the temporary construction easements for staging areas would affect 
the animal hospital parking lot. However, access to the hospital would be preserved throughout 
construction. Consideration for the heavy tourist season traffic was also incorporated and efforts 
to avoid are incorporated. Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA, bridge closure would occur in 
September, after the Labor Day holiday weekend, as requested by the community. Operation (i.e., 
use of the bridge after project completion) will not result in a change of condition or property; 
therefore, no adverse effects are associated with the operations phase. 

Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties (see 
Section 4.4.2 of the CIA). Access would be maintained to all businesses in the project area 
throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

Impacts on the animal hospital and their clients would equally affect all populations that require 
veterinary services. This would not be appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the 
adverse effect suffered by the non-minority population and/or non-low-income population, 
because this business serves all pet owners equally. 

Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-
Build Alternative.” Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments: Organizations 

Response to  Comment 2:  Noise and air pollution impacts, and financial collapse of the  
animal hospital  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about noise and air pollution impacts on the animal 
hospital and how the project may cause the financial collapse of the animal hospital. 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding the location of a construction staging area and 
the potential economic effects it would have on the animal hospital. Please see the response to 
Comment 1 above for more details on how Caltrans has addressed the impacts on the animal 
hospital. 

Economic analysis is provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA and includes the 
consideration of factors that may influence patronage to local businesses (and specifically the 
animal hospital), such as traffic, noise, dust, and visual disturbance. Measures are included to 
reduce the effects of each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Sections 2.1.5 
for traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust-control measures, 
and 2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Because a quantitative economic impact to local 
businesses cannot be determined until after construction (and after obtaining financial data from 
businesses), the analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is qualitative in nature. This analysis meets 
the requirements of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike with NEPA, the focus of the analysis under 
CEQA shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and 
effect. Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary. 

Response to Comment 3: Support for the No-Build Alternative or relocate the animal 
hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preference for the No-Build Alternative. Please see the response 
to Comment 2 above regarding use of property during construction. Caltrans will comply with the 
Uniform Real Property and Relocation Assistance Act of 1970, as amended, when working with 
property owners. 
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Responses to Comments: Organizations 

Response to  Mainstreet  Moms_A  

Response to Comment 1: Concerned about impacts to the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has evaluated the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout the construction phase. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other 
vacant lots,” and "CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provide more detail on why the staging 
areas are necessary. 
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Responses to Comments: Organizations 
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Responses to Comments: Organizations 

Response to Save  Our  Seashore_A  

Response to Comment 1: No substantial difference in the hydraulic model between the 
alternatives 

Caltrans notes that Save Our Seashore does not provide a preference based on the hydraulic 
differences between the Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 2: All Build Alternatives pose a substantial impact on the community 
and animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about impacts to the community and animal hospital. 
Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all businesses in the project 
area throughout construction. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
effects that would occur during construction of the project (measures are described in Section 
2.2.6, Noise, and Section 2.15, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities). 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CIA-1, Protect the animal 
hospital,” and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Response to Comment 3: EIR/EA does not recognize the animal hospital as a hospital 

Comment acknowledged. Save Our Seashore notes that Section 2.1.4, Utilities and Emergency 
Services, of the Draft EIR/EA does not recognize the animal hospital as a hospital. This has been 
corrected, and the Final EIR/EA clarifies that while there is not a hospital for persons, there is an 
animal hospital on the property at the northeast corner of the bridge. 

Response to Comment 4: Noise and construction activities will impact the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about noise impacts. Please see the response to Comment 
2 above. Caltrans has evaluated potential impacts related to noise and construction activities and 
will continue to work with property owners to minimize impacts and maintain access throughout 
construction. Caltrans has refined the staging area and the temporary utility relocation area on the 
animal hospital property. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging," and for noise-related concerns, please see the response to Common 
Comment “NOI-1, Noise impacts,” as well as Sections 2.2.7.3 and 2.2.7.4 of the Final EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 5: Appendix D, Relocation Assistance Program 

Comment noted. Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EA did focus on the relocation of businesses and 
residents. However, this appendix has been removed from the Final EIR/EA because Caltrans 
does not anticipate the need to relocate any businesses or residents during construction. 

Caltrans reduced the proposed staging area and utility relocation area on the animal hospital 
property. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging,” and “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant 
lots,” which provide more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they are used. 
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Responses to Comments: Organizations 

Response to West Marin Chamber of Commerce  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans acknowledges the West Marin Chamber of Commerce’s comment regarding the animal 
hospital and extending the public comment period. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the 
animal hospital, as well on all affected properties and businesses. Access to all businesses in the 
project area will be maintained throughout the construction process, which would occur within 
1 year under Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC. Longitudinal Move-in, which 
Caltrans has identified as the Preferred Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
for a full description of considerations of the impacts on the community. Additionally, please see 
the response to Common Comment “PUB-1, Extend public comment period.” 

Response to Comment 2: Construction duration and staging on private properties 

Caltrans acknowledges the West Marin Chamber of Commerce’s comment regarding impacts on 
private properties. Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC 
Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative. A substantial consideration in the selection of 
the Preferred Alternative is the short construction period associated with this alternative, which 
would minimize environmental impacts from construction. Under the Preferred Alternative, the 
majority of construction activities would occur within approximately 5 months and access to the 
animal hospital and surrounding properties would be maintained. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comment “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and Common Comment “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” for more 
detail on how temporary construction easements and staging areas are used, and refinements to 
the staging area. 

Response to Comment 3: Disagree with “No long-term adverse economic effects” 

Caltrans notes the West Marin Chamber of Commerce’s concern over the potential long-term 
impact from the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “CIA-3, CIA adequacy,” for the development and assessment of 
community impacts. For more information on the evaluation of impacts specific to the animal 
hospital, please see the response to Comment 2. 

Response to Comment 4: Staging on the animal hospital property 

Please see response to Comment 2 above. As project design develops, Caltrans continues to refine 
the design to further minimize impacts. Caltrans will work with each affected property owner to 
best accommodate access and business interests, and to minimize impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Organizations 

Response to West Marin Chamber of Commerce_B  

Response to Comment 1: Disagree with “No long-term adverse economic effects” 

Caltrans notes the West Marin Chamber of Commerce’s concern over the potential long-term 
impact from the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-3, CIA adequacy,” for the development 
and assessment of community impacts. For more information on the evaluation of impacts 
specific to the animal hospital, please see the response to Comment 2 below. 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the West Marin Chamber of Commerce’s concern for the wellbeing of the animal 
hospital. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital as well as on all affected 
properties and businesses. Access to all businesses in the project area will be maintained 
throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, 
Protect the animal hospital,” for a full description of considerations. 

Response to Comment 3: Avoid staging on animal hospital parking area 

Caltrans notes the West Marin Chamber of Commerce’s comment regarding construction staging 
areas. Different staging areas are identified to support different staging activities. Please see 
Section 1.3.2.2 of the Final EIR/EA, which describes the staging areas in more detail, and/or 
please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and Common Comment “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Response to  Whitney, Mary  

Response to Comment 1: Impacts on the animal hospital during construction 

Comment noted regarding the potential impact on the animal hospital during construction. 
Caltrans analyzed the potential environmental impact of replacement of the bridge on the land 
uses adjacent to the project site in Chapter 2 of the EIR/EA. Caltrans has considered the impacts 
on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all businesses 
in the project area throughout construction. Recognizing this construction impact, Caltrans has 
selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, Accelerated Bridge Construction (ABC), 
Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. Construction of this alternative would be 
completed within 1 year, with a 2- to 3-week bridge closure and with approximately 5 months of 
heavy construction. This alternative minimizes the length of the construction period as well as the 
duration of the bridge closure and other potential impacts to the local community. Since 
publication of the Draft EIR/EA, Caltrans has refined the staging area on the animal hospital 
property to minimize the use of the property during construction. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “NOI-1, Noise impacts,” and “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and 
refinements made to staging area since the Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 2: Construction impacts on access and parking of the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern that the animal hospital will be in the heart of a noisy, 
major construction zone for 1 to 3 years. Please review the response to Comment 1 above. Refer 
to Sections 2.1.1, Land Use, and Section 2.1.2, Community Character and Cohesion, of the Final 
EIR/EA for the impact analysis and avoidance and minimization measures to maintain parking 
stalls on the animal hospital. Regarding noise and vibration, please see Section 2.2.7 of the Final 
EIR/EA for the analysis and measures to minimize harm, some of which are also identified in 
Table N-1 under the response to Common Comment “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Response to Comment 3: Traffic delays on emergency access to the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic delays during construction. Access to all 
properties will remain open throughout construction. While the 2- to 3-week bridge closure may 
require longer drives, access to the animal hospital property will remain open. Additionally, the 
ABC method will substantially reduce the construction periods and allow use of the bridge for 
most of the construction period. Project Feature TRANS-1: Construction Traffic Management 
Plan, in Section 2.1.5.3 of the Final EIR/EA, would minimize traffic impacts during construction. 
Also, please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-2, Closure timing – 
don’t impact tourism season” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” 

Response to Comment 4: Economic impacts on the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about impacts on community businesses. Caltrans is 
aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain 
a safe transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as 
necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and operational phases of the 
project. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CIA-2, Community 
impacts.” 

Caltrans also notes the commenter’s concern that there are alternative veterinary hospitals in the 
West Marin area and that veterinary patients may choose other hospitals due to construction noise 
and traffic delays due to bridge closure. Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, 
Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative. Under this alternative, 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 PUB-7 



 

   
  

     
      

  
    

    
    

  
 

  

   

  

   
  

  

  
 

   

  

   
  

  
     

    
  

   

 
        

  
 

   
 

  

  

   
   

  

Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

construction would be complete within 1 year, with most of the major construction activities 
conducted within approximately 5 months, and a 2- to 3-week bridge closure that would occur 
following Labor Day. Caltrans has continued efforts to refine the staging areas to further reduce 
and minimize construction areas and impacts on adjacent properties as much as feasible based on 
the animal hospital’s concerns. Please also see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for 
the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused 
Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” Please see the 
response to Comment 9 below for a discussion regarding economic impact. Please see the 
response to Comments 1 and 3 for a discussion regarding noise and traffic delays. 
Response to Comment 5: Economic impacts on the animal hospital 

Please see the response to Comment 4 above. 

Response to Comment 6: Noise impacts on the animal hospital 

Comment noted. Please also see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “NOI-1, 
Noise impacts.” 

Response to Comment 7: Impacts on residential tenants on the animal hospital property 

Please see the response to Comment 4 above. This project does not propose permanent property 
acquisition, only small temporary construction easements. Caltrans will maintain access to the 
animal hospital throughout construction. 

Response to Comment 8: Relocation of patient animals during construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern. Caltrans will work with the animal hospital owner to 
minimize construction impacts on the operation of the hospital and the patient animals during 
construction. Caltrans refined the proposed staging area and temporary utility relocation areas on 
the animal hospital property. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging.” Because access will be maintained to the animal hospital, 
relocation will not be required. 

Response to Comment 9: Oppose use of property and support the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding the potential impacts on the economic viability 
of the animal hospital and notes the support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans has reached 
out directly to the animal hospital to discuss the project. The EIR/EA considered construction 
impacts to private property. The environmental process provides these disclosures to all 
concerned individuals equally. Prior to construction, during the design phase, Caltrans will refine 
the project design and will continue to work with regulatory agencies to obtain necessary permits. 
After the project is more refined, Caltrans will attempt to engage property owners again; each 
property owner will be approached individually to ascertain their unique situations and apply 
appropriate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures best suited for the property. 

The No-Build Alternative does not meet the purpose and need of the project. For a more 
information on the No-Build Alternative, please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “Alt-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative.” 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Response to  McEneany, Michael  

Response to Comment 1: Consolidate staging to other staging areas 

Caltrans recognizes the commenter’s concern regarding staging on the animal hospital property. 
Different staging areas are identified to support different activities. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place 
staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging,” which provide more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been 
minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Response to Stitt, Britt_A  

Response to Comment 1: Support for the concrete bridge 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s support for the concrete bridge alternative. Caltrans has 
identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Response to  Moser, David_A  

Response to Comment 1: Evaluation of a retrofit alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding the Retrofit Alternative. Caltrans is responsible 
for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are posted on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” and “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 2: Presentation of a retrofit alternative to the public 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concern. At the public meeting held in Point Reyes 
Station on June 15, 2017, Caltrans presented the Retrofit Alternative and acknowledged that the 
substructure alone could potentially be retrofitted under multiple options while maintaining traffic 
on the bridge, but not the steel truss. This presentation identified the deficiencies of the existing 
bridge. and how a retrofit alternative would not meet the purpose and need of the project. Caltrans 
determined, as part of the Seismic Evaluation and Corrosion Study (both available at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/), that substantial members of the bridge require 
full replacement. Replacing members of the truss would require full closure of the bridge, a 
detour bridge to redirect traffic, and a substantial support structure under the bridge to uphold the 
bridge during the retrofit. This process would take longer than would the ABC alternatives. For 
these reasons, Caltrans determined that the replacement alternatives employing the ABC methods 
would be less of a disturbance to the community, eliminate impacts from needing a detour bridge, 
and would require less time for construction. 

Response to Comment 3: Retrofit Alternative 

Please see the response to Comment 1 above. Caltrans did consider a reasonable range of 
alternatives and presented these in a PowerPoint presentation and public meeting display boards 
for the public to review before the public meeting convened on May 10, 2017. Caltrans engineers 
were present at the meeting to answer questions from the public. 

Response to Comment 4: Reasonable range of alternatives 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement that a reasonable range of alternatives was not 
considered. Caltrans has explored a reasonable range of alternatives, which included a retrofit 
alternative, as part of the project development and environmental evaluation. Caltrans has 
conducted several studies to understand the seismic risk associated with the current Lagunitas 
Creek Bridge. The studies are located on Caltrans website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/.) See also see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 

Response to Comment 5: Public review of Caltrans technical documents 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s request for technical documents. Caltrans posted on its website 
all the technical studies that were relied upon and referenced in the Draft EIR/EA. The project 
website is http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/. 

Response to Comment 6: Extend the public comment period on the Draft EIR/EA 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s request for extension of the public review period and Caltrans 
extended the end of the public comment period from June 9 to June 23, 2017, to allow the public 
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to gather more information on the  project and comment on this information. Please see Table  N-1 
for the response to  Common Comment “PUB-1, Extend public comment period.”  
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Response to  Eckart, Chuck_A  

Response to Comment 1: Width of travel lanes 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement about lane width. It is true that, depending on where 
one measures, the travel lanes vary from under 10.5 feet wide up to 11 feet wide. 

Response to Comment 2: Retrofit would result in more narrow bridge 

The commenter is correct. A retrofit would narrow the roadway cross section by a minimum of 
3 feet to insert crash barriers on either side of the shoulders that do not currently exist. This would 
eliminate the shoulder to maintain the travel lanes. 

Response to Comment 3: Support for Alternative 3a, Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for Alternative 3a: Three-Span Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in. Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a as the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to Comment 4: Do not support the faux/decorative truss option on Alternative 3a 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the faux truss option for Alternative 3a: Three-span 
Concrete Bridge. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Response to  Lizaranzu, Alistair_B  

Response to Comment 1: Experience with seismic retrofitting of bridges, no collapse criteria 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018) posted on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” and 
“ALT-8, Criteria for new bridge,” for more information on the Retrofit Alternative and a 
description of what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” 
criteria. 

Response to Comment 2: Replacement of bridge with minimal impact to environment 

Caltrans notes the suggestion for replacement of the bridge with minimal impact to the 
environment. Please see the response to Comment 1 above 

Response to Comment 3: Replacement of bridge with no change to piers in creek 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to work in the creek. Caltrans will minimize impacts 
to the creek with any of the proposed Build Alternatives. As described in Section 1.3.2.2 of the 
Final EIR/EA, all Build Alternatives would require some construction within the creek, but this 
work would occur within cofferdams before removing existing, deficient piers and replacing them 
with stronger piers that meet current seismic standards. Section 2.2.2.3 of the Final EIR/EA 
provides analysis of this work related to water quality. Cofferdams will be installed to minimize 
impacts to the creek during the limited time that pier removal and replacement would take place, 
and this construction method would minimize impacts to vegetation and special-status species 
within the creek. 

Response to Comment 4: Bridge capacity for current traffic (live loads) 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s question about whether the existing bridge has the capacity to 
handle current traffic (legal live loads). Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “PN-1, Project need is too narrow” and “PN-2, Live load limits.” 

Response to Comment 5: Bridge capacity for future traffic (e.g., military vehicles, etc.) 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s inquiry about the bridge’s capacity. The objective is not to 
increase the carrying capacity of the bridge but to meet current seismic and safety standards. 
However, the design of a new bridge will adhere to current design criteria standards. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “PN-1, Project need is too narrow,” 
“ALT-8, Criteria for new bridge,” and “PN-2, Live load limits.” 
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Response to  Comment Mitchell, Bridger_B  

Response to Comment 1: Consider the needs and accessibility of the regions emergency 
services 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about safety and emergency accessibility. The Final 
EIR/EA analyzes impacts of bridge construction on emergency services and traffic, and it 
includes proposed measures to reduce the effect of the bridge closure. Please see Table N-1 for 
the response to Common Comment “UES-1, Emergency access.” 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
PUB-30 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



 

  
   

 

  

Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Moser, David_B  
page 1 of 4  

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 PUB-31 



 

   
  

 

  

Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Moser, David_B  
page 2 of 4  

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
PUB-32 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



 

  
   

 

 

  

Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Moser, David_B  
page 3 of 4  

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 PUB-33 



 

   
  

 

  

Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Moser, David_B  
page 4 of 4  

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
PUB-34 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



 

  
   

     

 
      

   
  

 
  

 
 

 
 

  
       

 
  

   
     

  
  

   

  
   

  
  

  

 
 

  
  

  
   

  

Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Response to  Moser, David_B  

Response to Comment 1: Design a retrofit to a “no collapse” standard 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s referral to Mr. Lizaranzu’s statement regarding the Retrofit 
Alternative needing to meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” standard. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-8, Criteria for 
new bridge,” and “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” for more information on the Retrofit 
Alternative and a description of what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no 
collapse” criteria. 

Response to Comment 2: Construction impacts of ABC construction with longitudinal 
move-in 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s inquiry about construction impacts. Based on public input, and 
concerns of the animal hospital, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete 
Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative. This alternative would be 
constructed within 1 year, with a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. 

Caltrans presented updated construction impacts to the public at the June 15, 2017, public 
meeting held in Point Reyes Station. This updated construction information and related schedules 
are included in the Final EIR/EA in Section 1.4, Construction Schedule Comparison. The Final 
EIR/EA provides the level of detail available in this phase of design. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comments “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction,” and “NOI-1, 
Noise impacts.” Construction-related impacts are disclosed in the discussion of the 
environmental impacts in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 3: Replacement of Russian River Bridge and consider compression 
of construction period to less than 1 year 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s inquiry about a bridge replacement project in Healdsburg 
(research points to the location more closely located in Geyserville). Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” which provides a 
description of the Geyserville bridge replacement. The new bridge was designed with the same 
principles being incorporated in the Preferred Alternative, which Caltrans has identified as 
Alterative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in. This alternative uses 
Accelerated Bridge Construction methods such as post tensioning beams and pre-cast concrete 
bridge sections. The key difference between that project and the Lagunitas Creek Bridge is that 
the construction contractor was able to build free of traffic disruptions, whereas in this proposed 
project the objective is to maintain traffic throughout construction to the extent possible, which 
can increase construction duration. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Response to  Moser, David_C  

Response to Comment 1: Public review of Caltrans technical documents 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s request for availability of technical studies. Caltrans has posted 
on its website all the technical studies that were relied upon and referenced in the Draft EIR/EA. 
The project website is http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Response to  Whitney, David_A  

Response to Comment 1: Request for an additional public meeting 

Caltrans noted the commenter’s request for an additional public meeting about the Lagunitas 
Creek Bridge Project. Based on this request, Caltrans convened another public meeting on June 
15, 2017, at the Dance Palace, which is located within the town of Point Reyes Station. A notice 
for this meeting was posted in the Point Reyes Light local newspaper on June 1, 2017. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Response to  Whitney, Mary_B  

Response to Comment 1: Extend the public comment period on the Draft EIR/EA 

Caltrans noted the commenter’s request to extend the public comment period. Caltrans extended 
the end of the public comment period from June 9 to June 23, 2017. There were two public 
meetings (May 10 and June 15) and 60 days for members of the public to comment on the 
project. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common 
Comment “PUB-1, Extend public comment period.” 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
PUB-42 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



 

  
   

 
  

 

Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Stitt, Britt_B  
page 1 of 1  

IND_StitBrit_B 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 PUB-43 



 

   
  

   

  
 

   

  

Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Response to  Stitt, Britt_B  

Response to Comment 1: Has Caltrans provided contractor options? 

Caltrans appreciates the commenter’s question. The lead agency moves forward with the selected 
Preferred Alternative through the permitting and bidding phases. The contractor does not choose 
the alternative that would be constructed. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Response to  Stitt, Britt_C  

Response to Comment 1: Similar costs 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s inquiry about the costs of two similar construction 
methods. The lead agency moves forward with the selected Preferred Alternative through the 
permitting and bidding phases. The contractor does not choose the alternative that would be 
constructed. 

Response to Comment 2: Cost to the community 

Caltrans appreciates the commenter’s concern regarding the effect of construction duration on the 
community. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the community and on affected properties. 
The Community Impact Assessment on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/) discusses impacts to the community. Caltrans 
will maintain access to all driveways in the project area throughout construction. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-2, 
Community impacts.” 

Economic analysis provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA includes consideration of 
factors that may influence patronage of local businesses, such as traffic, noise, dust, and visual 
disturbance. Measures are included to reduce the effects of each of the construction-related 
impacts on businesses. See Sections 2.1.5 for traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related 
measures, 2.2.6 for dust-control measures, and 2.2.7 for noise-reduction measures. Because a 
quantitative economic impact to local businesses cannot be determined until after construction 
(and after obtaining financial data from businesses), the analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is 
qualitative in nature. This analysis meets the requirements of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike with NEPA, the focus of the analysis under 
CEQA shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and 
effect. Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

Response to Comment 3: Credit of 300,000 or half a million due to ABC method 

Caltrans appreciates the commenter’s question. There is a slight cost savings with the ABC 
method, depending on the alternative selected. ABC cost savings are mostly attributed to not 
having to build the detour bridge. 

Response to Comment 4: Open to contractor’s suggestions 

Caltrans thanks the speaker for the comment about contractor suggestions. Caltrans may be open 
to concepts that expedite construction and reduce costs without causing new environmental or 
community impacts. 

Response to Comment 5: Contractor bidding according to public support 

Caltrans notes that the commenter is interested in the contractor including options in its bid that 
the community supports. Caltrans has incorporated public input throughout the alternatives 
development and environmental review process. The public input process continues through the 
permitting phase. The bid process may consider changes that remain within the bounds of the 
environmental reviews. However, to minimize project delays, it is typically more efficient to limit 
the number of proposed changes. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Response to  Comment 6:  How much does bid balance cost over community  impacts  

The commenter is inquiring about whether the bid is merely low cost or if the community 
objectives will be considered. Please see the response to Comment 5 above. The Final EIR/EA 
provides analyses of the build alternatives for both operational and construction phases of the 
project, and, where impacts are identified, measure to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts are 
established as project commitments. Furthermore, the process of selecting an alternative 
considers the community and environmental interests. Please see Final EIR/EA Section 1.6, 
Identification of the Preferred Alternative. In summary, the balance of community interests is 
considered early in the process. The bid process includes those commitments. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Response to  McEneany, Michael_D  

Response to Comment 1: Consolidate staging to other staging areas or reduce the staging 
area 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the staging areas on the animal hospital 
property. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant 
lots,” and “Common Comment “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provide more detail on 
how temporary construction easements and staging areas are used. Caltrans will maintain access 
to the animal hospital throughout construction. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Response to  Lino, Jim_A  

Response to Comment 1: Clarification on whether verbal or written comments carry more 
weight 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s questions about whether verbal or written comments submitted 
for the Draft EIR/EA will be treated differently from each other in the process. All comments 
received during the comment period, be it verbally at a public meeting, electronically via email, 
or delivered to Caltrans’ offices via mail, have been considered and responded to equally. 

Response to Comment 2: Community engagement, response to comments process 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s inquiry about how the public is engaged and its input is 
considered. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to 
Common Comment “PUB-2, Public outreach process.” Caltrans has exceeded routine 
procedures on this project and will continue to engage the community through the permitting 
process and final design. 
This most recent public engagement has influenced the environmental evaluation. Since the 
public review period (April 26 through June 23, 2017), Caltrans has reviewed and responded to 
all comments received during this public review period and has revised the Draft EIR/EA per 
public comments, when applicable, as shown in this Final EIR/EA. This appendix of the Final 
EIR/EA includes all written and court-recorded comments received during the public review 
period. This final document is the public’s opportunity to review the responses to comments 
received. A few examples of how the public’s input has shaped the project include: 
1) Request for shorter construction period resulted in construction duration of less than 
1 year. 
2) Concerns for business impact resulted in further reducing staging areas on private 
property. 
3) Safe Routes to School led to expanding project to include (a) extending and widening 
shoulder north towards Third Street and (b) pedestrian crosswalk crossing at Sir Francis Drake 
Boulevard. 
4) Agreed to consider design modifications that would allow the bridge to be raised in the 
future to adapt to climate change. 
5) Concern over scale and safety resulted in further narrowing bridge to 11-foot lanes (not 
12-foot) and 5-foot shoulders (not 8-foot), both of which required Caltrans to get approval for a 
design exception. 
6) Request for more bridge investigations revealed worse corrosion than expected. 
7) Due to public request, Caltrans held a second public meeting and extended the public 
review period an additional 15 days. 
8) Caltrans agreed to one sidewalk on the west side of the bridge rather than on both sides. 
The permitting phase will provide other opportunities for the public to submit comments. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Response to  Moser, David_D  

Response to Comment 1: Public review of the Community Impact Assessment technical 
document 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s question. Caltrans prepared the Community Impact Assessment 
(CIA), consistent with the Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference (SER) (found at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/envhand.htm). The SER receives routine audits and reviews by FHWA 
to meet to meet their expectations in compliance with NEPA requirements. The CIA incorporated 
community input from public scoping feedback, as well as from the Stakeholders Working Group 
and other stakeholder input gathered through analysts’ inquiries on specific community activities, 
functions, and public services. The CIA results were incorporated into the Draft EIR/EA. All the 
technical studies (including the CIA) that Caltrans relied upon and referenced in the Draft 
EIR/EA are posted to the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting May 10, 2017 

Response to  Eichstaedt, Amanda_A  

Response to Comment 1: Stakeholder Working Group 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the efforts made during the Stakeholder Working 
Group meetings. For more than 2 years of project planning, Caltrans has involved the community 
and the Stakeholder Working Group in an effort to inform the community about the risks of the 
no-build scenario, about the Retrofit Alternative, and about the full and reasonable range of 
alternatives developed for project evaluation. Caltrans and Stakeholder Working Group meeting 
summaries are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to  Rob Elder_A  
Response to  Comment 1: Present  real retrofit option  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding the need to examine a new retrofit option and 
support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state 
routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting 
the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018) posted on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range 
of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also 
meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix 
for the response to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative” and 
“ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to Ken  Levin_A  
Response to  Comment 1: Earthquake warning lights  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s suggested use of the ShakeAlert earthquake warning system. 
Installation of a ShakeAlert system does not meet the purpose and need for the project. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-6, 
Consider seismic safety flashing lights.” 

Response to Comment 2: Alternate routes 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s remark regarding alternate routes to Petaluma or San Rafael from 
Inverness. 

Response to Comment 3: Project need 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement that the need for the project has not been demonstrated. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comment “PN-1, Project need is too narrow,” “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to Tom  Quinn_A  
Response to  Comment 1: Use alternate staging; protect the animal hospital  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns regarding impacts to the animal hospital and 
recommendation to avoid the animal hospital area; the commenter’s comments regarding an 
alternate staging site on the northwest side of the bridge are also noted. It appears that the 
commenter is referring to transferring the staging areas to Whitehouse Pool Park, which is a 
Section 4(f) resource. Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 protects park, 
recreation, and historic properties. Section 4(f) of United States Code, Title 49, Section 303(c) 
specifies that the Secretary [of Transportation] may approve a transportation program or project . . 
. requiring the use of publicly owned land of a public park only if: 

• there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and
• the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park, 

recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use.

In other words, Section 4(f) requires federal projects (such as this project, which includes federal 
funding) to avoid the use of park lands unless there is no prudent or feasible alternative. To access 
each pier while maintaining traffic, staging area is needed at each corner of the bridge. There is 
no prudent and feasible alternative to using a portion of the Whitehouse Pool Park for a small 
temporary construction easement (TCE) to access the northwest pier and abutment, but it would 
not be sufficient to allow access to the northeast corner rather than using the animal hospital 
property. Additionally, as long as the TCE does not require relocating the animal hospital, the 
TCE on the animal hospital property is a feasible alternative that meets the need to be 
immediately adjacent to the bridge in order to access the bridge abutments and piers, the project 
therefore cannot use the Whitehouse Pool Park land as mentioned by the commenter for a staging 
area. 

Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital, the Whitehouse Pool Park, and other 
affected properties and has worked to minimize the area needed and associated impacts. Access 
will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, 
Protect the animal hospital,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard 
or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging” for discussion of why clearing trees to 
use nearby vacant lots for staging cannot replace the need for some use of the animal hospital 
property for staging during construction. 

Response to Comment 2: Bridge does not have lead on it 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement regarding the recent painting of the bridge. Because the 
bridge is over 80 years old, the presence of lead in the bridge structure is likely. More information 
on this can be found in Section 2.2.5, Hazardous Waste/Materials, in the Final EIR/EA. 
Implementation of Project Feature HAZ-8: Prepare and implement a health and safety plan and 
lead compliance plan will minimize exposure of construction workers to potentially hazardous 
materials during demolition of the bridge and roadway structures and during construction of the 
new bridge. Workers will comply with Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 
training classes to manage any hazardous substances encountered safely and to minimize 
exposures to the environment and humans. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to David Moser_E  
Response to  Comment 1: Design a retrofit alternative  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a retrofit alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix 
for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” “ALT-4, Full 
range of alternatives,” and “ALT-8, Criteria for new bridge,” for more information on the 
Retrofit Alternative and a description of what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet 
Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. 

Response to Comment 2: Seismic evaluation report 

As the commenter notes, Caltrans presented the findings of the seismic evaluation report at the 
June 15, 2017, public meeting. As described in the response to “Common Comment ALT-3, 
Definition of a true retrofit,” in Table N-1, the full range of retrofit strategies has been 
thoroughly analyzed, and the significantly greater associated impacts, construction duration, cost, 
and difficulty compared to replacement alternatives resulted in dismissing a retrofit alternative 
from further consideration. 

Response to Comment 3: Community input into design of project 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about consideration of community input. For a full 
description of the public outreach process, please see Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/EA, as well as 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “PUB-2, Public outreach process.” 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to Ken  Eichstaedt_B  
Response to  Comment 1: Support project, protect  animal hospital  

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s support for the project and concern for the animal 
hospital. Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal 
Move-in as the Preferred Alternative. 

Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access 
will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, 
Protect the animal hospital.” 

Response to Comment 2: Concerns for emergency access 

Caltrans acknowledges and shares the commenter’s concerns for maintaining emergency access 
during construction, even during the bridge closure period. Please see Table N-1 for the response 
to Common Comment “UES-1, Emergency access.” 

Response to Comment 3: Emergency services and utilities 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concern for the condition of the bridge and support for 
the improvements to water lines, fire safety, and emergency access that will result from the 
project. Chapter 2 of the EIR/EA discusses potential impacts to emergency services and utilities, 
and proposed measures to avoid and minimize impacts to services. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “UES-1, Emergency access.” 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to Susan Hayes_A  
Response to  Comment 1: Time parameters  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s question regarding time parameters for the project. The tentative 
construction start date is early 2021. Please see Section 1.4 of the Final EIR/EA for more 
information on the construction schedule. 

Response to Comment 2: Impacts from dust and noise 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding dust and noise construction impacts. Under the 
accelerated bridge construction alternatives, construction would result in impacts from noise, 
dust, and short-term detours that would affect all businesses in the bridge vicinity. Please see the 
analyses and measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate dust and noise in Sections 2.2.6, Air 
Quality, and 2.2.7, Noise of the Final EIR/EA. Traffic analyses are provided in Section 2.1.5 of 
the Final EIR/EA. Also please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response 
to Common Comment “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Response to Comment 3: Bridge capacity and signs 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s question regarding why there is not a weight limit sign on the 
bridge today. The existing bridge can support all legal trucks. However, while the bridge has been 
deemed acceptable for legal live loads, it was not designed to current design standards, including 
the AASHTO design vehicle and California permit loads. Please see Table N-1 for the responses 
to Common Comment “PN-2, Live load limits.” 

Response to Comment 4: Traffic safety 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding wider roads and traffic speeds. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “TSP-2, Safety hazard.” 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to David Whitney_C  
Response to  Comment 1: Noise impacts on  the animal hospital   

Caltrans notes the commenter’s request for additional information regarding noise mitigation 
measures to attenuate construction noise on the animal hospital. Caltrans acknowledges that the 
animal hospital will be near a major construction zone during construction. Recognizing this 
construction impact, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative. Construction of this alternative would be 
completed within 1 year, with the majority of the construction occurring within 5 months, and 
includes a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. This alternative was identified to minimize bridge closure 
and other potential impacts to the local community. 

Caltrans has continued efforts to refine the staging areas to further reduce and minimize 
construction areas and noise impacts on adjacent properties, as much as feasible, based on 
concerns related to the animal hospital. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix 
for the response to Common Comment “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital, noise impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the animal hospital. Caltrans is aware that 
there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as 
necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and operational phases of the 
project. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” as well as revised Mitigation Measure NOISE-A in Section 2.2.7 in the Final 
EIR/EA. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to Pamela Bridges_B  
Response to  Comment 1:  No-Build Alternative  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s inquiry of whether the No-Build Alternative is an option. As 
noted in the response to this question provided at the meeting, the No-Build Alternative is an 
option that was evaluated in the EIR/EA; however, it does not meet the purpose and need of the 
project. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has 
considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis 
Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018) posted on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to Eden  Clearbrook_B  
Response to  Comment 1: Is the No-Build Alternative similar to the Retrofit  Alternative?  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s question about the nature of the No-Build Alternative. As noted 
at the June 15, 2017, public meeting (and as described in the EIR/EA), under the No-Build 
Alternative the existing bridge would continue to operate as is; the bridge would continue to 
deteriorate and would likely fail during a strong seismic event, and there would be no action to 
improve the safety and seismic design of the existing bridge. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to Bob Johnston_B 
Response to Comment 1: Consider a spectrum of alternatives including no-build and 
retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s questions regarding the types of alternatives evaluated. Caltrans 
is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including the No-Build Alternative and a Retrofit Alternative, as 
described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018) posted on 
the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” “ALT-4, Full range 
of alternatives,” and “ALT-8, Criteria for new bridge” for more information on the Retrofit 
Alternative and a description of what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no 
collapse” criteria. 

Response to Comment 2: Consider the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement regarding the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans 
considered the No-Build Alternative as part of a full and reasonable range of alternatives, which 
are described in the EIR/EA, Chapter 1. Ultimately, Caltrans did not select the No-Build 
Alternative because it does not meet the purpose and need of the project. Please see Table N-1 for 
the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and 
“ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” which provide information supporting Caltrans’s 
decision regarding the No-Build Alternative. 

Response to Comment 3: Delay the EIR process and consider a full range of no-build 
alternatives 

Please see the responses to Comments 1 and 2, above. Regarding the identification of a group of 
community liaisons, the members of the Stakeholder Working Group (SWG) were identified with 
assistance from the West Marin Supervisor’s office (Steve Kinsey), which collected information 
from those most active and engaged in the community, with the criteria that they live and/or work 
in the region, are active participants in local community organizations, and can represent and 
communicate with larger portions of the community. In addition, after every SWG meeting, 
Caltrans provided a newsletter to all local residents by using a U.S. Post Office Every Door 
Direct Mail method to provide “blanket” coverage of residents in the region, as well as to people 
who had provided their mailing address to Caltrans to stay informed on this project. These 
newsletters reporting on the status and findings of the SWG were also posted on the project 
website for convenient access, as were the SWG meeting minutes. The process and outcomes of 
each meeting were readily available and accessible. The public was encouraged to participate 
through the articles in the newsletters, as well as by the representatives themselves, who solicited 
input into the process. However, the SWG and public input are only two sources of input received 
on the range of bridge alternatives. The Caltrans Project Development Team, a multidisciplinary 
team of professional experts, is tasked with balancing technical engineering with public input and 
environmental analyses to decide which alternatives are carried forward for further review. 

Response to Comment 4: Live load on the bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s question about whether the existing bridge has the capacity to 
handle current traffic (legal live loads). The existing bridge can support all legal trucks. However, 
while the bridge has been deemed acceptable for legal live loads, it was not designed to current 
design standards, including the AASHTO design vehicle and California permit loads. Please see 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Table  N-1 for the response to Common Comment  “PN-1, Project need  is too narrow” and  
“PN-2, Live load limits.”  

While the capacity of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge will not be increased—either in width, number 
of lanes, or carrying capacity for higher loads than present—the bridge is still deficient in meeting 
current seismic and safety standards. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “PN-1, Project need is too narrow.” 

Response to Comment 5: Degrade the existing bridge, post detour for large trucks 

Please see the response to Comment 4 above. As noted, the existing bridge can support all legal 
trucks. Degrading the live loads and posting weight limits on the existing bridge would not meet 
the purpose and need of the project. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to  Kathleen Dorinson_C  
Response to  Comment 1: Process to rebuild bridge if an earthquake  

Caltrans acknowledges concern about earthquakes. Caltrans has considered the process that could 
occur if the bridge were damaged during an earthquake. For a nearby example of an emergency 
replacement please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to 
Common Comment “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to Karen Gray_A  
Response to  Comment 1: Include the No-Build Alternative  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s interest in including the No-Build Alternative in the EIR/EA. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 
2017) and Addendum (June 2018) posted on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
For more information on the No-Build Alternative, please see Section 1.3.1 of the Final EIR/EA. 
Please also see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Weight limits and seismic lights 

Caltrans notes the commenters request to include posting weight limits for vehicles on the bridge 
and to incorporate seismic lights into the No-Build Alternative. Neither of these features was 
included in the EIR/EA because they do not meet the purpose and need for the project. The 
existing bridge can support all legal trucks. However, while the bridge has been deemed 
acceptable for legal live loads, it was not designed to current design standards, including the 
AASHTO design vehicle and California permit loads. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comment “PN-1, Project need is too narrow,” “PN-2, Live load limits,” and 
“ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing lights.” 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response Bob  Johnston_C  
Response to  Comment 1: Earthquake risk unlikely  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement about earthquakes. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes and in doing so, must meet current seismic requirements. 
Please see the responses to Common Comments “ALT-8, Criteria for a new bridge” and 
“GEO-1, Earthquake unlikely.” 

Response to Comment 2: Proper approach to determine range of alternatives and cost 
effective alternatives 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s desire for a greater range of alternatives. Costs have not 
influenced the development nor decision process of which alternatives to bring forward for 
further review. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, as described in 
the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018) posted on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. A red flashing light would not meet the project purpose and need. See 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-
4, Full range of alternatives,” “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing lights” and “GEN-1, 
Wasting money.” 

Response to Comment 3: Purpose and need of the project to meet seismic standards 

Caltrans notes this comment and opinion. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “PN-1, Project need is too narrow” and “ALT-8, Criteria for a new bridge.” See 
response to comment 3 for the range of alternatives. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to Dale  Curtis_A  
Response to  Comment 1: Support bridge replacement  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for replacing the bridge. Caltrans has identified 
Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Response to Comment 2: Support bridge replacement, impending earthquake 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s statements about seismic-induced effects that could 
compromise the existing bridge. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
response to Common Comment “GEO-1, Earthquake unlikely.” 

Response to Comment 3: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which describes refinements made to the staging area and 
temporary utility relocation area on the animal hospital property. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to Peter  Gradjausky_B  
Response to  Comment 1: Sea  level rise  

Caltrans has conducted model analyses to understand the range of the flood events for year 2050 
and year 2100, including the increases attributable to projected sea level rise (SLR). As noted in 
Section 2.2.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, the Federal Emergency Management Agency-projected 
downstream elevation at the mouth of Lagunitas Creek during a 100-year event, including SLR, 
would be 11.06 feet in year 2050 and 14.47 feet in year 2100. Currently, the soffit of the 
Lagunitas Creek Bridge (i.e., the underside of the bridge) is located at elevation 17.5 feet. 
Therefore, the bridge can currently convey projected surface elevations that include the effects of 
SLR and 100-year event flows. The mouth of Lagunitas Creek, at Tomales Bay, was used in the 
hydraulic model as the downstream controlling water surface elevation. The Sea Level Rise 
Memo and Sea Level Rise Impact Study completed for the project are on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). 

However, Section 2.2.1.3 of the Final EIR/EA was updated to reflect that Caltrans and Marin 
County have discussed the need to include potential climate adaptation measures in new 
infrastructure projects, such as the bridge. Both recognize that while increasing the height of the 
bridge above its current level is not necessary at the present time, having the flexibility to raise 
the bridge in the future may be part of the solution in conjunction with future Marin County 
infrastructure efforts. Caltrans has agreed to consider designing the Lagunitas Creek Bridge 
substructure to support raising the bridge in the future as part of a suite of strategies for climate 
adaptation. 

As described in Section 2.2.1, Hydrology and Floodplain, of the Final EIR/EA, flooding occurs 
east (upstream) of the bridge and is not attributed to the bridge. 

Response to Comment 2: Height of new bridge 

In the context of the sea level rise issue mentioned above, the answer to whether the new bridge is 
higher than the old one is that the new bridge bottom chord would be the same elevation as that of 
the current bridge. Please see the response to Comment 1 above as well as Section 1.3.2.6 in the 
Final EIR/EA for more information. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to Unknown Speaker_A  
Response to  Comment 1: Sea  level rise  and water flow/overflow pathways  

Caltrans appreciates the speaker’s comments regarding this project. Caltrans has conducted model 
analyses to understand the range of the flood events through 2035 including the increases 
attributable to projected sea level rise. As described in Section 2.2.1, Hydrology and Floodplain, 
of the EIR/EA, the freeboard (i.e., space between the bottom chord of the bridge and the water 
surface elevation) that currently exists is ample to pass the rising waters from projected sea level 
rise. All Build Alternatives would maintain this freeboard. This area is known to flood and will 
continue to do so with sea level rising projections. However, during flood events, the change in 
water elevation due to sea level rise is barely measurable relative to the flood event. Flooding 
occurs east (upstream) of the bridge and is not attributed to the bridge. These flood events overtop 
many portions of SR 1 are overtopped. Caltrans investigated the possibility of raising the bridge 
more and found that several miles of SR 1 would also have to be raised to accommodate flood 
events with or without sea level rise projections. This would enlarge the project beyond available 
resources. In addition, raising the bridge and roadway would also raise the access driveways for 
many adjacent properties, causing property impacts to many parcels. Raising the roadway would 
also raise the barrier for floodwaters to pass and thereby would result in floodwaters remaining 
for longer periods on private properties. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to Roger Fleck_A  
Response to  Comment 1: Bridge failure  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s revised opinion regarding the significance of bridge failure. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment 
“ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Water level rise 

Caltrans appreciates the commenter’s concern regarding flooding. Caltrans has conducted model 
analyses to understand the range of the flood events through 2100, including the increases 
attributable to projected sea level rise. As described in Section 2.2.1, Hydrology and Floodplain, 
of the EIR/EA, the freeboard (i.e., space between the bottom chord of the bridge and the water 
surface elevation) that currently exists is ample to pass the rising waters from projected sea level 
rise. All Build Alternatives would maintain this freeboard. This area is known to flood and will 
continue to do so with sea level rising projections. However, during flood events, the change in 
water elevation due to sea level rise is barely measurable relative to the flood event. Flooding 
occurs east (upstream) of the bridge and is not attributed to the bridge. These flood events overtop 
many portions of SR 1 are overtopped. Caltrans investigated the possibility of raising the bridge 
more and found that several miles of SR 1 would also have to be raised to accommodate flood 
events with or without sea level rise projections. This would enlarge the project beyond available 
resources. In addition, raising the bridge and roadway would also raise the access driveways for 
many adjacent properties, causing property impacts to many parcels. Raising the roadway would 
also raise the barrier for floodwaters to pass and thereby would result in floodwaters remaining 
for longer periods on private properties. 

Response to Comment 3: Relocation of animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. No promises for relocating the business 
have been made. Caltrans will work with the animal hospital to minimize impacts, maintain 
access, and maintain open communication at all times. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital” and “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging.” 

Response to Comment 4: Cost of mitigating noise 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opinion regarding noise mitigation. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to Ken  Levin_B  
Response to  Comment 1:  Accept the consequences of an earthquake  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s acceptance for the consequences of an earthquake. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes, not merely for locals, but for commerce, 
tourism, emergency access, and other travelers. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build 
Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Construction impacts on the community 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concerns about construction impacts on the community, 
including dust, noise and traffic disturbance. Please review the Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5, 
Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities; 2.2.6, Air Quality; and 2.2.7, Noise, 
which provide analyses of construction impacts and descriptions of best management practices, 
avoidance and minimization measures, and mitigation measures that have been incorporated into 
the project to reduce impacts from traffic, dust and noise and during construction. With the 
implementation of the measures set forth in Sections 2.1.5, 2.2.6, and 2.2.7, impacts of project 
construction would be reduced. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“CIA-2, Community impacts.” 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to David Whitney_D  
Response to  Comment 1: Protect  the animal hospital, noise impacts  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to Kathleen Dorinson_D 
Response to Comment 1: How many bridges would go down during large earthquake 
event? 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s inquiry regarding other bridges on the detour route that might go 
down during an earthquake. The Marin County records for these bridges do not provide enough 
current data to make this determination. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix 
for the response to Common Comment “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to Bob  Johnston_D  
Response to  Comment 1: Stop the project under CEQA  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preference to stop the project. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Stopping the project or selecting the No-Build Alternative 
would be contrary to the project purpose and need to provide a safe, seismically stable crossing 
over Lagunitas Creek on SR 1 in Marin County. 

While it is true that the public can file a claim against the Final EIR/EA during the 30-day statute 
of limitations, Caltrans will continue to work with the local community to address issues of 
concern during the permitting phase. 

Response to Comment 2: Right-of-way laws are lousy under California regulations 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opinion. 

Response to Comment 3: Stop the EIR process 

Please see the response to Comment 1 above. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to Nancy Hemmingway_A  
Response to  Comment 1: Support  Build Alternative  

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s support for the Build Alternative. Caltrans has identified 
Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments: Public Meeting June 15, 2017 

Response to David Moser_F  
Response to  Comment 1: Posting of information from June 15, 2017, public  meeting  

Caltrans posted on its website all the technical studies that it relied upon and referenced in the 
Draft EIR/EA, as well as the information presented at the June 15, 2017, public meeting. The 
project website is http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Adess, M yn_A  

Response to Comment 1: Emergency services and support the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans shares the commenter’s concern regarding maintaining emergency access during 
construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to 
Common Comment “UES-1, Emergency access.” And for further responses to Moser’s letters, 
please refer to the Table of Contents to find the locations of Caltrans' responses to Mr. Moser's 
various comments; these include Moser, David_A through Moser, David_F under the May 10, 
2017 Public Meeting and June 17, 2017 Public Meeting sections, as well as Moser, David_G 
under the Individuals section. Regarding the commenter’s preference for the No-Build 
Alternative, please see the response to Comment 4 below. 

Response to Comment 2: Earthquake unlikely 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’ statement regarding the earthquakes. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “GEO-1, 
Earthquake unlikely.” 

Response to Comment 3: Earthquake warning lights 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s statement. The ShakeAlert system does not meet the 
purpose and need for the project. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
response to Common Comment “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing lights.” 

Response to Comment 4: Consider the a true retrofit alternative, support the No-Build 
Alternative 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s statement about other retrofit options and support for the 
No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans 
has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as 
described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are 
available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of 
alternatives considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also 
meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” and “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit” for more information on the No-Build 
Alternative and the Retrofit Alternative. 

Response to Comment 5: Collaborative process 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s interest in open collaboration with the community in the 
development of project alternatives. Please see Chapter 4 of the EIR/EA, which describes how 
public and agency input have been integrated into project development, and please see Table N-1 
for the response to Common Comment “PUB-2, Public outreach process,” which provides 
more detail on the multidisciplinary process. 

There were many publicly influenced changes to the project, including the following: 
1) Request for shorter construction period resulted in development of the ABC methods, 
which would have a construction duration of less than 1 year. 

2) Concerns for business impact resulted in further reducing staging areas on private 
property. 

3) Safe Routes to School led to expanding project to include: a) extending culvert, 
b) pedestrian crosswalk crossing at Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, and b) extending and widening 
the shoulder north towards Third Street. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

4) Reducing the width of bridge where possible led to one sidewalk only on the west side of 
bridge. Concern over scale and safety resulted in further narrowing bridge to 11-foot lanes (not 
12-foot) and 5-foot shoulders (not 8-foot), both of which require Caltrans to get approval for a 
design exception. 

5) Flooding issues led to agreeing to consider design modifications that would allow the 
bridge to be raised in the future as a measure towards climate adaptation. 

6) Request for more bridge investigations revealed worse corrosion than expected. 

Response to Comment 6: Construction community impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns and is aware that construction results in short-term 
community impacts as part of maintaining a safe transportation system for all to use. Recognizing 
this construction impact, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, 
ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative. Construction of this alternative would 
be completed within 1 year, with the majority of the construction occurring within 5 months, and 
includes a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. This alternative was identified to minimize bridge closure 
and other potential impacts to the local community. 

The EIR/EA describes measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate these effects. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “CST-2, Closure timing- don’t impact tourist 
season.” Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction with the implementation of 
the Construction Traffic Management Plan (see Project Feature TRANS-1, Construction Traffic 
Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). In the Final EIR/EA, see Sections 2.1.5 for traffic-
related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 2.2.7 for 
noise reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CST-5, 
Traffic impacts of construction,” for more detail on how traffic would be managed to minimize 
congestion during construction. 

Response to Comment 7: Proposed bridge alternatives are out of character 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concern about the size of the bridge. None of the Build 
Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or of the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a, the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives, as the 
Preferred Alternative. Refer to Section 2.1.6 in the Final EIR/EA for a discussion of the potential 
impacts of this alternative. 

Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “TSP-2, Safety hazard.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Ajay, Stephen_A   

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concern for the animals being treated at the animal 
hospital. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. 
The Preferred Alternative, Alternative 3a, would not eliminate access to the businesses and 
mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The Final EIR/EA provides 
measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for 
the response to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “NOI-1, Noise 
impacts.” 

Response to Comment 2: Economic impacts during construction 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concern about economic impacts. Caltrans is aware that 
there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. The Preferred Alternative is the least impactful Build Alternative in 
terms of duration of construction and temporary access easements on private property. It also 
minimizes traffic impacts and visual disturbance. As shown in Figure 1-16 in the Final EIR/EA, 
bridge closure during construction of the Preferred Alternative would occur during the low tourist 
season to minimize potential indirect impacts on the community. 

Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA provides economic analysis and includes consideration of 
factors, such as traffic, noise, dust, and visual disturbance, that may influence the patronage to 
local businesses (and specifically the animal hospital). Measures are included to reduce the 
effects of each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Sections 2.1.5 for traffic-
related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 2.2.7 for 
noise reduction measures. Because a quantitative economic impact to local businesses cannot be 
determined until after construction (and after obtaining financial data from businesses), the 
analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is qualitative in nature. This analysis meets the requirements 
of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike NEPA, the focus of the analysis under CEQA 
shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and effect. 
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

The EIR/EA describes measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate these effects. 
Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Algier, Martine_A  

Response to Comment 1: Disruption to the animal hospital and other merchants 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the Build Alternatives and support for consideration 
of other alternatives. Caltrans considered impacts to the animal hospital and other businesses. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” Prior 
to preparation of the EIR/EA, Caltrans screened and evaluated numerous bridge alternatives. The 
evaluation is presented in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project’s website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). 

Response to Comment 2: Do not want a “freeway-size” bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preference for maintaining the existing bridge width. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Algier, Martine_B  

Response to Comment 1: Find another option, but not a freeway-size bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preference for maintaining the existing bridge width. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, 
Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Response to Comment 2: Animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Altschuler, Gail_A  

Response to Comment 1: Community impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding community impacts, including impacts to the 
animal hospital. Impacts to the community and the animal hospital were analyzed in the EIR/EA. 
Please also see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital, and size and scale of the proposed 
bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the scale and size of the bridge types considered in 
the EIR/EA. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-7, Size of 
bridge and visual/aesthetic character,” “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging. 

Response to Comment 3: Support for No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 for 
the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” 
“ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing lights,” and “ALT-2, Describe the real no-build 
scenario.” 

Response to Comment 4: Support for the Retrofit Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” to review Caltrans’ 
thorough review of retrofit approaches. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Anderson, Jane_A  

Response to Comment 1: Animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital, ” for more about how the animal hospital was considered, and to “CST-3, Why 
not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots” and “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging,” which provide more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how 
they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 2: Traffic effects on the town during construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding traffic during construction. The accelerated 
bridge construction (ABC) method which is part of the Preferred Alternative 3a, three-span, 
Concrete bridge, will minimize the duration of construction period and to allow use of the bridge 
for most of the construction period. The associated bridge closure must occur within the 
allowable in-water work window to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species, which is limited to 
the dry season (typically June 1 to October 15) or as allowed to meet permit conditions. Caltrans 
has determined with community input that the period following Labor Day would minimize the 
bridge closure conflicts with tourism. Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction 
with the implementation of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (see Project Feature 
TRANS-1, Construction Traffic Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). During construction of 
the Preferred Alternative, at least one lane on the existing bridge would remain open for traffic 
flow until the 2- to 3-week closure during which the bridge would be replaced. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of 
construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing—don’t impact tourism season,” and “CST-5, Traffic 
impacts of construction.” 

Response to Comment 3: Consider the No-Build Alternative or a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preference for the No-Build Alternative or a retrofit. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers the 
interest of the community and the environment while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-
Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” and “ALT-3, Definition of a 
true retrofit.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Anderson,  Janica_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Caltrans will maintain access to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
and “CST-6, Consolidate Staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Anderson, Karen_A  

Response to Comment 1: Animal hospital and consider a retrofit 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered 
the impacts on the animal hospital and on other properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-
1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” and 
“ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 2: Extend the comment period 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s request for a longer comment period. For a description 
of outreach and public engagement, please see Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/EA. Please also see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “PUB-1, Extend public comment period.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Anderson, Sonja_A  

Response to Comment 1: Animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns regarding impacts to the animal hospital. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comment “CIA-1, 
Protect the animal hospital,” for more about how the animal hospital was considered, and to 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provide more detail on why staging areas are necessary 
and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Andra_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Armour, Linda_A  

Response to Comment 1: Impacts on animal hospital and support for the No-Build 
Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding impacts on the animal hospital and support for 
the No-Build Alternative. Access will remain open throughout construction. Different staging 
areas are identified to support different activities. Caltrans refined the proposed staging area and 
temporary utility relocation areas on the animal hospital property and will continue to minimize 
the area of disturbance. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” for more about how 
the animal hospital was considered, and to “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused 
Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more 
detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
Also see the response to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative.” 

The Preferred Alternative is the least impactful Build Alternative in terms of duration of 
construction and temporary access easements on private property. It also minimizes traffic 
impacts and visual disturbance. The Preferred Alternative would require up to 1 year for 
construction, with the majority of the construction occurring within approximately 5 months, 
including a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Armour, William_A  

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the 
No-Build Alternative.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Arndt, Laura_A  

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative and ShakeAlert system; 
protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for No-Build Alternative and concern for the animal 
hospital. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes and has considered a 
full and reasonable range of alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 
2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose 
and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 

Installation of a ShakeAlert system does not meet the purpose and need for the project. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing 
lights.” 

Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access 
will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and 
“CST-2, Community impacts.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Arndt, Laura_B  

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes and has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose 
and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered 
the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Austin, Sherry_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2 Community impacts,” “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction,” and “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Axelrod, Lynn_B  

Response to Comment 1: Losing animal hospital may overburden emergency services 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding the potential loss of the animal hospital and 
overburden on the emergency services from the closure of the animal hospital. Caltrans has 
considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. None of the 
alternatives eliminates access to the businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-
related noise impacts. The Draft EIR/EA analyzed potential impacts to emergency services during 
construction. However, because the project would not result in the closure of the animal hospital, 
the impact on emergency services for animal patients was not analyzed in the EIR/EA. 

Caltrans has continued to refine the staging areas to reduce impact to the animal hospital. Please 
see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments 
“CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Response to Comment 2: Replacement clinic for animal hospital 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has reached out 
directly to the animal hospital to discuss the project. The EIR/EA considered construction impacts 
to private property. The environmental process provides these disclosures to all concerned 
individuals equally. After certification of the Final EIR/EA and when the project design is more 
advanced, Caltrans will attempt to engage property owners again and to approach each property 
owner individually to ascertain their unique situations and apply appropriate avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures best suited for the property. 

Caltrans will continue to reduce impacts associated with construction and will maintain access to 
residences and businesses to the extent possible. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Response to Comment 3: Relocation of animal hospital 

Caltrans appreciates the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. See the response to 
Comment 2 above. Caltrans will work with the animal hospital to minimize impacts, maintain 
access, and maintain open communication. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Ayers, Tess_A  

Response to Comment 1: Consider true retrofit or No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a retrofit or the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans 
evaluated a retrofit alternative as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and 
Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project’s website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). For more information, please see Table N-1 in 
the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support 
for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no build scenario,” and “ALT-3, 
Definition of a true retrofit.” Furthermore, Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration 
of construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing – don’t impact tourism season,” and “CST-5, 
Traffic impacts of construction,” describe how Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during 
construction. 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preference for maintaining the existing bridge width. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character,” for more information on why the proposed Build Alternatives would not have 
standard freeway widths. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Ballard, Madeleine_A  

Response to Comment 1: Size of bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preference for maintaining the existing bridge width. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, 
Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character,” for more information on why the proposed 
Build Alternatives would not have standard freeway widths. 

Response to Comment 2: Staging and animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to staging equipment on the animal hospital parking 
lot. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal 
hospital,” for more about how the animal hospital was considered, and to “CST-3, Why not 
place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been 
minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Bannerman, Patricia_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital, avoid staging on the animal hospital 
property 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

This project does not propose permanent property acquisition, only small temporary construction 
easements. As mentioned above, Caltrans will maintain access to the animal hospital throughout 
construction. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary. 

Additionally, different staging areas are identified to support different staging activities. Please 
see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at 
unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” which provides more detail on how temporary 
construction easements and staging areas are used. 

Response to Comment 2: Consider tenant behind animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns. Please see response to comment 1 above. Caltrans is 
aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain 
a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has analyzed the impacts of the alternatives during 
the construction and operational phases and provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as 
necessary, mitigate these effects. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“CIA-2, Community impacts.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Barnet, Elizabeth_A  

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Collaborate with the community 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s interest in community engagement regarding the development of 
project alternatives. Please see Chapter 4 of the EIR/EA, which describes how public and agency 
input have been integrated into project development, and please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “PUB-2, Public outreach process,” which provides more detail on the 
multidisciplinary process. 

Response to Comment 3: Consider less intrusive options 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preference that a less intrusive retrofit alternative should be 
investigated that minimizes impacts on the community, residents, and tourists. Caltrans has 
identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the 
Preferred Alternative. Construction of this alternative would be completed within 1 year, with the 
majority occurring within approximately 5 months, including a 2- to 3- week bridge closure. 
There are no retrofit alternatives that would result in less intrusive impacts compared to the 
replacement alternatives and meet Caltrans design standards. A retrofit alternative would have a 
longer construction period and potentially would have more harmful impacts to the community, 
the creek ecosystem, and the animal hospital compared to the Preferred Alternative. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” 
“ALT-5, Less intrusive retrofit,” and “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Barry, Hathaway_A  

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative, animal hospital, and wasting money 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative and concerns about impacts 
to the animal hospital and misuse of public funds. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix for the response to Common Comment ALT-1, “Support for the No-Build 
Alternative.” 

Please also see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “GEN-1, Wasting money,” 
which addresses the funding for this project. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Barry, Rosemary_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital, staging on the animal hospital 
property, and community impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding impacts to the animal hospital. Caltrans is 
aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain 
a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital 
and other affected properties. The Preferred Alternative, Alternative 3a, would not eliminate 
access to the businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The 
EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would 
occur during construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce 
the effects of each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 
2.1.5 for traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control 
measures, and 2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. 

Access will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comment “CIA-1, 
Protect the animal hospital,” for more about how the animal hospital was considered, and 
“NOI-1, Noise impacts,” for a review of noise minimization considerations. 

Response to Comment 2: Avoid staging on animal hospital parking area and consider other 
locations for staging 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s suggestion for use of other properties for staging during 
construction. Different staging areas are identified to support different staging activities. Please 
see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas 
at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which 
provides more detail on how temporary construction easements and staging areas are used. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Barter, Marjorie_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protest rebuild of bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s protest of rebuilding the bridge. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website (http://www.dot. ca.gov/d4/l 
agunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community interests and impacts on 
sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-
1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” for 
more information on the No-Build Alternative. 

Response to Comment 2: Avoid staging on animal hospital parking area 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans proposes a temporary 
construction easement on the animal hospital parking lot. Caltrans will maintain access to the 
animal hospital throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant 
lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are 
necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 3: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding impacts to the animal hospital. Caltrans has 
considered the impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be 
maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for 
the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

Recognizing this construction impact, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, 
Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative. This alternative has 
up to a 1-year construction period, with the majority of the construction occurring within 
5 months, and includes a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. This alternative was identified to minimize 
bridge closure and other potential impacts to the local community. 

Response to Comment 4: Consider a true retrofit and opposed to a freeway-style bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support of the Retrofit Alternative and opposition to a wider 
bridge. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” and “ALT-3, 
Definition of a true retrofit.” 

None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the vehicular capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. 
Please see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, 
and Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and 
visual/aesthetic character.” The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3a, Three-Span, Concrete 
Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in) is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Baty, Tom and Sherry_A  

Response to Comment 1: Impacts on animal hospital 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. The Preferred Alternative would not eliminate access to the 
businesses and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for 
the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, 
Community impacts,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts” 

Refer below to the response to Comment 3 for a discussion regarding the consideration of using 
other property for staging. 

Response to Comment 2: Traffic impacts of construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding potential traffic delays during closure of the 
bridge. The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in) is not only the least impactful in terms of duration of construction and 
temporary access easements on private property, it also minimizes traffic impacts and visual 
disturbance. The Preferred Alternative would require up to 1 year for construction, with the 
majority occurring within approximately 5 months, including a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. In 
addition, it enhances line of sight for those turning onto SR 1 at the Sir Francis Drake Boulevard 
intersection. With the Preferred Alternative, the line of sight would increase from 166 linear feet 
to approximately 385 linear feet. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments 
“CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction,” “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and 
“CST-2, Closure timing – don’t impact tourism season.” 

Response to Comment 3: Staging and property acquisition 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s suggestion for alternative staging locations. The Caltrans 
maintenance yard and other nearby vacant properties were considered and evaluated by Caltrans 
as potential locations for staging areas. Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, 
Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. This alternative uses 
the accelerated bridge construction method, for which staging adjacent to the bridge is critical. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” 
and “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard,” which provides more 
detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Baxter, Anne_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding construction impacts on the animal hospital 
and the length of construction. Caltrans will work with the animal hospital owner to minimize 
construction impacts on the operation of the hospital and on the patient animals and to maintain 
access throughout the construction period. Caltrans refined the proposed staging area and 
temporary utility relocation areas on the animal hospital property. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” which provides more information about the potential loss of clients due to 
construction inconveniences, and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” Because access and parking 
spaces will be maintained, relocation of the animal hospital will not be required. 

Recognizing this construction impact, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, 
Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred 
Alternative would require up to 1 year for construction, with the majority occurring within 
approximately 5 months, including a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. This alternative is the narrowest 
bridge structure of all the Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 2: Retrofit Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement that a retrofit alternative that minimizes impacts on the 
animal hospital should be investigated. A retrofit alternative would have a longer construction 
period and potentially more harmful impacts to the animal hospital than Alternative 3a, which 
Caltrans has identified as the Preferred Alternative. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” Please also refer to the response to 
Comment 1 above. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Behlau,  Jannett_A  

Response to Comment 1: Comment on the width of the bridge, impacts to the animal 
hospital 

None of the Build Alternatives proposed expanding the vehicular capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. 
Please see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, 
and Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment 
“ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding construction impacts on the animal hospital 
and the length of construction. Recognizing this construction impact, Caltrans has identified 
Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred 
Alternative, which would require up to 1 year for construction, with the majority occurring within 
approximately 5 months, including a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. This bridge will continue to be 
a two-lane bridge, not a six-lane bridge as noted in the comment letter. The Preferred Alternative 
has the narrowest bridge structure of all the Build Alternatives (refer to Figure 1-8 in Chapter 1 of 
the Final EIR/EA). Caltrans has continued efforts to refine the staging areas to further reduce and 
minimize construction areas and impacts on adjacent properties as much as feasible, based on the 
animal hospital concerns. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “CIA-1, 
Protect the animal hospital,” “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging.” 

Response to Comment 2: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the 
No-Build Alternative.” See response to Comment 1 above; the Preferred Alternative would have 
a construction period of up to 1 year. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Bell, Kristine_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protest bridge replacement and staging on animal hospital 
property 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding construction impacts on the animal hospital 
and the length of construction. Recognizing this construction impact, Caltrans has identified 
Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred 
Alternative, which would require up to 1 year for construction, with the majority occurring within 
approximately 5 months, including a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. This bridge will continue to be 
a two-lane bridge, not a six-lane bridge as noted in the comment letter. The Preferred Alternative 
has the narrowest bridge structure of all the Build Alternatives. Caltrans has continued efforts to 
refine the staging areas to further reduce and minimize construction areas and impacts on adjacent 
properties as much as feasible, based on the animal hospital concerns. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging.” 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. This project does not propose permanent property 
acquisition, only small temporary construction easements. Caltrans will maintain access to the 
animal hospital throughout construction. Parking spaces will also continue to be available during 
construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not 
place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging,” which responds to public comments by providing more detail on why staging areas are 
necessary and about refinements Caltrans has made to the staging area. 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, dust, and noise impacts on the animal 
hospital, and how the project may impact the animal hospital. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. The Preferred Alternative would not eliminate access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. For a briefer overview, please see Table N-1 for the responses 
to Common Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Response to Comment 3: Traffic effects on the town during construction and community 
impacts 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concerns about the impact traffic might have on the 
community. The accelerated bridge construction (ABC) method which is part of the preferred 
Alternative 3a, three-span, Concrete bridge, will minimize the duration of construction period and 
to allow use of the bridge for most of the construction period. The associated bridge closure must 
occur within the allowable in-water work window to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species, 
which is limited to the dry season (typically June 1 to October 15) or as allowed to meet permit 
conditions. Caltrans has determined with community input that the period following Labor Day 
would minimize the bridge closure conflicts with tourism. Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts 
during construction with the implementation of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (see 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Project Feature TRANS-1, Construction Traffic Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). During 
construction of the Preferred Alternative, at least one lane on the existing bridge would remain 
open for traffic flow until the 2- to 3-week closure during which the bridge would be replaced. 
Caltrans will work with the contractor to minimize impacts during high tourism season to the 
extent possible. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to 
Common Comment “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Bellak, Nina_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital as well as impacts on other affected properties. Access will be 
preserved throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for 
the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” In addition, 
Caltrans has refined the proposed staging area to reduce impacts on the animal hospital. Please 
see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas 
at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which 
responds to public comments by providing more detail on why staging areas are necessary and 
about refinements Caltrans has made to the staging area. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Bett, Tony_A  

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Our primary consideration is whether the bridge would 
survive a major seismic event. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, 
as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which 
are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range 
of alternatives considers community interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, 
while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build 
Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Bettini, Sara_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital, traffic impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, dust, and noise impacts on the animal 
hospital and how the project may impact the animal hospital. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. The Preferred Alternative would not eliminate access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for 
the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, 
Community impacts,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts” 

Regarding the comment on traffic impacts, please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” 
Response to Comment 2: Support retrofit 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s suggestion to reconsider a bridge retrofit. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitas creekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of 
alternatives,” which describes what would be required of the Retrofit Alternative to meet 
Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Bilgart, Paulette_A  

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose 
and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Binley, Phil and Greenlaw, Trudy_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

Response to Comment 2: Consider a retrofit alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for continued consideration of a bridge retrofit. Caltrans 
is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, 
Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” which describes what 
is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. 

Response to Comment 3: Move staging area to not disrupt community 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding community impacts of construction staging. 
Different staging areas are identified to support different staging activities. Please see Table N-1 
for the response to Common Comment “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused 
Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” which provides more detail on how temporary construction 
easements and staging areas are used, and see the response to Common Comment “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging,” for refinements made to the staging area proposed on the animal hospital 
parking lot. 

Response to Comment 4: Local engagement in the development of alternatives 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s interest in community engagement regarding the development of 
project alternatives. Please see Chapter 4 of the EIR/EA, which describes how public and agency 
input have been integrated into project development, and please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “PUB-2, Public outreach process,” which provides more detail on the 
multidisciplinary process. There were many publicly influenced changes to the project, including 
the following: 

1) Request for shorter construction period resulted development of the ABC methods, which 
would have a construction duration of less than 1 year. 

2) Concerns for business impact resulted in further reducing staging areas on private property. 

3) Safe Routes to School led to expanding project to include: a) extending culvert, b) pedestrian 
crosswalk crossing at Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, and c) extending and widening the 
shoulder north towards Third Street. 

4) Reducing the width of bridge where possible led to one sidewalk only on the west side of 
bridge. Concern over scale and safety resulted in further narrowing bridge to 11-foot lanes 
(not 12-foot) and 5-foot shoulders (not 8-foot), both of which require Caltrans to get approval 
for a design exception. 
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5) Flooding issues led to agreeing to consider design modifications that would allow the bridge 
to be raised in the future as a measure towards climate adaptation. 

6) Request for more bridge investigations revealed worse corrosion than expected. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Blitzer, Robert and Xenry_A  

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative and impact to the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative and concern for the animal 
hospital. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “CIA-1, Protect the animal 
hospital,” “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” and “ALT-4, Full range of Alternatives.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Blum,  Lisa_A  

Response to Comment 1: Consider a retrofit alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for consideration of a bridge retrofit. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests as well as sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. For more information on the evaluation of the Retrofit Alternative, please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-3, 
Definition of a true retrofit.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Bouley, Ken_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

Response to Comment 2: How will the animal hospital be protected 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding the tangible measures to protect the animal 
hospital during construction. Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts 
related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has 
considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. None of the 
alternatives eliminates access to the businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-
related noise impacts. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, 
mitigate effects that would occur during construction and operational phases of the project. 
Measures are included to reduce the effects of each of the construction-related impacts on 
businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related 
measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and 
“NOI-1, Noise impacts” 

Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” 
which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been 
minimized to reduce impacts. A description of the effort to minimize construction duration is 
available in the response to Common Comment “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Bowers, Miriam_A  

Response to Comment 1: Disruption to the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding the tangible measures to protect the animal 
hospital during construction. Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts 
related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has 
considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. The Preferred 
Alternative would not eliminate access to the businesses, and mitigation is provided for 
construction-related noise impacts. Parking spaces would continue to be available on the animal 
hospital property during construction. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as 
necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and operational phases of the 
project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of each of the construction-related impacts on 
businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related 
measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-2, 
Community impacts,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts” 

Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” 
which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been 
minimized to reduce impacts. A description of the effort to minimize construction duration is 
available in the response to Common Comment “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction.” 

Response to Comment 2: Size of the proposed replacement 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns about the size of the replacement bridge. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character.” 

Response to Comment 3: Accidents and fast speeds on bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s s suggestion about speed limits and safety of the proposed bridge. 
Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “TSP-2, Safety hazard.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Bowles, Henry_A  

Response to Comment 1: Do not enlarge the bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the bridge. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge 
and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete 
Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, and it is the narrowest of all 
the proposed Build Alternatives. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Bradford, Patricia_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Parking spaces will be available during 
construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital” and “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging.” 

Response to Comment 2: Consider a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-
Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” and “ALT-3, Definition of a 
true retrofit,” for more information on the No-Build Alternative and the Retrofit Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Brast, Dave_A  

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative and impacts on animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. The No Build Alternative is 
analyzed throughout the Final EIR/EA, including environmental analyses in Chapter 2. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments 
“ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” 
and “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-82 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Braun,  Rebecca_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-83 



  

  
  

  

    
 

   
      

    
  

  

       
    

  
 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Braun, Rebecca_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Parking spaces will be available on the 
animal hospital property during construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more information on how staging will be used 
and minimized. 

Response to Comment 2: Alternate locations for staging 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns about construction staging locations. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at 
unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which 
provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to 
reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Brayton, Susan_A  

Response to Comment 1: Oppose to replacement bridge or retrofit, earthquake unlikely 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed Build Alternatives. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) 
and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose 
and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario,” for more information on the No-Build Alternative. Also, the response to 
Common Comment “ALT-8, Criteria for new bridge,” provides insight on the design 
standards applied. 

The No-Build Alternative does not meet the purpose and need of the project, which is to provide 
a safe, seismically stable crossing over Lagunitas Creek on SR 1. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “GEO-1, Earthquake unlikely.” 

Response to Comment 2: Traffic effects on the town during construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic. The accelerated bridge construction (ABC) 
method which is part of the preferred Alternative 3a, three-span, Concrete bridge, will minimize 
the duration of construction period and to allow use of the bridge for most of the construction 
period. The associated bridge closure must occur within the allowable in-water work window to 
avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species, which is limited to the dry season (typically June 1 to 
October 15) or as allowed to meet permit conditions. Caltrans has determined with community 
input that the period following Labor Day would minimize the bridge closure conflicts with 
tourism. Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction with the implementation of 
the Construction Traffic Management Plan (see Project Feature TRANS-1, Construction Traffic 
Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). During construction of the Preferred Alternative, at least 
one lane on the existing bridge would remain open for traffic flow until the 2- to 3-week closure 
during which the bridge would be replaced. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing—don’t 
impact tourism season,” and “CST–5, Traffic impacts of construction.” 

Response to Comment 3: Protect the animal hospital, noise impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. None of the alternatives 
eliminates access to the businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise 
impacts. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.”. 

This project does not propose permanent private property acquisition, only small temporary 
construction easements. Caltrans will maintain access to the animal hospital throughout 
construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging” and “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or 
other vacant lots,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and where 
they will be located. 

Response to Comment 4: Cost of project 

Caltrans shares the commenter’s concerns about the efficient use of public funds. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment, “GEN-1, Wasting money.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Bridges, Pamela_C  

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative” and “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Bruemmer, Will_A  

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative and concern for the animal 
hospital. Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, dust, and noise impacts on the 
animal hospital and how the project may impact the animal hospital. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. The Preferred Alternative would not eliminate access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. Parking spaces on 
the animal hospital would continue be available. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, 
minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and 
operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of each of the 
construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for traffic-related 
measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 2.2.7 for noise 
reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, 
Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” 
“CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “NOI-1, Noise 
impacts” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Bryan, Gordon_A  

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative and concern for the animal 
hospital. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “CIA-1, Protect the animal 
hospital.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Burgoyne, Christa_A  

Response to  Comment 1: Retrofit  alternative  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support  for a retrofit alternative. Please see Table  N-1 in the  
introduction to this appendix  for the response to  Common Comment  “ALT-5, Less intrusive 
retrofit,” for an overview of what Caltrans has considered, and  to  Common  Comment  “ALT-8, 
Criteria for new bridge,”  which  provides insight on the design standards applied.  

Response to  Comment 2: No-Build Alternative  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support  for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table  N-1  for 
the responses  to  Common Comments “ ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,”  and 
“GEN-1, Wasting money.”   
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Calomiris, Wendy_A  

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative unless retrofit is analyzed 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support of the No-Build Alternative and recommendation to 
consider of a spectrum of retrofit alternatives. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range 
of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are posted on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
For more information on the No-Build Alternative and the Retrofit Alternative, please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-
1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” and 
“ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 2: Communicate with and be responsive to Dr. Whitney 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s request to contact the animal hospital owner prior to EIR/EA and 
project approval. Caltrans has reached out directly to the animal hospital to discuss the project. 
The EIR/EA considered construction impacts to private property. The environmental process 
provides these disclosures to all concerned individuals equally. Prior to construction, during the 
design phase, Caltrans will refine the project design and continue to work with regulatory 
agencies to obtain necessary permits. After the project design is more refined, Caltrans will 
attempt to engage property owners again and to approach each property owner individually to 
ascertain their unique situations and apply appropriate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures best suited for the property. Caltrans has refined the staging area on the animal hospital 
property to minimize the area needed to access the bridge and will maintain access to the property 
throughout construction. Because access will be maintained to the animal hospital, relocation will 
not be required. Parking spaces on the animal hospital will also be maintained. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Campe, James and Pamela_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Caltrans has refined the staging 
area on the animal hospital property to minimize the area needed to access the bridge and would 
maintain access to the property throughout construction. Refer to Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA 
for the refinements made to the staging area on the animal hospital property. Please see Table N-1 
in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect 
the animal hospital,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Response to Comment 2: No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 for 
the response to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Carasik, Cheryl_A  

Response to Comment 1: Consider a less intrusive retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a bridge retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for providing 
safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, 
including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) 
and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers the interest 
of the community and the environment, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please 
see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment 
“ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 

None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see 
Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community 
impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant 
lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” and “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Carlin, Elizabeth_A  

Response to Comment 1: Native habitat, seismic retrofit, local businesses, construction 
impacts, and safety 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns. The EIR/EA describes the level of impacts to the 
environment and community, and it proposes measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate harm to 
biological resources. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to 
Common Comment “BIO-1, Biological impacts.” 

Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. None 
of the alternatives eliminates access to the businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-
related noise impacts. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, 
Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “TSP-2, Safety hazard.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Carolan, Kate_A  

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support of the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the 
No-Build Alternative.” 

Response to Comment 2: Disruption to the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans is aware that there are 
short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other 
affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the businesses, and mitigation is 
provided for construction-related noise impacts. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-104 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Carpenter,  Dian  and  Karen;  Fox, Carolyn_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-105 



  

  
  

  

   
  

   
   

  
    

  
  

  
   

  
  

 
   

  
   

   
  

 
 

 
 

     
    

   
  

   

 
   

  
    

      
   

  

  

  
  

 
 

  
 

  
    

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Carpenter, Dian and  Karen;  Fox, Carolyn_A  

Response to Comment 1: Consider a true retrofit 

Caltrans provided a detailed presentation about the requirements of a retrofit under the current 
condition of the bridge to meet the project purpose and need at the public hearing on June 15, 
2017. For more information, please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full 
range of alternatives,” which describes what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet 
Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. 

Response to Comment 2: Concerned about impacts on community, emergency services, and 
traffic 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for impacts to the community. Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIR/EA describes the evaluation of impacts of bridge construction on emergency services in the 
Environmental Consequences subsection under both Utilities and Emergency Services (Section 
2.1.4.2) and Traffic and Transportation (Section 2.1.5.3). The accelerated bridge construction 
(ABC) method which is part of the preferred Alternative 3a, three-span, Concrete bridge, will 
minimize the duration of construction period and to allow use of the bridge for most of the 
construction period. The associated bridge closure must occur within the allowable in-water work 
window to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species, which is limited to the dry season (typically 
June 1 to October 15) or as allowed to meet permit conditions. Caltrans has determined with 
community input that the period following Labor Day would minimize the bridge closure 
conflicts with tourism. Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction with the 
implementation of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (see Project Feature TRANS-1, 
Construction Traffic Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). During construction of the 
Preferred Alternative, at least one lane on the existing bridge would remain open for traffic flow 
until the 2- to 3-week closure during which the bridge would be replaced. Please see Table N-1 
for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-1, Minimize 
duration of construction,” “UES-1, Emergency Access”, and “CST–5, Traffic impacts of 
construction.” 

Response to Comment 3: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties and businesses. Access will be 
maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for 
the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

This project does not propose permanent property acquisition, only small temporary construction 
easements. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary, and to “NOI-1, Noise 
impacts,” which addresses construction-related noise. 

Response to Comment 4: Impacts on endangered salmon 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for harm to salmon. The analyses of the construction 
impacts and measures to minimize harm on threatened and endangered species are included in 
Section 2.3.5 of the Final EIR/EA. Among the measures to minimize harm on protected aquatic 
species are limiting in-water work to the period with least salmonid migration (i.e., June 1 to 
October 15), only working within a dewatered area that is isolated by the installation of a 
temporary cofferdam, use of protective features under the existing bridge during the dismantling 
of the existing bridge, and providing salmon habitat mitigation. See Section 2.3.5.4 of the Final 
EIR/EA for more detail. Additionally, Caltrans has obtained a Biological Opinion from the 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service,  which  establishes 
expectations and  methods to avoid and treat impacted wildlife resources. This project will also  
require an Incidental Take Permit from  California Department of Fish and Wildlife.  

Now that Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, the Lagunitas Creek Bridge design has 
advanced to provide further revegetation details and mitigation planning, as described in the Final 
EIR/EA. Also included are standards and methods for developing onsite aquatic habitat 
enhancements, such as providing large in-stream woody debris. Please see Section 2.3.5 of the 
Final EIR/EA for more detailed information. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Caufield,  Catherine and Nordbye, Terry_A  

Response to Comment 1: Alternative 2a 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for Alternative 2a. Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: 
Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. This 
alternative requires the least construction time and would have the least visual obstruction of the 
Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 2: Construction impact on the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans is aware that there are 
short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other 
affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the businesses, and mitigation is 
provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, 
minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and 
operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of each of the 
construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for traffic-related 
measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 2.2.7 for noise 
reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Response to Comment 3: Alternative staging areas 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s suggestion to consider other unused lots located near the 
Lagunitas Creek Bridge as alternate staging areas instead of the animal hospital property. Caltrans 
considered unused lots in the area, but a property that is adjacent to the project site is required to 
access the bridge piers and abutments and a nearby parcel is needed for the proposed ABC with 
longitudinal move-in construction method. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard,” and “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how 
they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Chapman, James_A  

Response to Comment 1: Size of bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about bridge scale. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge 
and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Response to Comment 2: Staging and animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comment “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” and “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Chapman, Paul_A  

Response to Comment 1: Support for Retrofit Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the Retrofit Alternative. Caltrans has thoroughly 
evaluated this alternative and dismissed it from further evaluation in the Draft EIR/EA for many 
reasons, including its potential disruption of the local economy and residents. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments 
“ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-5, Less intrusive retrofit.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Chernin, Kim_A  

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative, Retrofit Alternative, earthquake unlikely 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans considered a 
retrofit alternative in the EIR/EA, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) 
and Addendum (June 2018), which are posted on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build 
Alternative,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” 
“GEO-1, Earthquake unlikely,” and “PUB-2, Public outreach process.” 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-115 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/


  

  
  

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Clarke, Rich_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-116 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

       
 

 
    

   
     

      
   

  
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Clarke, Rich_A  

Response to Comment 1: Animal hospital and avoid staging on animal hospital parking 
area 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

This project does not propose permanent property acquisition, only small temporary construction 
easements. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary, and “CST-3, Why not 
place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” which provides more detail 
on how temporary construction easements and staging areas are used. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Clarkson, Cynthia_A  

Response to Comment 1: Bridge is adequate 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement that the bridge is adequate as is. Caltrans is responsible 
for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project’s purpose 
and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” and “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Clearbrook, Eden_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital and avoid staging on animal hospital 
parking area 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has a responsibility to 
review the social, economic, and environmental impacts of every project and work with the 
community to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate those impacts. Caltrans has considered 
the impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to 
all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” and “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” which provides more detail on how 
temporary construction easements and staging areas are used. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Cline, Martin_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital and avoid staging on animal hospital 
parking area 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
for more about how the animal hospital was considered, “CST-3, Why not place staging areas 
at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which 
provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to 
reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Comstock, Lyndon  and Mathieu, Arline_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” In addition, Caltrans has refined the 
proposed staging area to reduce impacts on the animal hospital. Please see in Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Connolly, James_A  

Response to Comment 1: Size of bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the bridge. The range of alternatives 
evaluated in the EIR/EA considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, 
while also meeting the project purpose and need. None of the Build Alternatives proposes 
expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which 
describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and 
visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete 
Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, and it is the narrowest of all 
the proposed Build Alternatives. 

In addition, Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “TSP-2, Safety hazard.” 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-128 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Cook, Cathy_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-129 



  

  
  

    

  
    

  
  

 
    

 
 

  
  

   
  
 

  
  

     
    

   
   

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Cook, Cathy_A  

Response to Comment 1: Animal hospital and economic impacts during construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Economic analysis is provided in 
Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, which includes the consideration of factors, such as traffic, 
noise, dust, and visual disturbance, that may influence the patronage to local businesses. 
Measures are included to reduce the effects of each of the construction-related impacts on 
businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related 
measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Because a 
quantitative economic impact to local businesses cannot be determined until after construction 
(and obtaining financial data from businesses), the analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 of the 
Final EIR/EA is qualitative in nature. This analysis meets the requirements of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike NEPA, the focus of the analysis under CEQA 
shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and effect. 
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

However, Caltrans has made sure that access will be maintained to all businesses in the project 
area throughout construction. Caltrans has refined the staging area on the animal hospital 
property. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” which 
provides details about how the animal hospital was considered, “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” 
which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been 
minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Cooper, Debra_A  

Response to Comment 1: Construction impacts and size of bridge and construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the proposed scale of the bridge and duration 
of construction phase. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses 
to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character,” and “CST-1, 
Minimize duration of construction.” 

Response to Comment 2: Impact on animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” In addition, Caltrans has refined the 
proposed staging area to reduce impacts on the animal hospital. Please see in Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Response to Comment 3: Consider a true seismic retrofit vs. a rebuild 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement regarding a seismic retrofit. Please see Table N-1 for 
the response to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Coppinger, GR_A  

Response to Comment 1: Consider a retrofit instead of replacement bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed Build Alternatives. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of 
alternatives,” which includes a description of what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to 
meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital, move staging area 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

Different staging areas are identified to support different activities. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on 
how temporary construction easements and staging areas are used. 

Response to Comment 3: Traffic impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic. The accelerated bridge construction (ABC) 
method which is part of the preferred Alternative 3a, three-span, Concrete bridge, will minimize 
the duration of construction period and to allow use of the bridge for most of the construction 
period. The associated bridge closure must occur within the allowable in-water work window to 
avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species, which is limited to the dry season (typically June 1 to 
October 15) or as allowed to meet permit conditions. Caltrans has determined with community 
input that the period following Labor Day would minimize the bridge closure conflicts with 
tourism. Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction with the implementation of 
the Construction Traffic Management Plan (see Project Feature TRANS-1, Construction Traffic 
Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). During construction of the Preferred Alternative, at least 
one lane on the existing bridge would remain open for traffic flow until the 2- to 3-week closure 
during which the bridge would be replaced. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of 
construction.” 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-134 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/


  

  
  

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Corbett,  William_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-135 



  

  
  

   

 
    

  
     

  

   
    

  
 

 
 

     
   

  

    
   

    

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Corbett, William_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

Response to Comment 2: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose 
and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 3: Do not build a freeway bridge 

Caltrans acknowledges the comment. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “GEN-1, Wasting money.” Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, 
Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Cordaro, Christine_A  

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “GEO-1, Earthquake 
unlikely,” and “GEN-1, Wasting money.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Cornelia, Maureen_A  

Response to Comment 1: Animal hospital and staging areas 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

This project does not propose permanent property acquisition, only small temporary construction 
easements. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging,” and “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant 
lots,” which provides more detail on how temporary construction easements and staging areas are 
used and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 2: Consider the No-Build Alternative or a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preference for the No-Build Alternatives or a retrofit alternative. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-
1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” and 
“ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” for more information on the No-Build Alternative and 
the Retrofit Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Costello, Claire_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital and consider the No-Build Alternative 
or a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
and “CIA-2, Community impact,” for more about how the community and animal hospital were 
considered, “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant 
lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are 
necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, 
Describe the no-build scenario,” and “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Cox, Ciara_A  

Response to Comment 1: Minimize construction time, materials, and noise 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about time and materials. Caltrans is aware that there are 
short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as 
necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and operational phases of the 
project. The range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive environmental 
resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. The Preferred Alternative would 
require up to 1 year for construction, with the majority occurring within approximately 5 months, 
including a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix, 
for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-1, Minimize 
duration of construction,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital and minimize impact on nature 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital and nature. Caltrans has a 
responsibility to review the social, economic, and environmental impacts of every project and 
work with the community to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate those impacts. Caltrans 
has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be 
maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for 
the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital” and Common 
Comment “BIO-1, Biological impacts.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Craven, SA_A  

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ 
lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community interests and impacts on 
sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-
1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Cushman, Peter_A  

Response to Comment 1: Impact to the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital and how the project may affect 
the animal hospital. Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to 
construction undertaken to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered 
the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives 
eliminates access to the businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise 
impacts. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects 
that would occur during construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included 
to reduce the effects of each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA 
Sections 2.1.5 for traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control 
measures, and 2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix for the responses to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts” 

Response to Comment 2: Community impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about community impacts. Caltrans is aware that there 
are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as 
necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and operational phases of the 
project. Please see common comments listed in the response to Comment 1 above and see the 
responses to Common Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-1, Minimize 
duration of construction,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts,” in Table N-1. 

Response to Comment 3: Protect the animal hospital 

See response to Comment 1 above. 

Response to Comment 4: Loss of emergency veterinary services nearby 

Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital, as well as on the community it serves 
for animal patient care. Caltrans will maintain access to all the businesses in the area throughout 
project construction, and, therefore, no loss of emergency veterinary services is anticipated. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Cushman, Peter_B  

Response to Comment 1: Opposed to replacement bridge, oversized bridge, and aesthetics 
and safety 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the bridge replacement. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose 
and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” and “TSP-2, Safety hazard.” 

None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or of the bridge. Please 
see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, 
Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-
Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred 
Alternative is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 2: Traffic effects on the town during construction and emergency 
access 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic. The accelerated bridge construction (ABC) 
method which is part of the preferred Alternative 3a, three-span, Concrete bridge, will minimize 
the duration of construction period and to allow use of the bridge for most of the construction 
period. The associated bridge closure must occur within the allowable in-water work window to 
avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species, which is limited to the dry season (typically June 1 to 
October 15) or as allowed to meet permit conditions. Caltrans has determined with community 
input that the period following Labor Day would minimize the bridge closure conflicts with 
tourism. Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction with the implementation of 
the Construction Traffic Management Plan (see Project Feature TRANS-1, Construction Traffic 
Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). During construction of the Preferred Alternative, at least 
one lane on the existing bridge would remain open for traffic flow until the 2- to 3-week closure 
during which the bridge would be replaced. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing – don’t 
impact tourism season,” “UES-1, Emergency access,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of 
construction.” 

Also, please see Section 2.1.4 of the Final EIR/EA for additional information how Caltrans has 
considered emergency service’s needs, and please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “UES-1, Emergency access.” 
Response to Comments 3: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s interest in collaboration with the community. Please see 
Chapter 4 of the EIR/EA, which describes how public and agency input have been integrated into 
project development, and please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “PUB-2, 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Public Outreach Process,”  which provides  more detail on the multidisciplinary pr ocess,  which  
involved  engineers, environmental scientists, subject  area specialists, and the public.  
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Dacus, Lorelei_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Dacus, Lorelei_A  

Response to Comment 1: Consider a true retrofit to avoid impacts on the animal hospital 

Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and mitigation measures to minimize 
those impacts. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the businesses, and mitigation is 
provided for construction-related noise impacts. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix for the responses to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for consideration of a bridge retrofit and concern for the 
animal hospital. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has 
considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as 
described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are 
available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of 
alternatives considers the interest of the community and the environment, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. The Retrofit Alternative is not the least impactful alternative. Please 
see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Day, Peggy_A  

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers the interest 
of the community and the environment, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please 
see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments 
“ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Deasy, Rebecca_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Caltrans is aware that there are 
short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other 
affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the businesses, and mitigation is 
provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, 
minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and 
operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of each of the 
construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for traffic-related 
measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 2.2.7 for noise 
reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Also, access will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” 
which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been 
minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 2: Consider a retrofit 

Caltrans also notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed Build Alternatives. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-3, 
Definition of a true retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 3: Pedestrian crossing and safety 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about safety. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CST-4, Separate the pedestrian and bike crossing,” and “ALT-7, Size 
of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “TSP-2 Safety hazard.” 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-157 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/


  

  
  

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Deixler,  Howard_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-158 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

   

  
  

  
    

 
  
   

  

   
    

  

   

   
    

  
 

   
 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Deixler, Howard_A  

Response to Comment 1: Wider bridge, traffic, and personal property 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the scale of the bridge and traffic. None of the 
Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity or right of way of SR 1 or the bridge. Please 
see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, 
Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-
Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative; the Preferred 
Alternative is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives, which would only add 3 feet 
to each of the shoulder widths for safety and improved bicycle access. 

This project does not propose permanent property acquisition (except for a narrow sliver of the 
Whitehouse Pool Park for a continued shoulder from the bridge to B Street), and only small 
temporary construction easements. 

Response to Comment 2: Find another solution 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for another bridge option. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose 
and need. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-5, Less intrusive 
retrofit.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Deutsch, Barbara_A  

Response to Comments 1 and 4: No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the 
No-Build Alternative.” 

Response to Comment 2: Slower speeds and less traffic 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s request to reduce vehicular traffic and the speed limit on SR 1. 
Because the project would neither increase the vehicular speed nor the capacity of the bridge, it 
would not directly or indirectly lead to more vehicular traffic. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “TSP-2, Safety hazard,” which addresses the concern that a 
wider bridge would lead to increased speeds. 

Response to Comment 3: Project need too narrow 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern that the project need is too narrow and support for 
alternative proposals. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans 
has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “PN-1, 
Project need is too narrow,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Deutsch, Barry_A  

Response to Comment 1: Consider a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a retrofit or the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans 
evaluated a retrofit alternative as reflected in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and 
Addendum (June 2018), posted on the project’s website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). For many reasons, including disruption to the 
local economy and to residents, Caltrans dismissed this alternative from further evaluation in the 
Draft EIR/EA. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “CST-1, Minimize duration 
of construction.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Dickens, Pat_A  

Response to Comment 1: Consider true retrofit or No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a retrofit or the No-Build Alternative and the 
commenter’s opposition to a freeway bridge. Caltrans evaluated a retrofit alternative as described 
in the Alternative sAnalysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), posted on the 
project’s website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). For many reasons, including 
disruption to the local economy and to residents, Caltrans dismissed this alternative from further 
evaluation in the Draft EIR/EA. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” Caltrans also evaluated the No-Build Alternative in the 
EIR/EA. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common 
Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative.” 

Additionally, in the EIR/EA, Caltrans recognized the community’s desire for a bridge that fits the 
context of a rural community. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Caltrans has refined the staging 
area on the animal hospital property to minimize the area needed to access the bridge and will 
maintain access to the property throughout construction. Because access will be maintained to the 
animal hospital, relocation will not be required. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Dillman, Richard_A  

Response to Comment 1: Support for bridge replacement 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the replacement of the bridge. Caltrans has identified 
Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Dillman, Richard and Katherine_A  

Response to Comment 1: Impact to the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about staging areas. This project does not propose 
permanent property acquisition, only small temporary construction easements. Caltrans will 
maintain access to the animal hospital throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place 
staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been 
minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a replacement bridge and concern for the animal 
hospital. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected 
properties. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-169 



  

  
  

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Dorinson,  Cathleen_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-170 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Dorinson, Cathleen_A  

Response to  Comment 1: Error pages viii and  1-16, 3rd Street is actually B  Street.  

Thank you for reading the EIR/EA so carefully. This typographic error has been corrected. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Dorinson, Cathleen_B  

Response to Comment 1: Need to provide the animal hospital insights to prevent stress 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s desire for effective communication with property owners. 
Caltrans has reached out directly to the animal hospital to discuss the project. The EIR/EA 
considered construction impacts to private property. The environmental process provides these 
disclosures to all concerned individuals equally. Prior to construction, during the design phase, 
Caltrans will refine the project design and continue to work with regulatory agencies to obtain 
necessary permits. After the project is more refined, Caltrans will attempt to engage property 
owners again and to approach each property owner individually to ascertain their unique 
situations and apply appropriate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures best suited for 
the property. 

Response to Comment 2: Traffic issues poster 

The posters were developed to provide visual understanding of the information recorded from 
previous meetings. Caltrans notes the commenter’s point that the line-of-sight issue was not 
discussed in the transportation section. This information has been added to the existing condition 
and has been included under the operational impacts of the project. In reviewing the line-of-sight 
with Caltrans’ technical experts, their response was that the complaint had been recorded in 2014 
and listed again during the public scoping period in March of 2015 and the issue had been 
resolved by moving back the barrier and trimming vegetation. However, the identified Preferred 
Alternative (Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in) would 
remove visual barriers and enhance the line of sight for those turning onto SR 1 at the Sir Francis 
Drake Boulevard intersection. With the Preferred Alternative, the line of sight would increase 
from 166 linear feet to approximately 385 linear feet. 

Response to Comment 3: Confusion about raising the roadway leading to and away from 
the bridge 

The commenter’s inquiry about raising the roadway may concern two separate issues: (1) the 
Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in) 
has the potential to raise the bridge roadway by 1 foot to maintain same freeboard (i.e., distance 
from bridge soffit to normal high-water line) or (2) the concept of raising both the bridge and the 
roadway to be above the 100-year flood event. The latter would affect many properties, their 
driveways, and their ability to access SR 1. This concept was dismissed by Caltrans because it 
exceeds the project objectives and would result in significant impacts, and properties would still 
be affected by flooding. 

As described in Section 2.2.1, Hydrology and Floodplain, of the EIR/EA, the freeboard that 
currently exists is ample to pass the rising waters from projected sea level rise. All Build 
Alternatives would maintain this freeboard. This area is known to flood and will continue to do so 
with sea level rise projections. However, during flood events, the change in water elevation due to 
sea level rise is barely measurable relative to the flood event. Flooding occurs east (upstream) of 
the bridge and is not attributed to the bridge. These flood events overtop many portions of SR 1. 
Caltrans investigated the possibility of raising the bridge more and found that several miles of 
SR 1 would also have to be raised to accommodate flood events with or without sea level rise 
projections. This would enlarge the project beyond available resources. In addition, raising the 
bridge and roadway would also raise the access driveways for many adjacent properties, causing 
property impacts to many parcels. Raising the roadway would also raise the barrier for 
floodwaters to pass and thereby would result in floodwaters remaining for longer periods on 
private properties. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Alternatively, by lowering the roadway (to remove it as a barrier to flow), the water surface 
elevation would be slightly lowered upstream of the SR 1 bridge. The projected change in water 
surface elevation (0.13 foot or less than 2 inches maximum) is not significant enough to change 
the characteristics of flooding or the extent of the existing 100-year floodplain. Therefore, the 
bridge is not the issue. 

Flooding will continue to occur in this area, and raising the roadway and bridge profile would not 
reduce the occurrence. However, Caltrans has agreed to consider designing the bridge with the 
flexibility for raising sometime in the future. Caltrans recognizes that raising the bridge may not 
prevent flooding, but in combination with other Marin County strategies, it may become an 
important contributing solution. 

It is too early to determine whether the 1-foot rise in the bridge roadway surface for 
Alternative 3a is necessary. However, Caltrans engineers have reviewed how a potential rise of 
1 foot would conform to the approaches in the roadway north and south of the bridge. Caltrans 
determined that this would be accommodated within the existing right-of-way without affecting 
adjacent property owners. It would result in relocating the trailhead into Whitehouse Pool Park 
directly north of the bridge, slightly north of the trailhead’s current location. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Dorinson, Cathleen_E  

Response to Comment 1: Consistency in timing possible bridge closure 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s question about the period during which bridge closure would 
occur. The references in Table 2.1.5-1 in the Final EIR/EA have been correct to be consistent. 
Please refer to Sections 1.3.2.2 and 1.4 in the Final EIR/EA for more detail on construction 
procedures and the schedule. 

Under the accelerated bridge construction method, which is included as part of Preferred 
Alternative (Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in), the 
bridge closure to dismantle the existing bridge and place the new bridge would occur within the 
resource-agency-permitted in-water work window. Construction in the creek or near any aquatic 
habitat would be limited to the dry season (June 1 to October 15) or as allowed to meet permit 
conditions. 

Caltrans is aware of the high tourism volumes and has included the avoidance measure to work 
with the contractor to schedule the bridge closure shortly after Labor Day to avoid high-tourist 
periods to the extent possible. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
response to Common Comment “CST-2, Closure timing—don’t impact tourism season.” 

Caltrans has revised the reference to the bridge closure period to be consistent throughout the 
Final EIR/EA. It now reads, “The bridge closure would occur within the allowable in-water work 
window, which is limited to the dry season (June 1 to October 15) or as allowed to meet permit 
conditions. Caltrans will work with the contractor to minimize the impacts on high tourism 
season to the extent possible.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Dorinson, Cathleen_F  

Response to Comment 1: Consider a retrofit alternative to avoid community impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s need to understand the consequences of a no-build scenario 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” which includes recent experience in 
Sonoma on a similar bridge. More detailed information specific to this region can only be 
anecdotal at this time. 

Response to Comment 2: Do not support the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans has identified 
Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Durrant, Cornelia_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital and duration of traffic impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the scale of the proposed Build Alternatives. 
Please refer to Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common 
Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character,” for a discussion of the size 
of the bridge. 

Regarding traffic impacts, the accelerated bridge construction (ABC) method, which is part of the 
Alternative 3a (Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, which Caltrans has 
selected as the Preferred Alternative), will minimize the duration of the construction period and 
allow use of the bridge for most of the construction period. The associated bridge closure must 
occur within the allowable in-water work window to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species, 
which is limited to the dry season (typically June 1 to October 15) or as allowed to meet permit 
conditions. Caltrans has determined with community input that the period following Labor Day 
would minimize the bridge closure conflicts with tourism. Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts 
during construction with the implementation of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (see 
Project Feature TRANS-1, Construction Traffic Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). During 
construction of the Preferred Alternative, at least one lane on the existing bridge would remain 
open for traffic flow until the 2- to 3-week closure during which the bridge would be replaced. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of 
construction,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the 
animal hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Also, please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” for more about how the animal hospital was 
considered, “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant 
lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are 
necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 2: Consider the No-Build Alternative or a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative or Retrofit Alternative. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-
1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-
3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Eckart, Alice_A  

Response to Comment 1: Animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Caltrans has reached out directly to the animal hospital to discuss the project. The EIR/EA 
considered construction impacts to private property. The environmental process provides these 
disclosures to all concerned individuals equally. Prior to construction, during the design phase, 
Caltrans will refine the project design and continue to work with regulatory agencies to obtain 
necessary permits. After the project is more refined, Caltrans will attempt to engage property 
owners again and to approach each property owner individually to ascertain their unique 
situations and apply appropriate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures best suited for 
the property. 
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Eckart, Chuck_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Eckart, Chuck_A  

Response to Comment 1: List of preferred bridge features 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s list of preferred bridge features, which are characteristics of 
Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in. Caltrans has 
identified Alternative 3a as the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to Comment 2: Do not support the faux/decorative truss option on Alternative 3a 

Caltrans notes that the commenter does not support the faux truss option for Alternative 3a: 
Three-Span, Concrete Bridge. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Eckart, Chuck_C 

Response to Comment 1: Animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern that relocating the animal hospital would be difficult. 
Caltrans does not anticipate relocating the animal hospital because the staging areas have been 
substantially minimized and access can be preserved throughout construction. Caltrans has 
considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Please see Table N-1 
in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital.” 

Response to Comment 2: Altering the staging area plans 

Caltrans appreciates the commenter’s suggestions on alternative construction staging concepts. 
Caltrans has provided more detail on how staging areas have been identified and the unique need 
for the different types of staging areas—those nearby for equipment storage and assembly of 
bridge components versus those adjacent to the bridge to gain access to remove and construction 
pier abutments. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why 
not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Eckart, Chuck_D 

Response to Comment 1: Do not support the Retrofit Alternative 

Caltrans acknowledges that the commenter does not support the Retrofit Alternative because it 
would be a short-lived alternative. 

Response to Comment 2: Building in the creek 

The commenter is correct that replacement of the existing piers is allowable. Please see Table N-1 
in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “BIO-1, Biological 
impacts”). However, the California Coastal Commission and the San Francisco Bay Area Water 
Quality Control Board have voiced a preference for alternatives that do not result in piers in the 
water. Ultimately, Caltrans must select an alternative that meets the purpose and need while 
balancing community and environmental impacts. Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-
Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative; this alternative 
includes replacing the existing piers in the water. 

Response to Comment 3: Retrofit would result in narrower bridge 

The commenter is correct. A retrofit would narrow the roadway cross section by at least 3 feet to 
insert a crash barrier on each side of the roadway. These crash barriers do not currently exist, and 
their addition would eliminate the shoulder to maintain the travel lanes. The current bridge travel 
lanes vary in width from 10.5 feet to 11 feet. 

Response to Comment 4: List of preferred bridge features 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s list of preferred bridge features, which are characteristics of 
Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in. Caltrans has 
identified Alternative 3a as the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to Comment 5: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties and businesses. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Eichstaedt, Amanda_B 

Response to Comment 1: Preference for Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC 
methods 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preference for Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, 
ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, which Caltrans has identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
and Common Comment “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” for more information on how staging 
will be used and minimized. 

Response to Comment 3: Work with community to reassure neighbors 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preference for community outreach and engagement. The 
implementation of a project, including working with the community to minimize impacts, is 
recorded in the commitments that accompany the project decision. The EIR/EA, particularly 
Section 2.1.2.1, provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate impacts on the 
community, including routine communication with those most directly affected. Finally, Caltrans 
has reached out directly to the animal hospital to discuss the project. The environmental process 
provides these disclosures to all concerned individuals equally. Prior to construction, during the 
design phase, Caltrans will refine the project design and continue to work with regulatory 
agencies to obtain necessary permits. After the project is more refined, Caltrans will attempt to 
engage property owners again and to approach each property individually to ascertain their 
unique situations and apply appropriate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures best 
suited for the property 

Response to Comment 4: Did Caltrans review all versions of the retrofit? 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s question about seismic retrofit alternatives. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge. The original retrofit and 
community-suggested retrofit alternatives were reviewed (please refer to the Table of Contents of 
this appendix to find the locations of Caltrans' responses to Mr. Lizaranzu’s various comments, 
found under Public Meeting May 10, 2017, and Individuals sections). Additional studies of the 
existing bridge have confirmed Caltrans’ position on the retrofit alternatives. Caltrans designers 
apply the “no collapse” criteria for the Retrofit Alternative, which is not the same as the criteria 
for replacement alternatives. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“ALT-8, Criteria for new bridge.” For more information on the Retrofit Alternative, please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” 
“ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” and “ALT-5, Less intrusive retrofit.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Eichstaedt, Ken_A 

Response to Comment 1: Coordination with the NMWD 

Caltrans acknowledges the North Marin Water District (NMWD) water lines (one under the 
bridge and one under the culvert) in the EIR/EA in Section 2.1.4, Utilities. Caltrans has been 
coordinating with the NMWD on activities affecting this water line. If an upgrade is warranted, 
this would be the responsibility of the NMWD. 

Response to Comment 2: Will a new bridge survive a 6.7 earthquake? 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s question about earthquakes. The short answer is yes, but for more 
detail, please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common 
Comment “ALT-8, Criteria for new bridge.” 

Response to Comment 3: Consider impacts on emergency services 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about emergency services. The EIR/EA includes 
evaluation of the impacts of bridge construction on emergency services in Section 2.1.4.2, 
Utilities and Emergency Services, and in Section 2.1.5.3, Transportation. The EIR/EA also 
includes minimization measures and project features to reduce the effects of the closure and 
construction period traffic delays at the bridge. Please see AMM UTIL-1, Provide emergency 
service personnel on both sides of the bridge, which includes funding emergency service 
personnel to be located on either side of the bridge throughout the closure. Also see Project 
Feature TRANS-1, Construction traffic management plan, and Project Feature TRANS-2, 
Emergency services access provisions, which include coordination and allowance for emergency 
service to pass unimpeded throughout all periods of construction that do not involve full closure 
of the bridge. In addition, please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments 
“CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and “UES-1, Emergency access.” 

Response to Comment 4: Will new bridge work better hydraulically than the existing 
bridge? 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s question. Caltrans conducted hydraulic analyses for both the full-
span and the three-span bridge types. The change from existing conditions was minimal in both 
bridge type scenarios. The EIR/EA provides more detail in Section 2.2.1.3. 

Response to Comment 5: Does retrofit meet roadway standards? 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s questions about whether the Retrofit Alternative would meet 
current design standards. The Retrofit Alternative would not meet the safety elements that the 
replacement alternatives would. Even without the seismic vulnerabilities, the current truss is 
vulnerable to potential collapse in the event of a vehicle collision with either side of the truss. 
Under a retrofit scenario, a safety barrier would be required to deflect vehicles to prevent 
collisions with the non-redundant truss structure. This would reduce the width of the travel way 
by 3 feet, which would remove the 2-foot shoulders, leaving only the two 10.5- to 11-foot lanes. 
Safety research has shown a high correlation between narrow lanes and increased risk of 
accidents on rural two-lane highways (see Prediction of the Expected Safety Performance of 
Rural Two-Lane Highways, Federal Highway Administration Publication No. FHWA-RD-99-
207, December 2000). The lack of shoulders and limited sidewalk would prevent options for 
multimodal connectivity (e.g., bicycles, equestrian users, pedestrian access). In addition, Caltrans 
considers the reduced lane width and lack of shoulder to be unsafe. Therefore, this alternative was 
not carried forward for further environmental review. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Comment 6: Preference for two- or three-pier  concrete bridge that limits  
effects on  the animal hospital  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preference for a two- or three-pier bridge. Caltrans identified 
Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred 
Alternative, consistent with the commenter’s preference. 

Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. 
Access will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Eichstaedt, Ken_C 

Response to Comment 1: Improve the sight lines from Sir Francis Drake Boulevard/Levee 
Road 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about sight lines. All bridge alternatives would widen the 
shoulders, which would expand the sight distance from Sir Francis Drake Boulevard/Levee Road. 
Caltrans identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as 
the Preferred Alterative, and this alternative would go the furthest to minimize intrusion on the 
sight line northward along SR 1, because it would remove visual barriers and enhance the line of 
sight for persons turning onto SR 1 at the Sir Francis Drake Boulevard intersection. With the 
Preferred Alternative, the line of sight would increase from 166 linear feet to approximately 
385 linear feet. 

Response to Comment 2: Dimensions of the roadway on the bridge deck 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about roadway width. Please see Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge 
and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete 
Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alterative, which is the narrowest of all the 
proposed Build Alternatives and agrees with the commenter’s suggested dimensions. 

Response to Comment 3: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Response to Comment 4: Consider impacts on emergency services 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about emergency services, specifically for Point Reyes 
Station Fire House Medic 94. The EIR/EA includes evaluation of the impacts of bridge 
construction on emergency services in Section 2.1.4.2, Utilities and Emergency Services, and in 
Section 2.1.5.3, Transportation. The EIR/EA also includes minimization measures and project 
features to reduce the effects of the closure and construction period traffic delays at the bridge. 
Please see AMM UTIL-1, Provide emergency service personnel on both sides of the bridge, 
Project Feature TRANS-1, Construction traffic Management Plan, and Project Feature TRANS-2, 
Emergency services access provisions. In addition, please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and “UES-1, Emergency 
access.” 

Response to Comment 5: Upgrading the NMWD water line should be part of the project 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the water line. Caltrans acknowledges the NMWD 
water lines (one under the bridge and one under the culvert) in the EIR/EA in Section 2.1.4, 
Utilities and Emergency Services. Caltrans has been coordinating with the NMWD on activities 
affecting this water line. If an upgrade is warranted, this would be the responsibility of the 
NMWD. 

Response to Comment 6: Preference for alternative employing ABC construction methods 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preference for alternatives that include ABC methods, which are 
part of Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, and which 
Caltrans has identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Eisley, Jennifer_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital, staging on animal hospital property, 
and community impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction of 
this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

This project does not propose permanent property acquisition, only temporary construction 
easements. Caltrans will maintain access to the animal hospital throughout construction. Please 
see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CST-6, Consolidate staging and 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” which 
provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, 
minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and 
operational phases of the project. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“CIA-2, Community impacts.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Emerson, William_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties and businesses. Access will be 
maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in 
the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Response to Comment 2: Consider a retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a bridge retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for providing 
safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, 
including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) 
and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-
Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 

Response to Comment 3: List of preferred bridge features 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s list of preferred bridge features, which are characteristics of 
Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in. Caltrans has 
identified Alternative 3a as the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to Comment 4: Objection to the faux/decorative truss option on Alternative 3a 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s objection to the faux truss option for Alternative 3a. The 
identified Preferred Alternative 3a does not include the ornamental truss. Caltrans chose the 
alternative without the ornamental truss because it is more aligned with the rural character of the 
area. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Enterline, Nancy_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Farina, Cindy_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CST-1, Minimize the duration of construction,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Response to Comment 2: Proposed bridge alternatives are out of character 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the character of the Build Alternatives. None of 
the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or of the bridge. Please see 
Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative; it is the narrowest of all the proposed Build 
Alternatives. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Farina, Giorgio_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CST-1, Minimize the duration of construction,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Response to Comment 2: Proposed bridge alternatives are out of character 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the character of the Build Alternatives. None of 
the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or of the bridge. Please see 
Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character. Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative; it is the narrowest of all the proposed Build 
Alternatives. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Felix, Jeff_A 

Response to Comment 1: The alternatives are out of character; bigger roads and bridges 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a bridge retrofit and concern about the size of the 
bridge. The evaluation of the range of alternatives in the EIR/EA considers community interests 
and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. None of 
the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or of the bridge. Please see 
Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments 
“ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: 
Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative; it is the 
narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Fergus, Gary_A  

Response to Comment 1: Impacts on the animal hospital and community 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concern regarding the animal hospital. Since the 
publication of the Draft EIR/EA, Caltrans engineers have refined the proposed staging area and 
construction schedule. The staging area needed for construction activity access and for 
constructing piers and abutments was reduced to 20 feet from the animal hospital property, as 
measured from the Caltrans right-of-way. Refer to Figure 1-11 in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA. 
Construction activities for the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 3a, would be completed within 
1 year, with all construction-related activities occurring within approximately 5 months, as shown 
in Figure 1-16 in Chapter 1, Proposed Project, in the Final EIR/EA. To reduce noise from 
construction on nearby properties, Caltrans will implement Mitigation Measure Noise-A, Reduce 
construction noise from augering or vibratory pile driving with temporary barriers. Access will be 
maintained to private properties in the project area throughout construction. 

The mitigation measures are consistent with professional standards and, in some instances, such 
as biology, required by regulatory agencies to minimize potential impact to biological resources. 

For more information, please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses 
to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community 
impacts,” for more about how the community and the animal hospital was considered, “CST-3, 
Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how 
they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Economic analysis is provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, which includes 
consideration of factors, such as traffic, noise, dust, and visual disturbance, that may influence the 
patronage to local businesses (and specifically the animal hospital). Because a quantitative 
economic impact to local businesses cannot be determined until after construction (and after 
obtaining financial data from businesses), the analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is qualitative in 
nature. This analysis meets the requirements of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike NEPA, the focus of the analysis under CEQA 
shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and effect. 
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

The EIR/EA complies with CEQA and NEPA and is consistent with the Caltrans Standard 
Environmental Reference (SER) (found at http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/envhand.htm), which 
receives routine audits and reviews by FHWA. As directed by the SER, Caltrans coordinates with 
the agencies with jurisdiction over resources evaluated in the EIR/EA and works closely with 
these agencies to gather data about the existing environment to serve as the baseline. The studies 
prepared for the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project were completed in accordance with regulatory 
agencies’ requirements and professional standards and, therefore, provide the level of detail that 
is sufficient and provide the information necessary to allow informed decision-making about the 
environmental impacts of the project. 

The AMMs, mitigation measures, and project features developed for construction impacts are 
consistent with professional standard practices for Caltrans infrastructure projects and include as 
much detail as is possible at this stage of development. Caltrans has disclosed all known 
environmental impacts, modified the proposed project in response to community concerns, and 
extended the public review period to the maximum allowed time under CEQA. This document 
was prepared in good faith. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Comment 2: Consolidate staging areas, find a less intrusive Build Alternative 

See response to Comment 1 above for a discussion of the staging area and construction duration 
as well as impacts to the animal hospital and the community. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comment “ALT-5, Less intrusive retrofit,” “CST-1, Minimize 
duration of construction,” and “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other lots,” for a full description of these considerations. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Ferris, Rudi, and Mann,  Juliana_A  
page 1 of 1 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Ferris, Rudi, and Mann, Juliana_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative or a retrofit alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative or a retrofit alternative. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, 
Describe the no-build scenario,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 

Caltrans evaluated the Retrofit Alternative and, for many reasons, including disruption to the 
local economy and residents, dismissed this alternative from further evaluation in the Draft 
EIR/EA. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of 
a true retrofit,” and “ALT-5, Less intrusive retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging.” 
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Fitzpatrick,  Joe  and Phyllis_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Fitzpatrick, Joe and Phyllis_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” for more about how the community and animal hospital was 
considered, “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant 
lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are 
necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Fleming, Randall, and  Reding, Chris_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Fleming, Randall, and Reding, Chris_A 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Fleming, Randall, and Reding, Chris_A  

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build and Retrofit Alternatives (Replace-in-
Kind) 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative or a retrofit. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-
1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” “ALT-4, 
Full range of alternatives,” and “ALT-5 Less intrusive retrofit.” With respect to the comment 
of seismic event flashing lights or posted weight limits, these measures would not meet the 
purpose and need of the project (please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment 
“ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing lights,” and “PN-2, Live load limits.”) 

While the bridge is old, as Section 2.1.7.2 of the EIR/EA notes, it is eligible for neither the 
California Historic Landmark Register nor the National Register of Historic Places. 

Response to Comment 2: Existing bridge historic context and scale of proposed bridge 

Caltrans notes the comment in support of retaining the historic context of the existing bridge 
scale. With this community input in mind, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, 
Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. It features a bridge 
design that most closely resembles the scale of the existing Lagunitas Creek Bridge and removes 
obstructions from the existing bridge. Please also see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Response to Comment 3: Impacts on the animal hospital and community 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital and other community impacts. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. 

Also, Caltrans has refined the staging area on the animal hospital property to minimize the area 
needed to access the bridge and will maintain access to the property throughout construction. 
Because access will be maintained to the animal hospital, relocation will not be required. Please 
see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Response to Comment 4: Duration of construction 

See the response to Comment 2 above. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Flett, Mary Anne_A 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response Flett, Mary Anne_A  

Response to Comment 1: Preference for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose 
and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the No-
Build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Maintain rural character 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for maintaining the rural character of the community and 
existing bridge. With this community input in mind, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-
Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. This bridge 
design most closely resembles the scale and character of the existing Lagunitas Creek Bridge. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and 
visual/aesthetic character.” As noted in Section 2.1.7.2 of the EIR/EA, the project is not a 
designated historic resource. 

Response to Comment 3: Oppose a wider bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about bridge size. None of the Build Alternatives 
proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or of the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the Final 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character,” 
and “TSP-2, Safety hazard.” The Preferred Alternative, Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete 
Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 4: No need for ADA compliance 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concern about Americans with Disabilities Act 
compliance. As stated in Chapter 1, Proposed Project, of the Final EIR/EA, the 6-foot-wide 
sidewalk, in constrained areas such as this bridge, is compliant with the California Highway 
Design Manual, Sixth Edition. 

Response to Comment 5: Proposed bridge width would be out of scale with roadway on 
either side 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about bridge size. Please see the response to Comment 3 
above. Furthermore, shoulders are important on bridge facilities where no horizontal retreat is 
available. Additionally, the shoulder provides accessibility to the Whitehouse Pool Park trailhead 
located just north of the bridge, and this route has been identified by the Safe Routes to School 
program to provide a contiguous and safe route from the Sir Francis Drake Boulevard intersection 
north to B Street in Point Reyes Station. 

Response to Comment 6: Concerned about closure of the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties and businesses. Access will be 
maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for 
the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Furthermore, this project does not propose permanent property acquisition, only small temporary 
construction easements. Caltrans will maintain access and parking spaces for the animal hospital 
throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary. Caltrans 
will comply with the Uniform Real Property and Relocation Assistance Act of 1970, as amended. 

Response to Comment 7: Concerned about impacts on natural habitat for wildlife 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concern about impacts to the natural environment. 
Section 2.3 of the EIR/EA presents the analyses of the construction impacts and measures that 
will be taken to minimize harm on the natural environment, including wildlife and important 
habitats and threatened and endangered species. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “BIO-1, Biological impacts.” 
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Frechette,  Carol_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Frechette, Carol_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to replacing the bridge and support for No-Build 
Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has 
considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis 
Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose 
and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Friefeld,  Wendy_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Friefeld, Wendy_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans considered the impacts 
on the animal hospital and measures to minimize those impacts in the EIR/EA. None of the 
alternatives eliminates access to businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related 
noise impacts. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging,” “NOI-1, Noise impacts,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts during 
construction.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Gallagher, Cathy_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Gallagher, Cathy_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider a less intrusive retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preference that a retrofit alternative should be investigated that 
minimizes impacts on the community, residents, and tourists. Caltrans has identified 
Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred 
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative has up to a 1-year construction period, with a 2- to 3-week 
bridge closure. A retrofit alternative would have a longer construction period and potentially 
would have more harmful impacts to the community, the creek ecosystem, and the animal 
hospital compared to the Preferred Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” 
“ALT-5, Less intrusive retrofit,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-1, Minimize 
duration of construction,” and “CST-2, Closure timing – don’t impact tourism season.” 

Response to Comment 2: Animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about disruption, dust, and noise impacts on the animal 
hospital and how the project may impact the animal hospital. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Caltrans has continued efforts to refine the staging areas to 
further reduce and minimize construction areas and impacts on adjacent properties as much as 
feasible, based on the animal hospital concerns. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments CIA-1, “Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” Also see the responses to Common Comments, “CST-3, Why 
not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant site,” “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging,” and CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” which present other efforts to 
minimize impacts on the animal hospital. 

Response to Comment 3: Find a better bridge alternative 

Comment noted. Please refer to the responses to Comments 1 and 2 above. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Gallagher, Cathy_B  (duplicate)  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Gallagher, Cathy_B (duplicate)  

This is a duplicate letter. Please see responses to the preceding letter “Gallagher, Cathy_A.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Gaman,  Barbara_A  
page 1 of 1 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Gaman, Barbara_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital, use of parking area 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

Different staging areas are identified to support different activities. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Garagliano, Julie_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Garagliano, Julie_A 

Response to Comment 1: Impacts on the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has continued efforts to 
refine the staging areas to further reduce and minimize construction areas and impacts on adjacent 
properties as much as feasible, including the animal hospital. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comment CIA-1, “Protect the 
animal hospital,” which responds to the potential loss of clients due to construction 
inconveniences, “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” demonstrating how staging has been minimized 
and “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” which explains how the construction period 
has been shortened. 

Recognizing this construction impact, Caltrans has identified Alternatives 3a: Three-Span, 
Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. The project design 
and construction plan seeks to minimize economic loss; therefore, the Preferred Alternative is the 
least impactful in terms of duration of construction and temporary access easements on private 
property, and it minimizes traffic impacts and visual disturbance. This alternative has up to a 
1-year construction period, with the majority occurring within approximately 5 months, including 
a 2- to 3-week bridge closure 

Response to Comment 2: Staging and property acquisition 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about construction staging. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comment CST-6, “Consolidate staging,” and “CST-3, Why not place 
staging areas at unused Caltrans yard,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are 
necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 3: Find another solution 

Comment noted. Please see the responses to Comments 1 and 2, above. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose 
and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 
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Genolio, M_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-234 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

  

   

  
    

  
     

   

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Genolio, M_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Genolio, Marjorie_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-236 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 

      
 

 
   

  
 

 

    
   

 
 

  
       

   
 

   
   

       
  

   

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response Genolio, Marjorie_A 

Response to Comment 1: Reduce speed, build stop at Levee Road, and size the bridge to fit 
community 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Sir Francis Drake 
Boulevard (Levee Road) is not a state facility and not included in the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “TSP-1, Intersection at Sir Francis Drake Boulevard during operation,” and 
“TSP-2, Safety hazard.” 

Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 
2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose 
and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” and “ALT-3, 
Definition of a true retrofit.” 

None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see 
Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character.” The Preferred Alternative, Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in, is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 
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Gessert,  Ann_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Gessert, Ann_A 

Response to Comment 1: Replacement needed 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s observations about the condition of the bridge and the need for a 
replacement bridge. 

Response to Comment 2: Accelerated bridge construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the ABC method for efficiency and the reduction of 
community impacts. 

Response to Comment 3: List of preferred bridge features 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s list of preferred bridge features, which are characteristics of 
Alternative 3a: 3-Span Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in. Caltrans has identified 
Alternative 3a as the Preferred Alternative. The Final EIR/EA includes the identified Preferred 
Alternative. 

Response to Comment 4: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding impacts to the animal hospital and ceramic 
studio. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected 
properties. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 
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Giblin,  Alice_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Giblin, Alice_A 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Giblin, Alice_A 
page 3 of 3 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-242 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

  

  

 
     

     
    

   

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Giblin, Alice_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at 
unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Gilbert,  Anthony_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response Gilbert, Anthony_A 

Response to Comment 1: Need to consider fixing bridge instead of replacing 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s preference to fix the bridge instead of replacing it. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 
2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on the sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. For more information on the No-Build Alternative, please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a 
true retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 2: Compensate and protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CIA-2, Community 
impacts.” 

Caltrans will maintain access to the animal hospital throughout construction. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” and 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Gilbert, Jill_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative and community impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative and concerns regarding 
community impacts. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans 
has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and 
“ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, 
minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and 
operational phases of the project. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“CIA-2, Community impacts.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Goldfield, Joyce_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider the No-Build Alternative or a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative or a seismic retrofit. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, 
Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-7, Size of 
bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” “CST-
6, Consolidate staging,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Response to Comment 3: Impacts during construction/minimize impacts during 
construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about impacts from the bridge closure. Caltrans is aware 
that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. Recognizing this construction impact, Caltrans has identified 
Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred 
Alternative. This alternative has up to a 1-year construction period, with the majority of the 
construction occurring within 5 months, and includes a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. This 
alternative was identified to minimize bridge closure and other potential impacts to the local 
community. 

The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would 
occur during construction and operational phases of the project. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-2, Community 
impacts.” “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-5, Traffic impacts during 
construction,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” As discussed under Comment 1 above, 
Caltrans considered various alternatives. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Gordon, Rick_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider the No-Build Alternative or a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative or a seismic retrofit. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, 
Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-7, Size of 
bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Response to Comment 2: Traffic effects on the town during construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the effects of traffic on the community. The 
accelerated bridge construction (ABC) method which is part of the preferred Alternative 3a, 
three-span, Concrete bridge, will minimize the duration of construction period and to allow use of 
the bridge for most of the construction period. The associated bridge closure must occur within 
the allowable in-water work window to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species, which is 
limited to the dry season (typically June 1 to October 15) or as allowed to meet permit conditions. 
Caltrans has determined with community input that the period following Labor Day would 
minimize the bridge closure conflicts with tourism. Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during 
construction with the implementation of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (see Project 
Feature TRANS-1, Construction Traffic Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). During 
construction of the Preferred Alternative, at least one lane on the existing bridge would remain 
open for traffic flow until the 2- to 3-week closure during which the bridge would be replaced. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing – don’t 
impact tourism season,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” 

Response to Comment 3: Proposed bridge alternatives are out of character 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the Build Alternatives. None of the 
Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of 
the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge 
and visual/aesthetic character.” The Preferred Alternative, Alternative 3a: Three-Span, 
Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, is the narrowest of all the proposed Build 
Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 4: Protect the animal hospital and staging on animal hospital 
parking lot 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
and “CST-2, Community impacts,” for more about how the community and animal hospital 
were considered, and the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” 
which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been 
minimized to reduce impacts. 
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This project does not propose permanent property acquisition, only small temporary construction 
easements. Caltrans will  maintain access to  the animal hospital  throughout construction.  

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-252 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Gorsline, Sarah, and  Ward, Jonah_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-253 



  

  
  

  

  
 

   

    
   
     

   
       

  
    

   
  

      
   

  

   
    

     
   

   

  

 
    

  
   

 
      

      
 

     
 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Gorsline, Sarah, and Ward, Jonah_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for No-Build Alternative, economic impacts on the 
animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Recognizing this construction 
impact, Caltrans has identified Alternatives 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal 
Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. The project design and construction plan seeks to minimize 
economic loss; therefore, the Preferred Alternative is also the least impactful in terms of duration 
of construction and temporary access easements on private property, and it minimizes traffic 
impacts and visual disturbance. This alternative has up to a 1-year construction period, with the 
majority occurring within approximately 5 months, including a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. 
Caltrans has continued efforts to refine the staging areas to further reduce and minimize 
construction areas and impacts on adjacent properties as much as feasible. Please see Table N-1 
in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comment CIA-1, “Protect 
the animal hospital,” which responds to the potential loss of clients due to construction 
inconveniences, and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Please also see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common 
Comment “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s additional concerns for the animal hospital. Caltrans has 
considered the impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, 
Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Response to Comment 3: Consider No-Build Alternative or retrofit solution 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed Build Alternatives. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the 
no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of 
alternatives.”. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Gradjansky, Peter_A 

Response to Comment 1: Not informed of project or invited to participate in community 
process 

Caltrans notes the commenter did not receive the newsletter nor notice of public notice distributed 
for the project. As described in Chapter 4, Comments and Coordination, of the Final EIR/EA, 
notices of the project, including information on the public meetings and a newsletter were 
distributed via the U.S. Postal Service Every Day Delivery mail to the communities of Inverness, 
Olema, Marshall, and Point Reyes Station, and a mailing route in Petaluma. Newsletters were 
also posted on the community board located adjacent to the Old Western Saloon. Additionally, 
information was posted in the Marin Independent Journal and the Point Reyes Light throughout 
the environmental review process. 

Regarding the commenter’s statement about the Stakeholders Working Group (SWG), the 
members of the SWG were identified with assistance of the current West Marin Supervisors 
office; the Supervisors office collected information from those most active and engaged in the 
community with the criteria that they live and/or work in the region, are active participants in 
local community organizations, and can represent and communicate with larger portions of the 
community. In addition, after every SWG meeting, Caltrans provided a newsletter to all residents 
with a post office box in the region, as well as to people who had provided their mailing address 
to Caltrans to stay informed on this project. These newsletters, which reported on the status and 
findings of the SWG, were also posted on the project website for convenient access. The SWG 
meeting minutes, including a list of the members, were also posted and available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitas creekbridge/). There was nothing secretive about the 
process or the outcomes of each meeting. 

The comment also claims lack of invitation to participate in determining whether the bridge needs 
retrofit or replacing. Project development is a multidisciplinary process involving engineers, 
environmental scientists, subject area specialists, and the public. Input is collected from all 
disciplines, and the project development team works with the information to refine the design to 
avoid and minimize effects. Community input and environmental context are important 
components of the process. For this project, there have been opportunities for the public to 
provide input throughout the project development process, as described above and in Chapter 4 of 
the Final EIR/EA. Ultimately, Caltrans makes a decision that balances the project objectives in 
consideration of environmental context and community input. 

Response to Comment 2: Retrofit not considered 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement about a retrofit alternative. Caltrans evaluated the 
Retrofit Alternative and; for many reasons, including disruption to the local economy and 
residents, dismissed this alternative from further evaluation in the Draft EIR/EA. Furthermore, 
experienced engineers who have conducted years of maintenance, preliminary studies, and field 
inspections, and who have experience on similar structures, provided the SWG with their 
assessment. Following these initial meetings, the engineers conducted more detailed studies that 
reconfirmed their assessment of the bridge conditions, both for the substructure (piers and 
abutments) and for the superstructure (steel truss corrosion). Please see the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives” in 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for a more detailed description of why a retrofit 
alternative was not deemed appropriate for the purpose and need of this project. 

Response to Comment 3: Size of bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about bridge size. The existing bridge from truss to truss 
is 26 feet wide, including 10.5- to 11-foot-wide lanes and 2-foot shoulders on either side of the 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-256 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitas%20creekbridge/


  

  
  

  

 
  

    
  

      
  

  

 
    

    

  
 

  

   
  
 

    
  

      
   

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

centerline. The replacement bridge alternatives include 11-foot-wide lanes and 5-foot-wide 
shoulders. This would result in a 32-foot-wide roadway cross section (6 feet wider than the 
existing bridge roadway cross section). The range of alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EA 
considered community interests and the sensitive environmental resources while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 
1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each 
Build Alternative, and Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of 
bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Response to Comment 4: Economic Impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about long-term economic impacts. Economic analysis is 
provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, which includes the consideration of factors, such 
as traffic, noise, dust, and visual disturbance, that may influence the patronage to local businesses 
(and specifically the animal hospital). Because a quantitative economic impact to local businesses 
cannot be determined until after construction (and after obtaining financial data from businesses), 
the analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is qualitative in nature. This analysis meets the 
requirements of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike NEPA, the focus of the analysis under CEQA 
shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and effect. 
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

Caltrans prepared the Community Impact Assessment for this project, in conformity with the 
Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference Environmental Handbook Volume 4: Community 
Impact Assessment (Caltrans 2011). Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and 
“CIA-3, CIA adequacy.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Greenbaum, Ann Sheree_A 

Response to Comment 1: Extend the comment period 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s request to extend the comment period. For a description 
of outreach and public engagement, please see Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/EA. Please also see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments 
“PUB-1, Extend public comment period,” and “PUB-2, Public outreach process.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Greenbaum, Ann Sheree_B 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative, out of character design, and 
earthquake unlikely 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ 
lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community interests and impacts on 
sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-
1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” and 
“CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see 
Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed 
Build Alternatives. 

Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “GEO-1, Earthquake unlikely.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Greene, Philip_A 

Response to Comment 1: Disruptive to the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital.” 

Response to Comment 2: Traffic effects on the town during construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic. Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts 
during construction with the implementation of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (see 
Project Feature TRANS-1, Construction Traffic Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). During 
construction of the Preferred Alternative, at least one lane on the existing bridge would remain 
open for traffic flow until the 2- to 3-week closure during which the bridge would be replaced. 
The accelerated bridge construction (ABC) method will minimize the duration of construction 
period and to allow use of the bridge for most of the construction period. Please see Table N-1 for 
the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and 
“CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” 

Response to Comment 3: Overly conservative approach to seismic stability 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s statement about the Retrofit Alternative and 
earthquakes. Caltrans designers abide by the “no collapse,” criteria, which is not the same as the 
criteria for replacement alternatives. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-4, Full Range of Alternatives,” and “ALT-8, Criteria for new bridge,” 
which outlines the requirements for the “no-collapse” criteria. 

Response to Comment 4: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ 
lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community interests and impacts on 
sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build 
Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Gregory, Heidi_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose 
and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Construction impacts on the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging.” 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, 
minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and 
operational phases of the project. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction,” and “CST-2, 
Closure timing – don’t impact tourism season.” 

Response to Comment 3: Consider different alternative to bridge replacement and other 
staging areas 

Different staging areas are identified to support different activities. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” which provides more detail on how temporary construction 
easements and staging areas are used. 

Response to Comment 4: Construction period is too long, economic impacts on the animal 
hospital 

Caltrans acknowledges the comment. Please see the response to Comment 2 above. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Griffin, Lori_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider No-Build Alternative or true seismic retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit or the No-Build Alternative. 
Caltrans evaluated a retrofit alternative and for many reasons, including disruption to the local 
economy and residents, Caltrans dismissed this alternative from further evaluation in the Draft 
EIR/EA. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common 
Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 

Caltrans also notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 
for the response to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative.” 

Also, please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and 
visual/aesthetic character,” for more information on why the proposed Build Alternatives do 
not implement standard freeway widths. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Griffiths, James_A 

Response to Comment 1: Do not fix the bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a No Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Grisman, Harmony_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative and protect the animal 
hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative and concern about impacts 
on the animal hospital and other community impacts. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build 
Alternative.” Please also see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, 
Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CIA-3, CIA adequacy,” 
“CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Regarding the scale of the project, and in consideration of community input, Caltrans has 
identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the 
Preferred Alternative, because this bridge design most closely resembles the scale of the existing 
Lagunitas Creek bridge and removes visual obstacles. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Haar, Donna_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at 
unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Response to Comment 2: Consider the No-Build Alternative or a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit or the No-Build Alternative. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-
1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-
3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” which describes 
what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Haas, Jay_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build and Retrofit Alternatives 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative or a retrofit. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the 
no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of 
alternatives.” 

Response to Comment 2: Impacts on the animal hospital and community 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, dust, and noise impacts on the animal 
hospital and how the project may impact the animal hospital. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures. and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. 

Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “NOI-1, 
Noise impacts,” “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and CST-5, Traffic impacts of 
construction.” 

Caltrans recognizes the commenter’s concern regarding staging on the animal hospital property. 
Access will remain open throughout construction. Different staging areas are identified to support 
different activities. Caltrans has refined the staging area on the animal hospital property to 
minimize the area needed to access the bridge and will maintain access to the property throughout 
construction. Because access will be maintained to the animal hospital, relocation will not be 
required. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not 
place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been 
minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 3: Impacts on the community 

Comment noted. Please refer to the response to Comment 2 above. Also, economic analysis is 
provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, which includes the consideration of factors, such 
as traffic, noise, dust, and visual disturbance, that may influence the patronage to local businesses 
(and specifically the animal hospital). The avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures and 
project features developed for construction impacts are consistent with professional standard 
practices for Caltrans infrastructure projects and include as much detail as is possible at this stage 
of development. Because a quantitative economic impact to local businesses cannot be 
determined until after construction (and after obtaining financial data from businesses), the 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is qualitative in nature. This analysis meets the requirements  
of NEPA.  

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike NEPA, the focus of the analysis under CEQA 
shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and effect. 
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Haas, Jay_B 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Weight limitations on existing bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s question about weight limit enforcement on the bridge. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “PN-2, Live load limits.” 

Response to Comment 3: Red light warning system on the bridge 

Comment noted. Seismic event flashing lights would not meet the purpose and need of the 
project. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-6, Consider 
seismic safety flashing lights.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Hadland, Steve_A 

Response to Comment 1: Oppose replacement bridge, consider a retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed Build Alternatives. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of 
alternatives,” which describes what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no 
collapse” criteria. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Hall, Susan_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and on other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

The Lagunitas Creek Bridge was evaluated and found not to meet the National Register of 
Historic Places or the California Historical Landmark eligibility criteria. Please see Section 2.1.7 
in the Final EIR/EA for further information. 

Response to Comment 2: Earthquake warning lights and earthquake unlikely 

Caltrans notes the comment. Installation of a ShakeAlert system does not meet the purpose and 
need of the project. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-6, 
Consider seismic safety flashing lights,” “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character,” and “GEO-1, Earthquake unlikely.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Hartmann, Ilka_A 

Response to Comment 1: Definition of a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-7, Size of bridge and 
visual/aesthetic character.” 

The Lagunitas Creek Bridge was evaluated and found not to meet the National Register of 
Historic Places or the California Historical Landmark eligibility criteria. Please see Section 2.1.7 
in the Final EIR/EA for further information. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital and avoid staging on the animal 
hospital parking area 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” for more about how the animal 
hospital was considered, “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or 
other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why 
staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Hassen, Stacy_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider the No-Build Alternative or a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative or a retrofit. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the 
no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of 
alternatives.” 

Response to Comment 2: Proposed bridge alternatives are out of character 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the character of the Build Alternatives. None of 
the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 
1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 
for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed 
Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 3: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Haworth, Elia_A 

Response to Comment 1: Impacts on the animal hospital and community 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding the impacts on the animal hospital and other 
community impacts. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” “CIA-1, Protect the animal 
hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” “CST-
5, Traffic impacts of construction,” “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” and “NOI-1, Noise 
impacts.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Hemmingway, Nancy_B 

Response to Comment 1: Support for Alternative 3a to replace the Green Bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in. Based on community input, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a as the 
Preferred Alternative. This alternative more closely matches the scale of the present bridge than 
the other Build Alternatives and consists of up to a 1-year construction period, with the majority 
occurring within approximately 5 months, including a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Herbert, Lisa_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose 
and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-293 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/


  

  
  

 

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Hewlett,  Susan_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-294 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

  

  

   
  

   
     

  
  

 

   

 
      
   

    
      

     
  

  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Hewlett, Susan_A 

Response to Comment 1: The alternatives are out of scale for community 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the Build Alternatives. None of the 
Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of 
the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge 
and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete 
Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all 
the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital and staging 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

This project does not propose permanent property acquisition, only small temporary construction 
easements. Caltrans will maintain access to the animal hospital throughout construction. Please 
see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas 
at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which 
provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to 
reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Higgins, Laurie_A 

Response to Comment 1: Oppose the replacement bridge, consider a retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preferences to leave the bridge as is. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix, for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” “CIA-
2, Community impacts,” “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-2, Closure 
timing – don’t impact tourism season,” “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction,” and “BIO-
1, Biological impacts.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Hodge, Stephen_A 

Response to Comment 1: Oppose the replacement bridge, consider a retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed Build Alternatives. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, 
Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” which describes what 
is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. Also see the 
response to Common Comment “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Response to Comment 2: Historic landmark 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s desire to preserve the bridge. The Lagunitas Creek Bridge was 
evaluated and found not to meet the National Register of Historic Places or the California 
Historical Landmark eligibility criteria. Please see Section 2.1.7 in the Final EIR/EA for further 
information. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of 
bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Hollern, Angela_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider true seismic retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” 
which describe what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” 
criteria. 

Response to Comment 2: Extend the comment period 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s request to extend the comment period. For a description 
of outreach and public engagement, please see Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/EA. Please also see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “PUB-1, Extend public comment period.” 

Response to Comment 3: Protect the animal hospital and community impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, dust, and noise impacts on the community 
and how the project may impact the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the 
animal hospital and other affected properties. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. 

For more information, please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, 
Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts” 

Access will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Regarding 
the use of the animal hospital parking, please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at 
unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which 
provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to 
reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Holmes, Ellen_A 

Response to Comment 1: Opposed to bridge replacement or retrofit, support for No-Build 
Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-
3, Definition of a true retrofit,” “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” “ALT-6, Consider 
seismic safety flashing lights,” and “PN-2, Live load limits.” 

Response to Comment 2: Earthquake probability in Point Reyes Station 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement about earthquakes. Caltrans designers abide by the “no 
collapse” criteria, which is not the same as the criteria for replacement alternatives. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” 
“ALT-8, Criteria for new bridge,” which outlines the requirements for the “no-collapse” 
criteria, as well as “GEO-1, Earthquake unlikely,” which addresses earthquake forecasts for 
California and the Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities. 

Caltrans notes the commenters opinion that bikes and pedestrians are currently safe on the bridge. 
The Project accommodates the Marin Unincorporated Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, 
which was updated in 2009 through the coordinated efforts of the Transportation Authority of 
Marin, the Marin County Public Works Department, the Marin County Bicycle Advisory Group, 
and citizens interested in improving the bicycle and pedestrian environment in unincorporated 
Marin County. The Plan indicates that a proposed Class III signed bicycle route with shoulders 
will be constructed within the project limits on SR 1 (Marin County Department of Public Works 
2009). This is also consistent with Caltrans’ Deputy Directive 64-R1 Complete Streets – 
Integrating the Transportation System, which states that the needs of users of all ages and abilities 
must be met; safe non-motorized accessibility elements are included in each alternative. 

Response to Comment 3: Opposes project 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed Build Alternatives. Please refer to the 
response to Comment 1 above. 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-303 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/


  

  
  

  

 

 

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Howard,  Martha_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-304 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

  

   

   
  

 
  

  

    
      

   

 
      

  
    

   

  
  

    
        

 
   

   

  
  

   
    

  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Howard, Martha_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider a retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. The Project need is explained in 
Chapter 1, Section 1.2.2. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. 
Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the 
bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), 
which are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The 
range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while 
also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 2: Build Alternatives and construction times unacceptable 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed Build Alternatives and effects on the 
community. Please refer to Comment 1 above, and please also see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “ALT-7, Size of bridge 
and visual/aesthetic character,” and “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction.” 

Response to Comment 3: Impacts to the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Recognizing this construction 
impact, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal 
Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. Construction of this alternative would be completed within 
1 year, with the majority occurring within approximately 5 months, including a 2- to 3-week 
bridge closure. Caltrans has continued to refine the staging areas to reduce and minimize 
construction areas and impacts on adjacent properties as much as feasible, based on the animal 
hospital concerns. 

Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access 
will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Because access 
will be maintained to the animal hospital, relocation will not be required. Please see Table N-1 for 
the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CIA-2, 
Community impacts.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Howe, Joyce_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider the No-Build Alternative or a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative or a retrofit alternative. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, 
Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full 
range of alternatives.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital and traffic impacts during 
construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital and the impacts of traffic during 
construction. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected 
properties. Access will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout 
construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect 
the animal hospital,” and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

In addition, the accelerated bridge construction (ABC) method that is part of the preferred 
Alternative 3a, three-span, Concrete bridge, will minimize the duration of construction period and 
to allow use of the bridge for most of the construction period. The associated bridge closure must 
occur within the allowable in-water work window to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species, 
which is limited to the dry season (typically June 1 to October 15) or as allowed to meet permit 
conditions. Caltrans has determined with community input that the period following Labor Day 
would minimize the bridge closure conflicts with tourism. Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts 
during construction with the implementation of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (see 
Project Feature TRANS-1, Construction Traffic Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). During 
construction of the Preferred Alternative, at least one lane on the existing bridge would remain 
open for traffic flow until the 2- to 3-week closure during which the bridge would be replaced. 
Caltrans will work with the contractor to minimize the impacts on high tourism season to the 
extent possible. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize 
duration of construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing - don't impact tourism season,” and “CST-5, 
Traffic impacts of construction.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Humple, Diana_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for negative impact on the animal hospital. Caltrans has 
considered the noise and physical impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. 
None of the Build Alternatives eliminates access to the businesses, and mitigation is provided for 
construction-related noise impacts. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for 
the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “NOI-1, 
Noise impacts,” for more about how the animal hospital was considered, “CST-3, Why not 
place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been 
minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Hunt, Paula and Russ_A 

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative and protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” and “ALT-4, Full 
range of alternatives.” 

Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. 

Caltrans has reached out directly to the animal hospital to discuss the project. The EIR/EA 
considered construction impacts on the community and private properties. The environmental 
process provides these disclosures to all concerned individuals equally. Prior to construction, 
during the design phase, Caltrans will refine the project design and continue to work with 
regulatory agencies to obtain necessary permits. After the project is more refined, Caltrans will 
attempt to engage property owners again and to approach each property owner individually to 
ascertain their unique situations and apply appropriate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures best suited for the property. 

Caltrans has refined the staging area on the animal hospital property to minimize the area needed 
to access the bridge and will maintain access to the property throughout construction. Because 
access will be maintained to the animal hospital, relocation will not be required. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and 
“CIA-2, Community impacts.” Regarding traffic and construction schedule, please see 
Common Comments “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction,” and “CST-2, Minimize 
duration of construction.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Hutchinson Fruin, Dianne_A 

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community 
impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant 
lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Hyland, Toni_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Jackson, Duncan_A 

Response to Comment 1: New freeway bridge not needed, traffic impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preference for the No-Build Alternative and concerns about 
traffic. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered 
a full and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. For more information on the No-Build Alternative, the Retrofit 
Alternative, and the Purpose and Need, please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix 
for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” 
“ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “PN-1, 
Project need is too narrow.” 

None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see 
Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-7, Size of bridge and 
visual/aesthetic character,” and NOI-1, Noise impacts.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: 
Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, which is 
the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

The accelerated bridge construction (ABC) method which is part of the preferred Alternative 3a, 
three-span, Concrete bridge, will minimize the duration of construction period and to allow use of 
the bridge for most of the construction period. The associated bridge closure must occur within 
the allowable in-water work window to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species, which is 
limited to the dry season (typically June 1 to October 15) or as allowed to meet permit conditions. 
Caltrans has determined with community input that the period following Labor Day would 
minimize the bridge closure conflicts with tourism. Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during 
construction with the implementation of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (see Project 
Feature TRANS-1, Construction Traffic Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). During 
construction of the Preferred Alternative, at least one lane on the existing bridge would remain 
open for traffic flow until the 2- to 3-week closure during which the bridge would be replaced. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of 
construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing—don't impact tourism season,” and “CST-5, Traffic 
impacts of construction.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Jackson, Whit_A 

Response to Comment 1: Oppose to replacement bridge, consider a retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” 
which describes what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” 
criteria. 

Response to Comments 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CIA-2, Community 
impacts.” 

Response to Comment 3: Alternatives for construction staging 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s statement about staging areas. Different staging areas are 
identified to support different activities. Two staging areas are proposed on the animal hospital 
property: one to access the bridge piers and abutments and one for relocating the utility pole to 
avoid conflict with overhead wires during construction. Each staging area would be used for short 
periods of time. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why 
not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging.” which provides more detail on how temporary construction easements and 
staging areas are used. 

Response to Comment 4: Do not proceed, consider seismic retrofit, alternatives for 
construction staging 

Please see the responses to Comments 1, 2, and 3 above. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Johnston, Bob_A 

Response to Comment 1: Need for replacement is not demonstrated 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter stating the project need is not demonstrated. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “PN-1, 
Project need is too narrow.” In addition, the project need is presented in Final EIR/EA. See 
Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIR/EA, which describes the project need. 

The California ShakeAlert system is not operational, and does not meet the purpose and need of 
the project to provide continued access. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing lights,” for more detail. Please also see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “PN-2, Live load limits,” for more 
information on the live load rating. 

Response to Comment 2: Narrow statement of need focuses on replacement bridge 

Please see Section 1.2.2 in the Final EIR/EA, which describes the project need, and the response 
to Common Comment “PN-1, Project need is too narrow” in Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix. 

Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the 
bridge. The Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are 
available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/), provides a 
description of this process. The range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive 
environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 
for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, 
Full range of alternatives,” which provide more information about the Retrofit Alternative and a 
description of what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” 
criteria. See response to Comment 1 above for information about ShakeAlert system. 

Response to Comment 3: Range of alternatives is too narrow, retrofit not adequately 
defined 

See the response to Comment 2 above. Caltrans conducted several studies of the bridge, including 
a corrosion report, seismic analysis of the bridge, and geotechnical exploration. The project 
purpose is to provide a “safe, seismically stable crossing,” which is based on addressing the need 
of the project that structural deficiencies in the existing bridge would likely cause the bridge to 
fail during a strong seismic event. A non-structural alternative would not address the stated 
purpose and need, because it would not improve the safety nor would it result in retrofitting the 
seismic deficiencies (to meet the no collapse criteria) and during a substantial earthquake, the 
bridge would likely fail. 

See response to Comment 2 above regarding Caltrans’ consideration of a full and reasonable 
range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge. 

Response to Comment 4: Aesthetic impacts not fully evaluated, bridge dimensions do not 
meet rural appearance 

Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and 
visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, 
ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative because it is the narrowest Build 
Alternative and reduces the height of the existing 7-foot-tall bridge to approximately 3 feet 
(guardrail only) above the roadway surface. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Johnston, Eric_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to using the animal hospital’s parking lot as a staging 
area and to relocation of or disruption to the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the impacts 
on the animal hospital and on other affected properties and businesses. Please see Table N-1 in 
the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

In response to public comments regarding the use of the animal hospital’s parking lot as a staging 
area, Caltrans has refined the staging area on the animal hospital property to minimize the area 
needed to access the bridge and will maintain access to the property throughout construction. 
Because access will be maintained to the animal hospital, relocation will not be required. Caltrans 
will continued to refine the staging area needed during construction. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on 
why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Kaufman, Maria Rosa_A 

Response to Comment 1: Community impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns about community impacts. Caltrans is aware that there 
are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as 
necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and operational phases of the 
project. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common 
Comment “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Throughout the planning, design, and construction process, Caltrans will continue to explore 
methods of avoiding and minimizing impacts. Access will be maintained to all driveways from 
SR 1 throughout construction, unless advanced agreement is reached with the property owner. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Koenig, Heidi_A 

Response to Comment 1: Avoid staging on the animal hospital parking area 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Different staging areas are 
identified to support different activities. Two staging areas are proposed on the animal hospital 
property: one to access the piers and abutments and one for relocating the utility pole to avoid 
conflict with overhead wires during construction. Each staging area would be used for short 
periods of time. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other 
vacant lots” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Response to Comment 2: Consider move-in alternatives 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s preference. Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: 
Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Krebs, Patsy_A 

Response to Comment 1: Construction impacts and traffic impacts on community and local 
businesses 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about construction impacts on the animal hospital and 
other local businesses due to construction noise and traffic delays related to bridge closure. 
Recognizing this construction impact, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, 
Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative; this alternative has a 
construction period of up to 1 year, with the majority occurring within approximately 5 months, 
including a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. 

The accelerated bridge construction (ABC) method which is part of the preferred Alternative 3a, 
three-span, Concrete bridge, will minimize the duration of construction period and to allow use of 
the bridge for most of the construction period. The associated bridge closure must occur within 
the allowable in-water work window to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species, which is 
limited to the dry season (typically June 1 to October 15) or as allowed to meet permit conditions. 
Caltrans has determined with community input that the period following Labor Day would 
minimize the bridge closure conflicts with tourism. Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during 
construction with the implementation of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (see Project 
Feature TRANS-1, Construction Traffic Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). During 
construction of the Preferred Alternative, at least one lane on the existing bridge would remain 
open for traffic flow until the 2- to 3-week closure during which the bridge would be replaced. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of 
construction,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” 

Response to Comment 2: Construction Impacts on the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging, ” 
which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been 
minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 3: Economic hardship 

Economic analysis is provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, which includes the 
consideration of factors, such as traffic, noise, dust, and visual disturbance, that may influence the 
patronage to local businesses (and specifically the animal hospital). Because a quantitative 
economic impact to local businesses cannot be determined until after construction (and after 
obtaining financial data from businesses), the analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is qualitative in 
nature. This analysis meets the requirements of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike NEPA, the focus of the analysis under CEQA 
shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and effect. 
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

Caltrans prepared the Community Impact Assessment for this project in conformity with the 
Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference Environmental Handbook Volume 4: Community 
Impact Assessment (Caltrans 2011). Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and 
“CIA-3, CIA adequacy.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Comment 4: Aesthetic impact of bridge design   

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for retaining the historic context of the existing bridge. 
With this community input in mind, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete 
Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. This alternative is the 
narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives and most closely resembles the scale and 
character of the existing Lagunitas Creek Bridge. 

None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see 
Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character.” 

Response to Comment 5: Definition of a true seismic retrofit or No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. For more information on the Retrofit Alternative, please see Table N-1 
for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, 
Full range of alternatives.” 

The comment requesting analysis of the No-Build Alternative is also noted. Please see Table N-1 
for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” 
and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Kubik, Bob_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Kubik, Bob_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the pre-assembled construction methods (accelerated 
bridge construction methods) 

Caltrans note’s the commenter’s support for alternatives that employ pre-assembled construction 
methods to minimize construction period. Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, 
Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. This alternative 
includes the ABC strategy of having pre-cast, pre-assembled elements of the bridge. 

Response to Comment 2: Do not use the animal hospital parking area for staging 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about staging in the animal hospital parking lot. 
Different staging areas are identified to support different activities. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other 
vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Kutchins, Herb_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Kutchins, Herb_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose 
and need. For more information on the No-Build Alternative, please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix, for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

The Lagunitas Creek Bridge was evaluated and found not to meet the National Register of 
Historic Places or the California Historical Landmark eligibility criteria. Please see Section 2.1.7 
in the Final EIR/EA for further information. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Response to Comment 2: Why a priority 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement regarding Caltrans priorities for repair work. Please see 
Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIR/EA for a description of the project need to understand why this 
project is needed. 

Response to Comment 3: Earthquake warning lights 

Comment noted. The ShakeAlert system does not meet the purpose and need for the project. 
Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety 
flashing lights.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Kutchins, Herb_B 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative and protect the animal 
hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for stopping the bridge replacement. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) 
and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose 
and need. For more information on the No-Build Alternative, please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access 
will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital. 

Response to Comment 2: Earthquake warning lights 

Comment noted. Installation of a ShakeAlert system does not meet the purpose and need for the 
project. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-6, Consider 
seismic safety flashing lights.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Lamberson, Fred_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider a retrofit to the support system 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a retrofit alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
For more information on the Retrofit Alternative, please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” 
“ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Langdorf, Jan_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-339 



  

  
  

 
  

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Langdorf, Jan_A 

Response to Comment 1: Avoid staging on the animal hospital parking area 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Different staging areas are 
identified to support different activities. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix 
for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CST-3, Why 
not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Lawson, Kevin_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Lawson, Kevin_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, dust, and noise impacts on the animal 
hospital and how the project may impact the animal hospital. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for 
the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, 
Community impacts,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Economic analysis is provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, which includes the 
consideration of factors, such as traffic, noise, dust, and visual disturbance, that may influence the 
patronage to local businesses (and specifically the animal hospital). Because a quantitative 
economic impact to local businesses cannot be determined until after construction (and after 
obtaining financial data from businesses), the analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is qualitative in 
nature. This analysis meets the requirements of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike NEPA, the focus of the analysis under CEQA 
shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and effect. 
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

Caltrans has refined the staging area on the animal hospital property to minimize the area needed 
to access the bridge and will maintain access to the property throughout construction. Because 
access will be maintained to the animal hospital, relocation will not be required. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at 
unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction,” 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Response to Comment 2: Consider true retrofit or No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a retrofit or No-Build Alternative and opposition to a 
wider bridge. Caltrans evaluated a full and reasonable range of alternatives including a retrofit 
alternative, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018) posted on the project’s website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). For 
many reasons, including disruption to the local economy and residents, Caltrans dismissed this 
alternative from further evaluation in the Draft EIR/EA. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the 
no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of 
alternatives.” Regarding the bridge width, please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment, “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Lee, Katherine_A 

Response to Comment 1: Community impact and extend review time and involve the 
community 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for impacts to the community and interest in community 
engagement during project development. Impacts to the community were analyzed in the 
EIR/EA. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction of this appendix for the response to Common 
Comment “CIA-2, Community impacts.” Chapter 4 of the EIR/EA describes how public and 
agency input have been integrated into project development; please also see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “PUB-2, Public outreach process,” which provides more 
detail on the multidisciplinary process, and “PUB-1, Extend public comment period.” Also see 
the response to Common Comment “BIO-1, Biological impacts.” 

Response to Comment 2: Support for the No-Build Alternative or the Retrofit Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative or a Retrofit Alternative. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-
1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-
3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Lee, Kitsy_A 

Response to Comment 1: Community impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about community impacts. Caltrans is aware that there 
are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital.” 

For a description of outreach and public engagement, please see Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/EA 
and Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “PUB-1, Extend public comment 
period.” 

Response to Comment 2: Definition of a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a retrofit alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-
Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character,” and “GEN-1, Wasting 
money.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Lenderink, Annabelle_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more information on how staging will be used 
and minimized. 

Response to Comment 2: Length of construction period 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the construction period. The accelerated bridge 
construction (ABC) method which is part of the preferred Alternative 3a, three-span, Concrete 
bridge, will minimize the duration of construction period and to allow use of the bridge for most 
of the construction period. Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction with the 
implementation of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (see Project Feature TRANS-1, 
Construction Traffic Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). During construction of the 
Preferred Alternative, at least one lane on the existing bridge would remain open for traffic flow 
until the 2- to 3-week closure during which the bridge would be replaced. Please see Table N-1 
for the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” 
“CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction, and CST-2, Closure timing—don't impact tourism 
season.” 

Response to Comment 3: Freeway bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about bridge size. None of the Build Alternatives 
proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 nor the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, 
which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has 
identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the 
Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 4: Use empty lot for staging 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s suggestion for an alternate staging area. Please see the response 
to Comment 1 above. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Lesli, Ellen_A 

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative and protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” Caltrans considered the impacts on the community, including disruption to local 
businesses; please see the responses to Common Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
and “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction.” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “CIA-1 Protect the animal hospital,” for more about how 
the animal hospital was considered, “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on 
why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Levin, Ken_C 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” Caltrans considered the impacts on the community, including disruption; please 
see the responses to Common Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “CST-1, 
Minimize duration of construction.” 

Response to Comment 2: Earthquake warning lights 

Comment noted. Installation of a ShakeAlert system does not meet the purpose and need for the 
project. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-6, Consider 
seismic safety flashing lights.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Levin, Ken_D 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” Caltrans considered the impacts on the community, including disruption; please 
see the responses to Common Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “CST-1, 
Minimize duration of construction.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Levinson, Kate_A 

Response to Comment 1: Prefer a retrofit alternative due to traffic impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the Retrofit Alternative and concern for traffic. 
Caltrans evaluated a retrofit alternative, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 
2017) and Addendum (June 2018) posted on the project’s website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). For many reasons, including disruption to the 
local economy and residents, Caltrans dismissed this alternative from further evaluation in the 
Draft EIR/EA. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to 
Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” In addition, the responses to 
Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-2, Closure 
timing—don't impact tourism season,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction” 
address traffic impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Levit, Art and Judy_A 

Response to Comment 1: Definition of a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a retrofit alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Levy, Janet_A 

Response to Comment 1: Impacts on animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, dust, and noise impacts on the animal 
hospital and how the project may impact the animal hospital. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the businesses 
and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA provides measures 
to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and 
operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of each of the 
construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for traffic-related 
measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 2.2.7 for noise 
reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
and “NOI-1, Noise impacts” 

Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal 
hospital,” and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” Caltrans has refined the staging area on the 
animal hospital property to minimize the area needed to access the bridge and will maintain 
access to the property throughout construction. Because access will be maintained to the animal 
hospital, relocation will not be required. Please see the response to Common Comment “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging,” which describes refinements to minimize the staging area since the 
EIR/EA. In addition, the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of 
construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing—don't impact tourism season,” “CST-5, Traffic 
impacts of construction,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” address construction and traffic impacts 
on the animal hospital and tourism. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Litchfield, Michael_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider a retrofit alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed Build Alternatives. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of 
alternatives,” which describes what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no 
collapse” criteria. The retrofit is neither the least costly nor least environmentally impactful 
alternative. 

Response to Comment 2: Length of construction and construction impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding economic impacts on the community and 
animal hospital from the duration of construction during high tourism season. 

Economic analysis is provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, which includes the 
consideration of factors, such as traffic, noise, dust, and visual disturbance, that may influence the 
patronage to local businesses (and specifically the animal hospital). Because a quantitative 
economic impact to local businesses cannot be determined until after construction (and after 
obtaining financial data from businesses), the analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is qualitative in 
nature. This analysis meets the requirements of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike NEPA, the focus of the analysis under CEQA 
shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and effect. 
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

Recognizing this construction impact, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, 
Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative; this alternative a 
construction period of up to 1 year, with the majority occurring within approximately 5 months, 
including a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. The bridge will continue to be a two-lane bridge and is 
the narrowest bridge structure of all the Build Alternatives. Caltrans has continued efforts to 
refine the staging areas to further reduce and minimize construction areas and impacts on adjacent 
properties as much as feasible, based on the animal hospital’s concerns. Please also see Table N-1 
for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, 
Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or 
other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” Caltrans has considered the effects on 
construction; see the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of 
construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing—don't impact tourism season,” and “CST-5, Traffic 
impacts of construction.” 

Response to Comment 3: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. See the response to Comment 2 
above. Caltrans has refined the staging area on the animal hospital property to minimize the area 
needed to access the bridge and will maintain access to the property throughout construction. 
Because access will be maintained to the animal hospital, relocation will not be required. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Littlejohn, Toni_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider the No-Build Alternative or a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative or a retrofit alternative. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, 
Describe the no-build scenario,” and “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-365 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/


  

  
  

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Littleton, John_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-366 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 

    

  
 

   
  

   
   

 
   

  
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Littleton, John_A 

Response to Comment 1: Oppose replacement of bridge, consider a minimal retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed Build Alternatives. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the 
no-build scenario,” and “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” which describes what is 
required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. The retrofit is not 
least environmentally impactful alternative. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Littleton, John, and Kaufman, Rose_A 

Response to Comment 1: Access onto SR 1 during Construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about driveway access. Caltrans will maintain access to 
adjacent properties throughout construction. The project will not expand the capacity of SR 1, so 
once construction is complete, the project should not result in material changes to adjacent 
property. 

Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-
in, as the Preferred Alternative. This alternative and most others evaluated in the EIR/EA would 
require less than 1 year to construct, with the majority of construction occurring within 
approximately 5 months, including a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. The EIR/EA evaluated the 
range of potential short-term construction impacts, including noise, dust, visual disturbance, and 
transportation, and includes proposed avoidance, minimization, and, as necessary, mitigation 
measures for these impacts. These measures are listed in Chapter 2 and Appendix F of the Final 
EIR/EA. In addition, the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of 
construction,” “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and 
“NOI-1, Noise impacts” address construction and community impacts. 

Response to Comment 2: What financial mitigation is available 

No relocations will be required. As necessary, for example, for temporary use of property as 
staging areas, Caltrans will comply with the Uniform Real Property and Relocation Assistance 
Act of 1970, as amended. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Lizaranzu, Alistair_A 

Response to Comment 1: Applicability of no collapse criteria 

Note: This comment from Mr. Lizaranzu, of North Bay Seismic Design (NBSD), is referring to 
the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project Insight Newsletter 3, dated April 2017, specifically the 
section entitled “Review of Condition and Feasibility of Retrofitting Existing Bridge.” This 
newsletter is posted on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/), and 
the “Review of Condition and Feasibility of Retrofitting Existing Bridge” section is excerpted 
below, at the end of this response. 

Caltrans acknowledges that Alistair Lizaranzu has substantial experience with seismic retrofits of 
bridges. Caltrans has received his resume. 

Please see the table below for Caltrans’ current view of the efforts necessary for retrofit 
implementation compared to the article in the newsletter. 

Justification for the Elements of Effort Described for the Retrofit in the April Project 
Newsletter 

Retrofit Elements of Effort per April 
2017 Newsletter Why Each Item is Needed or Corrections 

1. Building a temporary detour bridge. The current bridge is not wide enough nor strong enough to 
accommodate both construction equipment and ongoing traffic 
were a retrofit to occur. 

2. Building a support structure around Since the publication of this newsletter, Caltrans further 
the existing bridge to support the explored the implications found in the corrosion report as 
bridge during the dismantling and documented in Investigation of Corrosion of Lagunitas Creek 

rehabilitation process. Bridge No. 27 0023, California Route 1 PM 28.1, dated 
December 7, 2016, published by the Caltrans Office of 
Structural Materials. This report indicates that most connection 
elements exhibit corrosion and connected members measure up 
to 40 percent section loss. At certain locations, some bridge 
members have “unreadable” measurements in regard to section 
reduction, which indicates that ultrasonic testing could not 
provide a measurement because the testing section is too 
heavily corroded. Furthermore, several bridge members have a 
negative section reduction, which is indicative of corrosion 
segregation (i.e., delaminating of steel layers caused by buildup 
of rust inside the steel section). Considering the level of 
corrosion, it is impractical to conduct a piece-by-piece steel 
member retrofit. The Build Alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EA 
would not require a support structure. Also, please see the 
Amendment to the Alternatives Analysis Report Memorandum 
on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/.) 

3. Diverting creek waters (which The retrofit would require reinforcing piers (enlarging the size) in 
would affect adjacent properties). the creek channel, require a detour bridge which would have 

piers in the creek channel and then, as stated in Item 2, a 
support structure may also require piers in the creek channel to 
support the retrofit of the steel truss. Each pier would be worked 
on within cofferdams, but the potential for obstructing flows 
during the winter season may interfere with debris, constrain the 
channel, and potentially exacerbate flooding. Diverting creek 
waters may or may not be necessary. The potential for multiple 
supports in the creek channel may not be permittable when 
alternatives with less intrusion in the creek channel are possible. 
Also, please see the Amendment to the Alternatives Analysis 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Justification for the Elements of Effort Described for the Retrofit in the April Project 
Newsletter 

Retrofit Elements of Effort per April 
2017 Newsletter Why Each Item is Needed or Corrections 

Report Memorandum on project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/.) 

4. Removing current deficient 
concrete deck. 

The Caltrans December 7, 2016, Investigation of Corrosion of 
the Lagunitas Creek Bridge indicates that the floor beams have 
excessive corrosion and would require a retrofit. The bridge 
deck is leaking and while, concrete cracks can be filled, this is a 
short-term solution. The cracks are leading and augmenting the 
corrosion problem in the floor beams. With so many portions of 
the truss needing to be replaced or strengthened, it would be 
more efficient to remove and replace the concrete and relay a 
new base once the floor beams are retrofitted. 

5. Removing, strengthening, and 
replacing truss crossbars and deck 
spans. 

Please see the justification for Item 2 above. 

6. Driving new piles and building 
reinforced abutments outside of 
existing abutments/piers. 

The buried, under-reinforced concrete abutments are in a brittle 
state. Existing abutment cannot be reused. 

7. Reassembling and installing the 
refurbished truss spans. 

Please see the justification for Item 2 above. 

8. Pouring thicker concrete deck to 
meet heavier live-load standards. 

This is not for the purpose of retrofitting the bridge; this is an 
element that would be required to meet current bridge standards 
that have evolved since the construction of the current bridge. 

9. Adding new crash barriers to 
protect the truss and deflect vehicles. 
This would narrow the travel lanes. 

This is not for the purpose of retrofitting the bridge. It is a basic 
safety measure required for unprotected steel truss bridges and 
would help ensure that accidents would not undermine the 
fracture critical elements of the steel truss. There are no 
redundant elements of this bridge; therefore, a heavy truck 
collision with a steel truss may undermine the structure. Crash 
barriers can frequently divert contact with the bridge to prevent 
bridge failure. 

The commenter doubts whether the existing bridge’s capacity for carrying the current traffic load 
is compromised. The bridge is currently adequate for current live load ratings and can support all 
legal trucks. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to 
Common Comment “PN-2, Live load limits,” for more information on design criteria for the 
retrofit and live load criteria. 

The commenter questions whether the bridge capacity needs to be increased for reasons other 
than to accommodate current traffic loads. The proposed new bridge is not designed to enlarge 
carrying capacity, nor is the bridge anticipated to receive heavier live loads than it currently does. 

While the capacity of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge will not be increased, either in lane width, 
number of lanes, or carrying capacity for higher loads than present, the bridge is still deficient in 
meeting current seismic and safety standards. Please see Table N-1 for response to Common 
Comment “PN 1, Project need is too narrow,” for a more detailed discussion. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Lizaranzu, Alistair_C 

Response to Comment 1: Need to review more retrofit alternatives 

Caltrans has explored various new bridge replacement and retrofit bridge options. All of the new 
replacement and retrofit bridge options were developed to meet the purpose and need of the 
project. Project scope, structural deficiencies, corroded condition, age of the bridge (88 years 
old), cost, community input, and recommendation from various Caltrans area specialists and 
branches were used to identify the best alternative for the project. 

Response to Comment 2: Reserve replacement bridges for when catastrophic earthquake 
occurs 

Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on the state highway system. Caltrans has 
considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge. The 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/), describes this process. The 
range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while 
also meeting the project purpose and need. For more information on the no-build scenario, please 
see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment 
“ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 3: Earthquake potential is exaggerated 

The argument suggesting that the seismic hazard at the project site is grossly overestimated is not 
supported by good science please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment, 
“GEO-1, Earthquake unlikely.” 

Caltrans’ policy on design earthquakes is to develop a site-specific design earthquake for any 
bridge project based on the California Seismic Hazard Map, which is based on data from the 
USGS and California Geological Survey. The site-specific design earthquake takes into 
consideration all the faults in the vicinity of the project site, based on distance from the site, 
magnitude, and type of fault. From these earthquakes, acceleration response spectrum curves are 
generated as the maximum of the Deterministic Seismic Hazard Analysis and Probabilistic 
Seismic Hazard Analysis using a return period of 975 years (5 percent probability of exceedance 
in 50 years). The curve was refined due to the proximity to the San Andreas Fault, which is 
located 0.4 mile away, and for a maximum magnitude of 8.0 on the Richter scale (and a peak 
ground acceleration of 0.77g). Seismic design or retrofit of any bridge is carried out using these 
seismic inputs. 

Furthermore, the Bay Area has experienced several earthquakes that have resulted in catastrophic 
outcomes. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on the state highway system and 
must meet Caltrans adopted design standards to minimize impacts from such future disasters. 

Response to Comment 4: Replacement bridge will be much more expensive than retrofit 

The cost for the Retrofit Alternative that meets Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria is estimated to be 
40 percent more than the least costly replacement bridge alternative (see the Caltrans April 2017 
State Route I Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project Alternatives Analysis Report, Section 5.4 Fiscal 
Responsibility, which is posted at http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). However, 
Caltrans has determined that the cost is not the highest concern, and that, considering the 
corrosion levels, the truss must be replaced, which has led to the necessity of a replacement 
alternative. Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, is the least 
costly replacement bridge alternative and has been selected as Caltrans’ Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

For Caltrans’ response to the comment regarding impacts to the stream, please see the response to 
Comment 10 below. 

Caltrans considered impacts to the community. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Response to Comment 5: Less intrusive retrofit 

The range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, 
while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” for information on the Caltrans 
Retrofit Alternative. Caltrans found that the retrofit would result in more environmental, 
economic, and social impacts than the replacement bridge alternatives, especially considering the 
ABC methods. 

Response to Comment 6: Replace deficient elements 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s recommendation to replace the deficient elements of the 
truss in place. Per their visual inspection, North Bay Seismic Design (NBSD) states that corrosion 
on the truss members is surprisingly low overall, but concentrated in some areas. If Caltrans finds 
that only some superstructure elements are deficient in capacity, NBSD proposes that these 
members could be replaced in-place, while acknowledging that it would require additional 
primary and secondary redundant members during the member replacement procedure. 

Caltrans’ Retrofit Alternative recommended replacing any steel member that has section loss due 
to corrosion. The superstructure retrofit is predicated on the corrosion found on key components 
(i.e., fracture-critical elements) of the steel-truss span, as documented by the corrosion study 
results. The report by Caltrans Office of Structural Materials, dated December 7, 2016, indicates 
that the corrosion is more prevalent than what NBSD visually observed, with most connection 
elements exhibiting corrosion and connected members measuring up to 40 percent section loss. 
For more detail, please see Table N-1, for the response to Common Comment, “ALT-3, 
Definition of a true Retrofit.” 

At some locations, some members have “unreadable” measurements in regard to section 
reduction. Unreadable indicates that the ultrasonic testing could not provide a measurement 
because the testing section is too heavily corroded. Furthermore, several members have a 
negative section reduction, which is indicative of corrosion segregation (i.e., delaminating of steel 
layers caused by build-up of rust inside the steel section). The exact section loss is unknown, but 
the corrosion is severe. Corrosion will lead to the loss of connection capacity, resulting in failure 
of the member. Failure of fracture-critical elements will ultimately lead to the collapse of the 
bridge. 

Accordingly, most of the truss connections and members would have to be replaced—so many, in 
fact, that it is much more efficient to replace the steel truss. Were it possible to merely replace 
some steel truss members, due to the lack of redundancy in the structure, it would still require a 
prolonged time frame and increased environmental impacts. It would also be very complex, 
requiring supports underneath the truss at the bottom connections and adjacent nodes, as well as a 
bridge closure. Consequently, Caltrans does not recommend pursuing this option. 

Response to Comment 7: Replace truss with identical truss 

NBSD suggests that in the situation where piece-by-piece replacement would be too difficult to 
accommodate, building a new truss nearby (not on the animal hospital parcel), while removing 
the existing truss and moving it in-place would also be feasible. Caltrans agrees with this 
recommendation, and it is, in fact, already included in the array of replacement alternatives that 
are considered in the EIR/EA (i.e., Alternative 6). Not only would this option provide a new truss 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

upgraded to current design requirements, construction would require a temporary support in the 
creek and a new detour through the surrounding properties. However, a replacement bridge (such 
as Alternative 6, which was not carried forward for full analysis) would require Caltrans to 
remedy existing deficiencies and safety issues in the bridge design, such as sidewalks that can be 
replaced with new sidewalks that satisfy current California Highway Design Manual, Sixth 
Edition standards and current code designed barrier, respectively. 

In addition, for Alternative 6, the Retrofit Alternative, Caltrans has determined that meeting the 
agency’s “no collapse” criteria for a retrofit of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge would entail a 
substantially larger effort (in light of the higher than expected corrosion findings throughout the 
steel truss members) than the replacement Build Alternatives, and would involve at least 3 years 
of construction, a detour bridge that would increase the area and duration of environmental 
impacts, and potentially higher risk than the replacement alternatives. This is also explained in 
Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 8: Improving live load is not the issue 

Caltrans agrees that a retrofit would be possible if the seismic stability were only dependent on 
the substructure. The foundation can be retrofitted in several ways, as shown by both Caltrans’ 
retrofit alternative and NBSD’s preliminary drawings. NBSD provides conceptual substructure 
retrofit options that require further development with more details so that it can be evaluated 
appropriately. However, the level of intrusiveness of the Caltrans Retrofit Alternative and 
NBSD’s suggestions is similar in regard to project constraints. Both would require similar in-
water work but apply different concepts to carry the load into the foundation. The condition and 
type of the existing timber pile foundation is unknown, making it risky to rely on the existing 
piles in a retrofit strategy. 

The retrofit alternative presented by Caltrans, which includes new piles that need to extend well 
into the competent soil, is the most robust, well-tested option that has been commonly used for 
retrofitting these types of bridge foundations. Please see the response to Common Comment 
“PN-2, Live load limits,” in Table N-1 which addresses live-load capacity and why it is not 
reflected in the updated purpose and need. 

Response to Comment 9: Less time and fewer environmental impacts of a retrofit 
alternative 

Caltrans agrees with the objectives of avoiding and minimizing construction impacts (i.e., in-
water work). Caltrans has found that the Retrofit Alternative would not be successful under these 
criteria; see the response to Comment 6 above regarding increased degradation to the aquatic 
environment under this option. While NBSD has proposed viable options for the substructure, 
project constraints are not driven by the substructure retrofit. They are driven by the option 
chosen for the superstructure retrofit. Please see the response to Comment 6 above. 

The new replacement bridge’s cost estimate developed by Caltrans as part of the Advance 
Planning Study shows significantly lower cost, fewer environmental impacts, and considerably 
reduced time to construct when compared to the retrofit option. The new bridge replacement in 
Alternatives 2a (Three-span, Short Steel-truss Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in) or 3a (Three-
Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in) would be significantly less disruptive than 
the retrofit alternative advocated by NBSD due to the reasons mentioned above for a steel-truss 
superstructure retrofit. 

Response to Comment 10: Protect the creek and sensitive species 

Please see the response to Comment 6 above, which includes why the retrofit would result in 
larger impacts on the aquatic wildlife. The analyses of the construction impacts and measures to 
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reduce impacts on threatened and endangered species are included in Section 2.3.5 of the EIR/EA 
for each of the Build Alternatives. The Retrofit Alternative was withdrawn from further analysis 
in the Draft EIR/EA because of impacts to the creek, which provides habitat to various protected 
species (among other factors such as greater community impacts and cost), and the retrofit 
proposal by NBSD would cause more impacts to the creek than the Preferred Alternative. 

Among the measures to minimize harm on protected aquatic species are limiting in-water work to 
the period with least salmonid migration (June 1 to October 15) and only working within a 
dewatered area during the dismantling of the existing bridge. Working within a dewatered area 
would minimize impact to aquatic species. See Section 2.3.5.4 of the EIR/EA for more detail. 
Additionally, Caltrans received a Biological Opinion from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
a Programmatic Biological Opinion from the National Marine Fisheries Service prior to certifying 
the Final EIR/EA. This project will also require an Incidental Take Permit from the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. The Final EIR/EA includes this information. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Lizaranzu, Alistair_D 

Response to Comment 1: Support for a retrofit alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
The project need is to provide a safe, seismically stable crossing over Lagunitas Creek on SR 1 in 
Marin County. The corrosion assessment of the steel truss documented the impracticability of a 
retrofit alternative to meet the “no collapse” criteria as documented in Investigation of Corrosion 
of Lagunitas Creek Bridge No. 27 0023, CA Route 1 PM 28.1, dated December 7, 2016, and 
published by the Caltrans Office of Structural Materials. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction 
to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” for more information on the Retrofit 
Alternative and a description of what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no 
collapse” criteria. 

Caltrans considered and analyzed a retrofit alternative to bring the bridge to current seismic 
standards (purpose and need). Based on its expertise and experience evaluating hundreds of 
substandard bridges throughout the Bay Area and the state of California, Caltrans structural 
engineers concluded that a retrofit or repair of the bridge not only would not adequately 
strengthen the bridge to withstand a substantial seismic event but also would have substantive 
adverse effects to the ecosystem of Lagunitas Creek and would require a much longer 
construction schedule compared to a bridge replacement alternative. This assessment was upheld 
in a seismic evaluation and corrosion study completed later in the project phase (see Seismic 
Evaluation of Lagunitas Creek Bridge [March 2017], on the project website: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). Caltrans dismissed the Retrofit Alternative from 
further environmental evaluation for the reasons stated above. 

Response to Comment 2: ABC longitudinal staging can be done with retrofit of bridge 

Caltrans notes the comment. Please see the response to Comment 1 above. Caltrans determined, 
as part of the Seismic Evaluation and the Corrosion Study, that all members of the bridge, 
including the substructure, require full replacement. These studies are posted on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). Replacing members of the substructure 
would require full closure of the bridge. This process would take much longer than the ABC 
alternatives (which require up to a 3-week closure of the bridge). For these reasons, Caltrans 
determined the full replacement of the bridge would not require a detour bridge, would require 
less time in construction, and would require the shortest period for full closure of the bridge. 

Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in 
as the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to Comment 3: Bridge Substructure should be retrofit. 

Please see the responses to Comments 1 and 2 above. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Lizaranzu, Alistair_E 

Note: The comments from Mr. Lizaranzu, of North Bay Seismic Design (NBSD), refer to the 
slides presented by Caltrans at the June 15, 2017, public meeting held in Point Reyes Station on 
the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project. 

Response to Comment 1: Geologic hazards – liquefaction 

(Slide 1) The bridge site has liquefaction potential at the abutments as per Revised Seismic Design 
Recommendations dated December 7, 2016, developed by Caltrans. Liquefaction potential at the 
piers is not identified because the preliminary soil investigation was based on limited borings 
done close to the abutments only. The December Revised Seismic Design Recommendation 
Report is preliminary, and a final assessment on liquefaction potential, settlement, and lateral 
spreading at abutments and piers for the new foundation system will be addressed during the 
design phase of the bridge. The expected settlements at the piers cannot be evaluated due to the 
presence of short timber piles of unknown capacity and condition. 

Response to Comment 2: Site geologic hazards – lateral spreading due to liquefaction 

(Slide 2) This slide (page 50) is conceptual in nature and does not apply to Lagunitas Creek 
Bridge, as labeled on the slide in red. Any lateral spreading at the abutment during a seismic 
event would lead to loss of support for the concrete span. Any loss of support to the bridge span 
could cause collapse of the approach spans. Compression forces in the deck, shown in the slide, 
are conceptual in nature, as mentioned earlier. These compression forces may not be an issue on 
the substructure members, and geologic conditions can be accommodated in many ways during 
the bridge design phase. 

Response to Comment 3: Review deficiencies and retrofit solutions – approach spans 

(Slide 3) Caltrans agrees that upgrading of the bridge railing is not a seismic requirement. 
However, it is needed for safety reasons and to prevent the “fracture-critical” steel-truss member 
from being hit by vehicular loads. Any loss of fracture-critical steel-truss members could cause 
the collapse of the bridge. 

Response to Comment 4: Review deficiencies and retrofit solutions – steel pony truss 

(Slide 3) Caltrans agrees with the global solution of retrofitting by replacing the steel-truss 
superstructure. The global solution basically consists of replacing the whole steel trusses with 
new trusses built offsite. For the substructure retrofit, many retrofit alternatives can be developed, 
as long as they meet the project purpose and need. The foundation can be retrofitted several ways, 
as shown by both Caltrans’ alternative and NBSD’s preliminary drawings. NBSD provides 
conceptual substructure retrofit options that require further development with more details so that 
it can be evaluated appropriately. However, the level of intrusiveness in regard to the project 
constraints is close between the Caltrans’ alternative and NBSD suggestions. Both would require 
similar in-water work and apply similar concepts to strengthen the foundation. The retrofit 
presented by Caltrans, which includes new piles and a deep foundation, is the most robust, well-
tested option that has been commonly used for retrofitting these types of bridge foundations. 
Regardless of which substructure retrofit option is considered, project constraints are not driven 
by the substructure retrofit but by the option chosen for the superstructure retrofit. 

Response to Comment 5: Review deficiencies and retrofit solutions – deck slab 

(Slide 3) Caltrans’ Investigation of Corrosion of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge No. 27 0023, 
California Route 1 PM 28.51, dated December 7, 2016, reported thickness losses of up to 
43 percent for the top angles. Most of the corrosion areas are located at the fraying surfaces where 
water appears to catch (close to connections). Replacing the top angles and other members at the 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

connections  would be complicated, time consuming, and costly.  Depending on the corroded 
condition of the connection members, Lagunitas Creek Bridge may require temporary support in  
the creek.  

Response to Comment 6: Review deficiencies and retrofit solutions – piers 

(Slide 3) The Retrofit Alternative 1 proposed by Caltrans does not require existing piers to be 
removed. The proposed new cast-in-steel-shell pile shafts do not require a temporary work 
platform or a cofferdam to construct. The Base Retrofit Options 1 – 4 as proposed by NBSD need 
to address connections between the unreinforced pier cap and timber piles. These connections 
need to be strengthened to transfer seismic loads to the timber piles. Micropile connection details 
with the unreinforced concrete pier need to be studied and developed in more detail. Micropiles 
are not considered effective in resisting lateral seismic shear demands. Retrofit construction work 
at the pier cap to timber pile connection may require a cofferdam in the creek. Furthermore, 
encasing the piers with steel jacket may create corrosion issues and therefore is not recommended 
from a maintenance perspective. 

Response to Comment 7: Review deficiencies and retrofit solutions – roadway 

(Slide 3) Caltrans acknowledges the comment that the roadway (on the bridge) has had no 
problems with accidents, inadequate pedestrian access, inadequate bicycle access, or other issues. 
This would have no effect on a retrofit design. 

Response to Comment 8: Review deficiencies and retrofit solutions – abutments 

(Slide 3) Caltrans agrees, new cast-in-drilled-hole (CIDH) or cast-in-steel-shell piles and catcher 
beam system (similar to what has been proposed at the piers as shown in Caltrans Retrofit 
Alternative 1) can be used at the abutment in lieu of constructing new abutments. 

Response to Comment 9: Retrofit – substructure abutments 

(Slide 4) Caltrans agrees, minor concrete cracks can be repaired by epoxy injection. Caltrans does 
not know the source of the photo in the slide (i.e., separation of footing from abutment). 

Response to Comment 10: Retrofit – piers 

(Slide 5) Historical background of the use of timber piles for this type of bridge may be true, but 
what was used on this bridge is not known. Furthermore, the structural integrity (rotting/decay) of 
the timber pile material, due to 88 years of submerged conditions in the creek and sustained loads, 
is also not known. 

Response to Comment 11: Retrofit – substructure 

(Slide 5) There is no specific comment, so no response to Comment 11 is provided. 

Response to Comment 12: Retrofit – piers 

(Slide 5) Caltrans believes it is unlikely that the retrofit cost for this 88-year-old, highly corroded 
bridge will be 25 percent of replacement cost. The higher retrofit cost compared to the cost of 
replacement of the bridge is one of the many factors that led to Caltrans’ recommendation to 
replace the existing bridge instead of a retrofit. There are other factors, as discussed in Caltrans’ 
reports, that have led to the recommendation for bridge replacement, such as life cycle cost, etc. 

Response to Comment 13: Retrofit – substructure truss 

(Slide 6) The statement in this comment is not true. Corrosion is widely spread above and below 
the bridge, as documented in Table 1 reprinted from the corrosion study report. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Table 1 :  Highlights of   Visibly  or Measurably  Corroded Members  

Truss 
Point 

Side of 
Bridge 

Side of 
Member Member Component 

Potential Section 
Reduction 

7 West South Floor Beam Top Angle 44% 
9 East North Floor Beam Top Angle 43% 
9 West North Floor Beam Top Angle 43% 
9 East North Floor Beam Top Angle 43% 
6 East South Floor Beam Top Angle 40% 
5 West Bottom Lower Chord Gusset Plate Unreadable 
9 East Interior Lower Chord Gusset Plate 38% 
9 West Bottom Lower Chord Gusset Plate 36% 
6 West Bottom Lower Chord Gusset Plate 33% 
0 East Top Lower Chord Cover Plate Unreadable 

10 West Top Lower Chord Cover Plate Unreadable 
8-9 West Top Lower Chord Cover Plate 23% 
8 East Top Lower Chord Cover Plate 18% 
3 East Top Upper Chord Cover Plate 17% 

9-10 West Top Lower Chord Cover Plate 16% 
1 East Top Upper Chord Splice Plate 17% 
7 East Top Upper Chord Splice Plate 17% 
7 West Top Upper Chord Splice Plate 17% 
8 West Exterior Upper Chord Channel Bottom Leg 40% 
5 West Exterior Upper Chord Channel Bottom Leg 37% 

Response to Comment 14: Retrofit – substructure truss 

(Slide 6) Inadequacy of the gusset plates and any other structural member of the steel truss is 
based on the cross section area loss as reported in the corrosion study report, Investigation of 
Corrosion of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge No. 27 0023, California Route 1 PM 28.51, dated 
December 7, 2016 (Caltrans Office of Structural Materials). Gusset plates have a potential area 
loss of up to 38 percent due to corrosion. 

Response to Comment 15: Retrofit – superstructure corrosion investigation 

(Slide 7) The tabular values shown are for the Lagunitas Creek Bridge and are documented in the 
corrosion study report, Investigation of Corrosion of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge No. 27 0023, 
California Route 1 PM 28.51, dated December 7, 2016 (Caltrans Office of Structural Materials). 

Response to Comment 16: Retrofit – superstructure deck 

(Slide 8) Please see the response to Comment 3 above. Caltrans agrees, upgrading of bridge 
railing is not a seismic requirement. However, it is needed for safety reasons and to prevent the 
“fracture-critical” steel-truss member from being hit by vehicular loads. Any loss of fracture-
critical steel-truss members could cause collapse of the bridge. 

Response to Comment 17: Retrofit – superstructure deck 

(Slide 8) The Lagunitas Creek Bridge falls under “Full Removal Painting” category (existing 
coating system contains lead). This option is used when there is more than 20 percent of rust 
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spread throughout the bridge. The entire existing coating is removed by blast cleaning. Next all 
surfaces receive two full coats of primer paint followed by two full coats of finish coat paints. 
The designer in the advance planning phase estimated, based on his judgement, that the 
corroded/bad areas cover more than 20 percent of the bridge and therefore would require removal 
of the existing paint, after which steel members would be repainted. Furthermore, if a full truss 
replacement alternative is selected as the retrofit or if a new replacement alternative is selected, 
then removal of existing lead paint on corroded members would not be required. 

Response to Comment 18: Retrofit – roadway 

(Slide 3) Please see the response to Comment 7 above. Caltrans acknowledges the comment that 
the roadway (on the bridge) has had no problems with accidents, inadequate pedestrian access, 
inadequate bicycle access, or other issues. This would have no effect on a retrofit design. 
However, these features in the Build Alternatives were borne from safety standards and from 
community input regarding safety to and from school and for persons accessing Whitehouse Pool 
Park. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Loeb, Bobbi_A 

Response to Comment 1: In Support of a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a retrofit alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 

Response to Comment 2: Concerned about the length of closure (blocked connection) 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about a temporary closure of the bridge. The EIR/EA 
documents the range of entities, business, public services, and community impacts that may result 
from a temporary bridge closure. Table 2.1.2-2 in Section 2.1.2 of the of the EIR/EA outlines the 
measures to minimize this disruption. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction.” 

Response to Comment 3: Other solutions are overkill 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s opinion. None of the Build Alternatives proposed 
expand the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes 
the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has selected 
Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred 
Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 4: Consider alternative staging areas 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about staging areas. The staging area on the animal 
hospital property has been minimized for the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3a: Three-Span, 
Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in). This also pertains to Alternatives 2a and 4a, both 
of which include the ABC, longitudinal move-in method. Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA provides 
a more detailed description of the alternatives. Also, please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other 
vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Response to Longstreth, Carolyn_A 

Response to Comment 1: Find a different staging area, protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
for more about how the animal hospital was considered, “CST-3, Why not place staging areas 
at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which 
provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to 
reduce impacts. 
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Response to Lopez, Ruth_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider true seismic retrofit, disruption of neighborhood 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a retrofit of the bridge. Caltrans evaluated a retrofit 
alternative as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018) posted on the project’s website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). For 
many reasons, including disruption to the local economy and residents, Caltrans dismissed this 
alternative from further evaluation in the Draft EIR/EA. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction 
to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” In addition, the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-5, Traffic impacts of 
construction,” and “CIA-2, Community impacts.”. 

Response to Comment 2: No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 for 
the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and 
“ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Response to Lustig, Linda_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on 
why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Lyman, Eleanor_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider the No-Build Alternative or a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative or a seismic retrofit. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, 
Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full 
range of alternatives.” 

Response to Comment 2: Minimize construction timeline 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preference to limit the construction timeline. The accelerated 
bridge construction (ABC) method which is part of the preferred Alternative 3a, three-span, 
Concrete bridge, will minimize the duration of construction period and to allow use of the bridge 
for most of the construction period. The associated bridge closure must occur within the 
allowable in-water work window to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species, which is limited to 
the dry season (typically June 1 to October 15) or as allowed to meet permit conditions. Caltrans 
has determined with community input that the period following Labor Day would minimize the 
bridge closure conflicts with tourism. Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction 
with the implementation of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (see Project Feature 
TRANS-1, Construction Traffic Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). During construction of 
the Preferred Alternative, at least one lane on the existing bridge would remain open for traffic 
flow until the 2- to 3-week closure during which the bridge would be replaced. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of 
construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing - don't impact tourism season,” and “CST-5, Traffic 
impacts of construction.” 

Response to Comment 3: Size of bridge not keeping with environment 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the bridge. None of the Build 
Alternatives would expand the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, 
as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 4: Avoid staging on the animal hospital parking area 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the location of staging areas. Different staging 
areas are identified to support different activities. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other 
vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging 
areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Lyon, Joan_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital and avoid staging on the animal 
hospital parking area 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans is aware that there are 
short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other 
affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the businesses, and mitigation is 
provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, 
minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and 
operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of each of the 
construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for traffic-related 
measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 2.2.7 for noise 
reduction measures. Access will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout 
construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Different staging areas are identified to support different activities. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Response to Comment 2: Consider a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a retrofit alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-
Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” and “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-417 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/


  

  
  

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Machado, Christine_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-418 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 

  

 
  

  
  

 
   

  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Machado, Christine_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on 
why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Maendle, Mary Jo_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on 
why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Mann, Gabrielle_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Marris, Trinka_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 
Also see the responses to Common Comments “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” “NOI-1, 
Noise impacts,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Mazur, Vivian_A 

Response to Comment 1: Minimize impacts during construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns about community impacts. Caltrans is aware that there 
are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as 
necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and operational phases of the 
project. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common 
Comment “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Different staging areas are identified to support different activities. Two staging areas are 
proposed on the animal hospital property: one to access the piers and abutments and one for 
relocating the utility pole to avoid conflict with overhead wires during construction. Each staging 
area would be used for short periods of time. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at 
unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which 
provides more detail on how temporary construction easements and staging areas are used. 

Response to Comment 2: Traffic effects on the town during construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic impacts. The accelerated bridge 
construction (ABC) method which is part of the preferred Alternative 3a, three-span, Concrete 
bridge, will minimize the duration of construction period and to allow use of the bridge for most 
of the construction period. The associated bridge closure must occur within the allowable in-
water work window to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species, which is limited to the dry 
season (typically June 1 to October 15) or as allowed to meet permit conditions. Caltrans has 
determined with community input that the period following Labor Day would minimize the 
bridge closure conflicts with tourism. Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction 
with the implementation of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (see Project Feature 
TRANS-1, Construction Traffic Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). During construction of 
the Preferred Alternative, at least one lane on the existing bridge would remain open for traffic 
flow until the 2- to 3-week closure during which the bridge would be replaced. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of 
construction,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Mazur, Vivian_B 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative with warning system 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative and a warning system for 
potential seismic events. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. 
Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. The No-Build Alternative does not meet the purpose and need of the 
project. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” and “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing lights.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to McArthur, Holly_A 

Response to Comment 1: Oppose replacement options, as the alternatives are out of 
character 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed Build Alternatives. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. See Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” and “CIA-2, Community 
impacts.” 

None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see 
Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed 
Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital and consider a retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Please see the response to Comment 1 above, regarding the commenter’s request to consider 
retrofitting the bridge. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to McClaskey, Genevieve_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for a bridge replacement 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the replacement of the bridge (Build Alternatives), 
and that it is based on preserving access to Point Reyes Station by tourists and residents on the 
other side of the Bay. Caltrans acknowledges the North Marin Water District (NMWD) water 
lines (one under the bridge and one under the culvert) in the Final EIR/EA in Section 2.1.4, 
Utilities. Caltrans has been coordinating with the NMWD on activities affecting this water line. 

Response to Comment 2: Impacts on the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support of the animal hospital and that effects of all Build 
Alternatives would have the same effects on the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other 
vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging 
areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 3: Support for Alternative 3a 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s support for Alternative 3a. Based on community input, 
Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, 
as the Preferred Alternative. This alternative matches the look of the present bridge and consists 
of up to a 1-year construction period, with the majority of the construction occurring within 5 
months, including a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to McClaskey, Mike_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for a bridge replacement 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the replacement of the bridge (i.e., Build Alternatives) 
and that this is based on preserving access to Point Reyes Station by tourists and residents on 
either side of the bridge, especially if there is the potential for a seismic event that could disable 
the existing bridge and the economic impact to businesses in the area should that occur without 
replacement of the bridge. Caltrans acknowledges the North Marin Water District (NMWD) 
water lines (one under the bridge and one under the culvert) in the EIR/EA in Section 2.1.4, 
Utilities. Caltrans has been coordinating with the NMWD on activities affecting this water line. 

Response to Comment 2: List of preferred bridge features 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a list of preferred bridge features that are 
characteristics of Alternative 3a. Based on community input, Caltrans has identified Alternative 
3a as the Preferred Alternative. This alternative is more in keeping with the look of the present 
bridge and consists of up to a 1-year construction period, with the majority occurring within 
approximately 5 months, including a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge 
and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Response to Comment 3: Preserve the faux truss option 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s request to consider preserving the faux truss of the existing 
bridge if it proves more aesthetically pleasing. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to McClure, Julie_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on 
why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 2: Avoid bridge closure during tourist seasons 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s preference for road closure to occur in the off-season. The 
accelerated bridge construction (ABC) method which is part of the preferred Alternative 3a, 
three-span, Concrete bridge, will minimize the duration of construction period and to allow use of 
the bridge for most of the construction period. The associated bridge closure must occur within 
the allowable in-water work window to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species, which is 
limited to the dry season (typically June 1 to October 15) or as allowed to meet permit conditions. 
Caltrans has determined with community input that the period following Labor Day would 
minimize the bridge closure conflicts with tourism. Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during 
construction with the implementation of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (see Project 
Feature TRANS-1, Construction Traffic Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). During 
construction of the Preferred Alternative, at least one lane on the existing bridge would remain 
open for traffic flow until the 2- to 3-week closure during which the bridge would be replaced. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-2, Closure timing - don't 
impact tourism season,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to McDaniel, Chip_A 

Response to Comment 1: Community input and protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s interest in community input and concern for the animal hospital. 
Please see Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/EA, which describes how public and agency input has been 
integrated into project development, and see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
response to Common Comment “PUB-2, Public outreach process,” which provides more 
detail on the multidisciplinary process. 

Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Caltrans 
has refined the staging area on the animal hospital property to minimize the area needed to access 
the bridge and will maintain access to the property throughout construction. Because access will 
be maintained to the animal hospital, relocation will not be required. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CIA-2, 
Community impacts.” 

Different staging areas are identified to support different activities. Two staging areas are 
proposed on the animal hospital property: one to access the piers and abutments and one for 
relocating the utility pole to avoid conflict with overhead wires during construction. Each staging 
area would be used for short periods of time. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant 
lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to McEneany, Michael_B 

Response to Comment 1: Consolidate staging on west side of bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about staging area locations. Different staging areas are 
identified to support different activities. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix 
for the response to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused 
Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” which provides more detail on how temporary construction 
easements and staging areas are used. Please also see the response to Common Comment “CST-
6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to McGee, Barry_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. This project will not widen the 
bridge or SR 1 right-of-way into the animal hospital property. Caltrans has refined the staging 
area on the animal hospital property to minimize the area needed to access the bridge and will 
maintain access to the property throughout construction. Because access will be maintained to the 
animal hospital, and no permanent acquisition is necessary, relocation will not be required. Please 
see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments 
“CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused 
Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more 
detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to McLean, Ulla_A 

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Impact of bridge replacement, proposed bridge alternatives are 
out of character of small rural community 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about construction impacts and changes to the character 
of bridge. None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. 
Please see Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build 
Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge 
and visual/aesthetic character.” Based on community input, Caltrans has identified Alternative 
3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. This 
alternative is more in keeping with the look of the present bridge, is the narrowest of all the 
proposed Build Alternatives, and has up to a 1-year construction period, with the majority 
occurring within approximately 5 months, including a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. See Table N-1 
for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-1, Minimize 
duration of construction,” and “CST-2, Closure timing - don't impact tourism season.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to McQuaid, Diana_A 

Response to Comment 1: Objection to rebuild of bridge and protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s objection to the rebuilding of the bridge. Caltrans is responsible 
for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose 
and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” and “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access 
will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary 
and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 2: Consider a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-
Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Mead, Tauni_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

Response to Comment 2: Consider alternative staging areas 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about staging area locations. Caltrans has refined the 
staging area on the animal hospital property to minimize the area needed to access the bridge and 
will maintain access to the property throughout construction. Because access will be maintained 
to the animal hospital, and no permanent acquisition is necessary, relocation will not be required. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at 
unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which 
provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to 
reduce impacts. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as 
necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and operational phases of the 
project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of each of the construction-related impacts on 
businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related 
measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 2.2.7 for noise and vibration reduction measures. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal 
hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Response to Comment 3: Consider the No-Build Alternative or a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-
Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Meghrouni, Michelle_A 

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and impacts on sensitive environmental habitat, while also meeting the project purpose 
and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Meghrouni-Brown, Andrea and Jeff_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to any alternative presented in the Draft EIR/EA other 
than the No-Build Alternative. As stated in the EIR/EA under the Purpose and Need, the No-
Build Alternative does not meet the requirements of the purpose and need for this project. The 
purpose of the project is “to provide a safe, seismically stable crossing of Lagunitas Creek on 
State Route 1.” The No-Build Alternative does not meet this purpose and would fail in a credible 
seismic event. Caltrans evaluation of a reasonable range of alternatives is in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The selected Preferred Alternative, Alternative 
3a, would be constructed within 1 year and would blend in with the existing community 
character, because this bridge type could be built with an ornamental truss to resemble the 
existing bridge or without a truss, creating more open views of the natural viewshed in the area. 
The selected Preferred Alternative is the narrowest of all alternatives and among the least 
environmentally impactful alternatives in terms of ground disturbance and property impacts 
during construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-4, Full 
range of alternatives.” In addition, please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments ALT-3, Definition of a true Retrofit,” “ALT-4, Full range of Alternatives,” and 
“ALT-5, Less intrusive retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 2: Install ShakeAlert warning system 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement about what would occur in the event of a seismic event 
and support for the installation of a ShakeAlert warning system. The purpose of the project is “to 
provide a safe, seismically stable crossing of Lagunitas Creek on State Route 1.” Installation of a 
ShakeAlert warning system would not meet the project purpose. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing lights,” and 
“GEO-1, Earthquake unlikely.” 

Response to Comment 3: No real retrofit alternative 

See the response to Comment 1 above, and the Table N-1 for the response to Common 
comment, “ALT-5, Less intrusive retrofit.” Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement 
regarding the process of developing a project and involving the community. Regarding the 
engagement of the community and interested members of the public, please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “PUB-2, Public outreach process,” which outlines community 
engagement efforts. CEQA requires a public review period of at least 30 days. Caltrans initially 
provided a 45-day public review period from April 26 through June 9, and extended the public 
review period by an additional 15 days in response to community requests. 
Caltrans brought subject experts (structural engineers, civil engineer, biologist, and 
environmental specialist) to share information with the Stakeholder Working Group (SWG) so 
that they could be informed, ask questions openly, and provide their input. After every SWG 
meeting, Caltrans provided a newsletter to all residents by using a U.S. Post Office Every Door 
Direct Mail method to “blanket” residents in the region, as well as to people who had provided 
their mailing address to Caltrans to stay informed on this project. These newsletters, which 
reported on the status and findings of the SWG, were also posted on the project website for 
convenient access, along with the SWG meeting minutes. The process and outcomes of each 
meeting were readily available and accessible. The public was encouraged to participate through 
the articles in the newsletters and by the SWG representatives themselves, who solicited input 
into the process. However, the SWG and public input is only one input on the range of bridge 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

alternatives. Caltrans’  Project Development Team, a multidiscipline team of experts, is tasked  
with balancing technical engineering public and environmental input to decide which alternatives  
are carried forward for further review.  

Response to Comment 4: Lack of clear impacts and mitigation assessment 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the sufficiency of the EIR. 

This environmental document was prepared in accordance with federal and state regulations. The 
EIR/EA complies with CEQA and NEPA and is consistent with the Caltrans Standard 
Environmental Reference (SER) (found at http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/envhand.htm), which 
receives routine audits and reviews by FHWA. As directed by the SER, Caltrans coordinates with 
the agencies with jurisdiction over resources evaluated in the EIR/EA and works closely with 
these agencies to gather data about the existing environment to serve as the baseline. The studies 
prepared for the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project were completed in accordance with regulatory 
agencies’ requirements and professional standards and, therefore, provide the level of detail that 
is sufficient and provide the information necessary to allow informed decision-making about the 
environmental impacts of the project. 

The AMMs, mitigation measures, and project features developed for construction impacts are 
consistent with professional standard practices for Caltrans infrastructure projects and include as 
much detail as is possible at this stage of development. Caltrans has disclosed all known 
environmental impacts, modified the proposed project in response to community concerns, and 
extended the public review period to the maximum allowed time under CEQA. This document 
was prepared in good faith. 

There is no hammer-pile driving anticipated; piles will be augered within cofferdams. These 
activities would occur in the Site Preparation Phase, which is outlined in Sections 1.3.2.2 of the 
Final EIR/EA, and Section 1.4 of the EIR/EA provides generalized construction and schedule 
durations. There are many variables in the construction process, which prevents more specificity 
at this time. However, within the 3-month site preparation period, pile augering would occur 
during the early period of this first phase, with a likely duration of approximately 1 month. 
Traffic management would be necessary throughout construction, as evaluated and reported in 
Section 2.1.5 of the EIR/EA. One-way traffic control will be limited to non-peak periods. 

Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction with the implementation of the 
Construction Traffic Management Plan (see Project Feature TRANS-1, Construction Traffic 
Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction,” for more detail on how traffic would be 
managed to minimize congestion during construction. Refer to Section 2.1.5, Traffic and 
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, in the Final EIR/EA for the discussion regarding 
one-way reverse traffic control during construction. 

Traffic during construction will be managed consistent with the California Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices (FHWA’s MUTCD 2009, including Revision 1 & 2, as amended for use 
in California), Chapter 5, Manual of Traffic Controls, 1996 (Revision 2) which references Part 6, 
Temporary Traffic Control, Chapter 6a of FHWA’s MUTCD (Found at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/camutcd/traffic-manual.html). The Manual provides 
fundamental principles of temporary traffic control; requirements of temporary traffic control 
plans and advance warnings; directs how detours and diversions are established and how flaggers 
manage traffic control; and provides instructions on specific traffic control methods and 
applications. The manual also addresses management of multimodal considerations, including 
commercial and personal vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists during construction. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

For a discussion of impacts on traffic, construction noise, and community dur ing construction,  
please see Table  N-1 for the responses to  Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of  
construction,” “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction,”  and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.”   

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement on water quality impacts to the creek during 
construction activities. Through the installation of cofferdams, pier removal and construction can 
be conducted in a dry, separated space outside of creek flows. All debris and contamination can 
be removed with minimal effect on the creek flows. This was disclosed in EIR/EA Section 
2.2.2.3, Environmental Consequences, of the Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff section, 
under construction impacts. Please also see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“BIO-1, Biological impacts.” 

Response to Comment 5: Fouling Lagunitas Creek ecosystem 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement regarding the potential impacts on the creek ecosystem 
and fish and other wildlife. Please review Final EIR/EA Section 2.3, Biological Environment, 
which discloses temporary and permanent impacts to vegetation, endangered species (including 
aquatic species), and non-listed animals, and lists the features and measures to reduce impacts. 

The analyses of the construction impacts were included in the Draft EIR/EA with the scope of 
temporary construction impacts, because the habitat enhancements will be constructed during the 
same season and in the same area as bridge construction. Restoration of instream habitat is 
required per the USFWS Biological Opinion issued on April 27, 2018, and is to be performed 
when bridge construction is complete. Instream restoration work would be consistent with the 
California Salmonid Stream Habitat Restoration Manual, Fourth Edition (or as updated). The 
Manual describes the process for analyzing site-specific hydraulic conditions, choosing sites and 
materials, and selecting appropriate anchoring techniques (e.g., using rebar to pin logs in place). 
The Manual also includes a project evaluation and monitoring system to ensure documentation of 
project performance, which is important for the developing science of stream restoration. The 
specific details tailored to the site and required monitoring details are determined in agency 
permit development and provided in agency permit applications. This is referenced in Mitigation 
Measure BIO-A: Mitigation for jurisdictional water features. Refinement details will include the 
input and concurrence from the CDFW, and no further detail can be developed at this stage until 
the context of the area disturbed is available for the biologist and CDFW to assess and plan. 
Caltrans commits to completing the habitat restoration prior to completing the project. 

Where there is a potential for impact to a protected species, Caltrans received a Biological 
Opinion from USFWS on April 27, 2018, and will implement Programmatic Biological Opinion 
No. 013-9731, which was issued in 2013 by the NMFS for bridge replacement projects. See 
Table 1-2 in the Final EIR/EA for all permits and approvals Caltrans will obtain. Please also see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “BIO-1, Biological impacts.” 

Response to Comment 6: Size and scope of new bridge design does not improve safety for 
bridge users 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement regarding scale and faster speeds of users on the 
proposed bridge. None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or of 
the bridge, and widening the length of shoulders by 3 feet for each side is not expected to increase 
speeds. Caltrans conducted a report on the engineering and a traffic survey in August of 2012. 
They found that prevailing speed were often lower than the posted speed limits. Please see 
Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character.” Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative; this alternative is the narrowest of all the 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

proposed Build Alternatives.  Please also  see Table  N-1 for the responses to  Common Comments  
“TSP-1, Intersection at Sir Francis Drake Boulevard during operation,”  and  “TSP-2, Safety 
hazard.”  

Response to Comment 7: Bridge safety and weight limits on bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding safety and faster speeds of users on the 
proposed bridge and posted weight limits. See Comment 6 above for traffic speeds concern. 
Regarding the comment about posted weight limits on the existing bridge, please see Table N-1 
for the response to Common Comment “PN-2, Live load limits.” 

Response to Comment 8: Impacts on rural community and fish/animal habitats from new 
bridge construction 

Comment noted. Please see the responses to the comments above. 
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Meghrouni-Brown, Andrea and Jeff_B (Duplicate) 
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Response to Meghrouni-Brown, Andrea and Jeff_B (Duplicate) 

This is a duplicate letter. Please see the responses to the preceding letter “Meghrouni-Brown, 
Andrea and Jeff_A.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Meghrouni Rivas, Alex_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” and “ALT-7, Size of 
bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments, “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-5, Less intrusive retrofit.” 
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Response to Melissa_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Caltrans has refined the staging area 
on the animal hospital property to minimize the area needed to access the bridge and will 
maintain access to the property throughout construction. Because access will be maintained to the 
animal hospital, relocation will not be required. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging” which provides more detail on 
why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-467 



  

  
  

 

  

  
  

  
 

  
   

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Menke, Anne_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging” which provides more detail on 
why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Messersmith, Ben_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ 
lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive 
environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 
in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support 
for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Response to Messersmith, Cathy_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ 
lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive 
environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 
in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support 
for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Response to Messersmith, Cathy_B 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ 
lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive 
environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 
in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support 
for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Messersmith, Fred Jeffery_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ 
lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive 
environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 
in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support 
for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary 
and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Messersmith, Jeff_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ 
lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive 
environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 
in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support 
for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-479 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/%20lagunitascreekbridge/
http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/%20lagunitascreekbridge/


  

  
  

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Messersmith, Rand_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-480 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 

 
 

   
 

  
 

 
  

   

 
  

  
 

  
  

 

  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Messersmith, Rand_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative and protect the animal 
hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ 
lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive 
environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 
in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support 
for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

Caltrans also notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary 
and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Miao, Doreen_A 

Response to Comment 1: Traffic effects and protection of the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns regarding effects on traffic and on the animal hospital. 
Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction with the implementation of the 
Construction Traffic Management Plan (see Project Feature TRANS-1, Construction Traffic 
Management Plan, in the Final EIR/EA). During construction of the Preferred Alternative, at least 
one lane on the existing bridge would remain open for traffic flow until the 2- to 3-week closure 
during which the bridge would be replaced. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of 
construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing - don't impact tourism season” and “CST-5, Traffic 
impacts of construction.” 

Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access 
will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, 
Protect the animal hospital.” 

Response to Comment 2: Consider other alternatives 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s suggestion that additional alternatives should be considered. 
Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. See Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to 
Common Comment “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” and “ALT-5, Less Intrusive 
retrofit.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Minor_William_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support of the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-485 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/


   

  
  

 

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Mitchell,  Bridger_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-486 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

  

     
      

  

  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Mitchell, Bridger_A 

This is a comment card that was used at the May 10, 2017, public meeting to give an oral 
comment. Please see the response to Mitchell, Bridger_B in the May 10, 2017, Public Meeting 
section. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Mitchell, Bruce_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for Alternative 3a to replace the Green Bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in. Based on community input, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Mitchell, Dave_A  

Response to Comment 1: Protection of the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on 
why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 2: Traffic effects on the town during construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic impacts. Caltrans will minimize traffic 
impacts during construction and developed the accelerated bridge construction method to reduce 
the length of the construction period and to allow use of the bridge for most of the construction 
period, except for a 2- to 3-week closure. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing - don't 
impact tourism season,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” Also, an economic 
analysis is provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, which includes the consideration of 
factors such as traffic, noise and dust that may influence the patronage to local businesses (and 
specifically the animal hospital). Because a quantitative economic impact to local businesses 
cannot be determined until after construction (and after obtaining financial data from businesses), 
the analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is qualitative in nature. This analysis meets the 
requirements of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike NEPA, the focus of the analysis under CEQA 
shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and effect. 
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

Response to Comment 3: Build a second bridge upstream of Lagunitas Creek Bridge 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s suggestion for a second bridge upstream. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including bridges in other locations and retrofitting the existing 
bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), 
which are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The 
range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while 
also meeting the project purpose and need. 

The reason Caltrans would resist building a second bridge is the same reason for both pedestrian 
and vehicle bridges: it would result in additional environmental impacts. Please see Table N-1 for 
the response to Common Comment “CST-4, Separate the pedestrian and bike crossing.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Moser, Barbara_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment 
“ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative.” 

Response to Comment 2: Consider a full range of alternatives and engage the community 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for no-build but also you would like a full assessment of 
less intrusive options. Please see response Comment 1 above. 

Caltrans also notes the comment regarding the Caltrans process of developing a project and 
involving the community. See Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “PUB-2, 
Public Outreach Process.” The alternatives analysis did consider impacts on the natural, built, 
and social environments, as recorded in the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Alternatives Analysis Report 
and Addendum (June 2018). 

Response to Comment 3: Earthquake probability and red-light system 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement about the likelihood of an earthquake. Please see the 
response to Common Comment “GEO-1, Earthquake unlikely,” which addresses earthquake 
forecasts for California and the “Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities.” 
Caltrans designers abide by the “no collapse” criteria for retrofit alternatives, which does not have 
the same rigor as the criteria for replacement alternatives. Please see Table N-1 for the responses 
to Common Comment “ALT-8, Criteria for new bridge,” and “ALT-4, Full range of 
alternatives,” which outlines the requirements for the “no-collapse” criteria. Also, for the 
comment regarding a red-light system suggested by Professor Bob Johnston at the June 15, 2017, 
public meeting, Caltrans has evaluated this option and found it does not meet the purpose and 
need of the project. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-6, 
Consider seismic safety flashing lights.” 

Response to Comment 4: Caltrans did not follow its own project development process and 
bridge size does not fit in a rural community 

Caltrans notes the comment regarding the Caltrans process of developing a project and involving 
the community. While the entire project development process can be accessed here: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/pdp/pdp.htm, regarding the project outreach, please see Chapter 4 
of the EIR/EA, which describes how public and agency input have been integrated into project 
development, and please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “PUB-2, Public 
outreach process,” which outlines community engagement efforts. Caltrans brought subject 
experts (structural engineers, civil engineer, biologist, and environmental specialist) to share 
information with the Stakeholder Working Group (SWG) so that they could be informed, ask 
questions openly, and provide their input. After every SWG meeting, Caltrans provided a 
newsletter to all residents by using a U.S. Post Office Every Door Direct Mail method to 
“blanket” residents in the region, as well as to people who had provided their mailing address to 
Caltrans to stay informed on this project. These newsletters, which reported on the status and 
findings of the SWG, were also posted on the project website for convenient access, along with 
the SWG meeting minutes. The process and outcomes of each meeting were readily available and 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

accessible. The public was encouraged to participate through the articles in the newsletters and by 
the SWG representatives themselves, who solicited input into the process. However, the SWG 
and public input is only one input on the range of bridge alternatives. Caltrans Project 
Development Team, a multidiscipline team of experts, is tasked with balancing technical 
engineering public and environmental input to decide which alternatives are carried forward for 
further review. See the response to Comment 3 above, which describes how Caltrans considered 
and analyzed a retrofit alternative to bring the bridge to current seismic standards (purpose and 
need). Also, please see the response to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
Retrofit.” 

None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or of the bridge. 
Widening the roadway is limited to widening the shoulders by 3 feet on each side between Sir 
Francis Drake Boulevard and B Street (545 feet long). This short distance is not expected to 
increase speeds. Caltrans conducted a report on the engineering and a traffic survey in August of 
2012. They found that prevailing speed were often lower than the posted speed limits. Please see 
Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character.” Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative; this alternative is the narrowest of all the 
proposed Build Alternatives. 

See response to Comment 1 and 3 for Caltrans’ consideration of a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, or please see the response to Common Comment “ALT-4, Full range of 
alternatives.” 

Response to Comment 5: Consider ShakeAlert warning system 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s suggestion for less costly alternatives and interest in 
understanding more about why this project is needed. Chapter 1, Section 1.2.2 provides a 
summary of the project need which is founded on a series of studies documenting the condition of 
the bridge and the geologic context. The studies are posted on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ lagunitascreekbridge/). Also, please refer to responses to Comments 1 
and 4 above. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-6, Consider 
seismic safety flashing lights,” “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ GEN-
1, Wasting Money.” 

Response to Comment 6: Faster speeds and posted weight limits 

Comment noted that a wider bridge equates to faster speeds on the bridge and the Sir Francis 
Drake Boulevard intersection with SR 1. None of the Build Alternatives propose increasing the 
capacity nor the width of the lanes. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“TSP-2, Safety hazard.” Regarding the comment about posted weight limits on the existing 
bridge, please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “PN-2, Live load limits.” 

Response to Comment 7: Full Review of Impacts 

This environmental document was prepared in accordance with federal and state regulations. The 
EIR/EA complies with CEQA and NEPA and is consistent with the Caltrans Standard 
Environmental Reference (SER) (found at http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/envhand.htm), which 
receives routine audits and reviews by FHWA. As directed by the SER, Caltrans coordinates with 
the agencies with jurisdiction over resources evaluated in the EIR/EA and works closely with 
these agencies to gather data about the existing environment to serve as the baseline. The studies 
prepared for the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project were completed in accordance with regulatory 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

agencies’ requirements and professional standards and, therefore,  provide  the level of detail that  
is sufficient and provide the information necessary to allow informed decision-making about the  
environmental impacts of the project.   

Caltrans used resource agency-approved models (i.e., air quality and noise) for the impact 
analyses and incorporated best management practices as applicable. The EIR/EA was prepared as 
required by the Annotated Outline developed by Caltrans to comply with CEQA and to meet 
FHWA’s requirements to implement NEPA. The AMMs, mitigation measures, and project 
features developed for construction impacts are consistent with professional standard practices for 
Caltrans infrastructure projects and include as much detail as is possible at this stage of 
development. Caltrans has disclosed all known environmental impacts, modified the proposed 
project in response to community concerns, and extended the public review period to the 
maximum allowed time under CEQA. This document was prepared in good faith. 

There is no hammer -pile driving anticipated – piles will be augered within cofferdams. These 
activities occur in the Site Preparation Phase, which is outlined in Section 1.3.2.2, and Section 1.4 
of the EIR/EA provides construction and schedule durations with the level of detail available at 
this stage of project development. There are many variables in the construction process that 
prevents more specificity at this time. However, within the 3- month ‘site preparation’ period, 
pile augering would occur within the early period of this first phase with a likely duration of 
approximately 1 month. Traffic management would be necessary throughout construction which 
is evaluated and reported in Section 2.1.5 of the EIR/EA. One-way traffic control is limited to 
non-peak periods. 

Response to Comment 8: Construction impacts on the animal hospital and compensation to 
the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about construction noise impacts on the animal hospital. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments CIA-1, “Protect the animal 
hospital,” which responds to the impacts during construction, “NOI-1, Noise Impacts,” which 
addresses noise avoidance and minimization efforts. 

Response to Comment 9: Construction impacts 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concern for nighttime construction and impacts to water 
quality. As discussed in Section 1.3.2.2 of the Final EIR/EA, cofferdams would be used to create 
dry areas for work within the creek channel for installation and removal of piers. In-water work 
would occur within the period allowed by the regulatory agencies for protection of aquatic 
species, from June 1 through October 15. More details about the process and project features that 
result in avoiding impacts to water quality are available in EIR/EA Section 2.2.2.3, Water Quality 
and Stormwater Runoff. 

With regard to night-time disturbances, as described in Chapter 1, Proposed Project, of the Final 
EIR/EA, the identified Preferred Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in, would require nighttime construction periods in order to meet the 
objectives of accelerated bridge construction. Nighttime construction impacts are addressed 
throughout Chapter 2, the environmental consequences chapter. Please see response to Comment 
7 above. More details about measures to minimize light and noise impacts are provided in Section 
2.1.6 and 2.2.7 of the Final EIR/EA, respectively. For instance, Project Feature VIS-1, 
Construction lighting limitations, would reduce potential lighting impacts. Nighttime construction 
noise would be reduced with the implementation of Project Feature NOISE-1, Construction best 
management practices, which would restrict overly loud construction activities, and Mitigation 
Measure NOISE-A, Reduce construction noise from auguring or vibratory pile driving with 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

temporary barriers.  “Overly loud”  noise activities are those that exceed 86 dBA.  Table 1 below is 
to provide context for 86 dBA.  
Table 1. dBA of Routine Equipment within a Household 

Device dBA 

Microwave 55 – 59 

Printer 58 – 65 

Inside car, windows closed, 30 MPH 68 – 73 

Kitchen exhaust fan high 69 – 71 

Hair dryer 80 – 95 

Vacuum Cleaner 84 – 89 

Coffee Grinder 84 – 95 

Food processor 93 – 100 

Activities that will generate high levels of noise will be limited to daytime hours. Both Project 
Feature NOISE-1 and Mitigation Measure NOISE-A in Section 2.2.7.4 of the EIR/EA list 
measures that will be used to reduce noise. These measures include sound curtains and using 
“quiet” air compressors. Refer to Section 2.2.7 of the Final EIR/EA for clarifications to 
Mitigation Measure NOISE-A. Caltrans will require the contractor to mitigate the noise on the 
adjacent properties. Per Section 2.2.7 of the EIR/EA, noise associated with construction is 
controlled by Caltrans Standard Specifications Section 14-8.02, Noise Control, which states: 

• Do not exceed 86 dBA at 50 feet from the job site activities from 9:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m.
• Equip an internal combustion engine with the manufacturer-recommended muffler. Do 

not operate an internal combustion engine on the job site without the appropriate muffler.

Response to Comment 10: Construction impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about how construction would impact on biological 
resources, Lagunitas Creek, and businesses. Please see the response to Comment 7 above. Please 
see Final EIR/EA Section 2.2.5, Hazardous Waste/Materials, for details on treatment of lead on 
bridge, and see Section 2.3, Biological Environment, which discloses temporary and permanent 
impacts to vegetation, endangered species (both aquatic and terrestrial), and non-listed animals, 
and lists the features and measures to reduce impacts. The extensive list of proposed measures to 
reduce and avoid impacts to biological resources available in Section 2.3 of the Final EIR/EA and 
consolidated in Appendix F. Where there is a potential for impact to a protected species, Caltrans 
has received a Biological Opinion from USFWS on April 27, 2018 and will implement 
Programmatic Biological Opinion No. 013-9731, which was issued in 2013 by the NMFS for 
bridge replacement projects. See Table 1-2 in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA for all permits and 
approvals Caltrans will obtain. 

Response to Comment 11: Caltrans has not conducted the proper studies to justify 
replacement of the Green Bridge and has tricked the community regarding the need for a 
replacement bridge. Impacts have not been fully analyzed and mitigation has not been 
provided. 

Please review responses to Comments 2 for Caltrans’ assessment of the retrofit and the full range 
of alternatives evaluated. Regarding community impacts, see the responses to Comments 4 and 7 
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for sufficiency of the Final EIR/EA and # 10 above regarding the adequacy of studies and 
assessment construction impacts. Also see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments 
“GEN-1, Wasting money,” and “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” which describes the 
extensive process of exploring the development of retrofit strategies. Please also see the response 
to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character,” which 
responds to comments regarding the size of the bridge. 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-504 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G  
page 1 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-505 



   

  
  

 
 

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 2 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-506 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 3 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-507 



   

  
  

  
 

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 4 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-508 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 5 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-509 



   

  
  

 
 

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 6 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-510 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 7 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-511 



   

  
  

 
 

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 8 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-512 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
  

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 9 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-513 



   

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 10 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-514 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 11 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-515 



   

  
  

  
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 12 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-516 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 13 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-517 



   

  
  

 
 

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 14 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-518 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 15 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-519 



   

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 16 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-520 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 17 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-521 



   

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 18 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-522 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 19 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-523 



   

  
  

  
 

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 20 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-524 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 21 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-525 



   

  
  

 
 

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 22 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-526 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 23 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-527 



   

  
  

 
 

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 24 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-528 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 25 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-529 



   

  
  

 
 

 
  

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 26 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-530 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 27 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-531 



   

  
  

 
 

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 28 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-532 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 29 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-533 



   

  
  

 
 

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 30 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-534 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 31 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-535 



   

  
  

 
 

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 32 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-536 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 33 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-537 



   

  
  

 
 

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 34 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-538 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
  

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 35 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-539 



   

  
  

 
 

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 36 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-540 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 37 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-541 



   

  
  

 
 

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 38 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-542 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 39 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-543 



   

  
  

 
  

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 40 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-544 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 41 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-545 



   

  
  

 
 

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 42 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-546 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

  
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 43 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-547 



   

  
  

 
 

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 44 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-548 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 45 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-549 



   

  
  

 
  

 
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 46 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-550 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 
 

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, David_G 
page 47 of 47 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-551 



   

  
  

   

  
 

    

   

  
  

   
   

   
  

  
 
  

  

 
 

 
 

  

   

   
   

  
 

  
   

  

   
 

   
 

    
 

  

 
 

    
    

  
    

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Moser_David_G  

Response to Comment 1: Oppose Build Alternatives, support the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix 
for the response to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative.” 

Response to Comment 2: Project development is a flawed process 

Caltrans has indeed followed the key steps in the reference document, How Caltrans Builds 
Projects, found on the Caltrans website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/index_files/How_Caltrans_Builds_Projects_HCBP_2011a-9-13-
11.pdf), states on page 11: “Draft [Environmental Documents] are circulated for public comment 
via a formal process such as a public meeting.” In regard to working in collaboration with the 
community, Caltrans performed multiple outreach actions. Caltrans held several public meetings: 
one for the scoping period (March 19, 2015), a subsequent meeting to keep the public informed of 
project developments (October 14, 2015), and two during the public review period of the Draft 
EIR/EA (April 26 through June 23, 2017). Furthermore, Caltrans distributed three newsletters 
(March 2016, June 2016, and April 2017) over the course of the Alternatives Analysis period. 

Response to Comment 3: Halt environmental review process and begin new process 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s interest in halting the process and beginning a new process. 
Please see the response to Comment 2 above, which describes Caltrans’ actions in engaging the 
community during the Alternatives development and analysis process. Caltrans has held extra 
meetings, engaged community representatives. and provided broad public access to information 
and input via website, emails, and newsletters. 

There were many publicly influenced changes to the project, including the following: 

1) Request for shorter construction period resulted in development of the ABC methods, 
which would have a construction duration of less than 1 year. 

2) Concerns for business impact resulted in further reducing staging areas on private 
property. 

3) Safe Routes to School led to expanding project to include: a) extending the culvert, 
b) pedestrian crosswalk crossing at Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, and c) extending and widening 
the shoulder north towards Third Street. 

4) Reducing the width of bridge where possible led to one sidewalk only on the west side of 
bridge. Concern over scale and safety resulted in further narrowing bridge to 11-foot lanes (not 
12-foot) and 5-foot shoulders (not 8-foot), both of which require Caltrans to get approval for a 
design exception. 

5) Flooding issues led to agreeing to consider design modifications that would allow the 
bridge to be raised in the future as a measure towards climate adaptation. 

6) Request for more bridge investigations revealed worse corrosion than expected. 

Response to Comment 4: Identification of significant effects and preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Caltrans originally read the commenter’s June 17, 2015, letter during the scoping period and 
incorporated this input into the Scoping Summary Report found on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). There were common themes raised in both 
letters are, which are therefore, addressed in this letter. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Caltrans prepared the EIR/EA, which identifies both adverse and beneficial project effects on the 
quality of the human and natural environment, in compliance with CEQA and NEPA. One of the 
primary differences between NEPA and CEQA is the way significance is determined. Under 
NEPA, significance is used to determine whether an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), or a 
lower level of documentation, will be required. NEPA requires that an EIS be prepared when the 
proposed federal action (project) as a whole has the potential to “significantly affect the quality of 
the human environment.” The determination of significance is based on context and intensity. 
Some impacts determined to be significant under CEQA may not be of sufficient magnitude to be 
determined significant under NEPA. Under NEPA, once a decision is made regarding the need 
for an EIS, it is the magnitude of the impact that is evaluated and no judgment of its individual 
significance is deemed important for the text. NEPA does not require that a determination of 
significant impacts be stated in the environmental documents. 

CEQA, on the other hand, does require Caltrans to identify each “significant effect on the 
environment” resulting from the project and ways to mitigate each significant effect. If the project 
may have a significant effect on any environmental resource, then an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) must be prepared. Each and every significant effect on the environment must be 
disclosed in the EIR and mitigated if feasible. In addition, the CEQA Guidelines list a number of 
mandatory findings of significance, which also require the preparation of an EIR. There are no 
types of actions under NEPA that parallel the findings of mandatory significance of CEQA. 
Chapter 3 discusses the effects of this project and CEQA significance. 

Per CEQA guidance, Caltrans elected to prepare an EIR, in which significant impact may be 
anticipated. An EIR combined with an EA provides a comprehensive evaluation, when the project 
has the potential for significant impacts. An EA is prepared under NEPA when is it expected that 
significant impact may occur and to determine whether environmental impact statement (EIS)-
level documentation is necessary. While there are some alternatives that would result in 
unavoidable significant impacts, such as visual impacts of Alternatives 4a and 4b, which include 
a full-span steel truss, however, others, including the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3a: 
Three-Span Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in), would have considerably less 
impacts. Under NEPA, if, during the preparation of the EA, considering the entirety of project 
effects on the environment, the project is determined to result in an overall significant impact, 
then Caltrans would prepare an EIS. If the entirety of adverse effects of the selected alternative, 
including the consideration of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, does not result 
in an overall significant impact on the environment, Caltrans can issue a Finding of No 
Significant Impacts based on the findings in the EA. Caltrans has reviewed the revisions and edits 
to the Final EIR/EA and has identified Alternative 3a as the Preferred Alternative; Caltrans finds 
that impacts have been reduced and measures to mitigate impacts have been enhanced, and that 
there are no new impacts that warrant an addendum or recirculation of the Draft EIR/EA or the 
development of an EIS. 

Response to Comment 5: Purpose and need is too narrow 

The project purpose is to provide a safe, seismically stable crossing of Lagunitas Creek on SR 1, 
which is different than the commenters’ articulation of “seismic safety.” The purpose and need is 
not unduly narrow as to not support a range of alternatives to be evaluated. The purpose and need 
statement does not “call for a full replacement of the bridge.” Caltrans seismic and structural 
engineers evaluated a full and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofit alternatives. 
This is presented in the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Alternatives Analysis report (April 2017) and 
Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). Please see the responses to Common 
Comments “PN-1, Project need is too narrow” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” in 
Table N-1 at the beginning of this appendix. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Comment 6: Live load  

The commenter is correct that the bridge is not currently posted for weight limits and this 
statement has been corrected in the Final EIR/EA. Please see the responses to Common 
Comments “PN-2, Live load limits.” 

Response to Comment 7: Project description and alternatives 

See the responses to Comments 3 and 5 above regarding the purpose of the project and inclusion 
of the community in the development and review of the range of alternatives considered. 

Response to Comment 8: Range of alternatives 

Caltrans notes that the commenter is concerned that the range of alternatives for the Lagunitas 
Creek Bridge Project has not been exhaustive and rigorously reviewed. In response to this 
concern, Caltrans has provided an Addendum (June 2018) to the Lagunitas Creek Bridge 
Alternatives Analysis Technical Report (April 2017), which is available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The addendum provides a full chronicle of 
studies and retrofit strategies, as well as more details about how the retrofit performs against 
those alternative that were carried forward for further review. In addition, please see Table N-1 
for the response to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” which provides 
more description of the rigorous review of retrofit strategies applied and describes how applying 
the “no collapse” criteria requires extensive effort that makes retrofitting the bridge an infeasible 
alternative, consistent with the definition found in 14 California Code of Regulations and 
15126.6(a) and thresholds of 40 CFR 1502.14. 

Response to Comment 9: Second public meeting and seismic risks 

The commenter notes that Caltrans committed to performing a detailed engineering analysis of 
the seismic risks of the existing bridge. Caltrans Structural Design, Division of Engineering 
Services prepared the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Replacement - Additional Studies Memorandum,” 
dated December 7, 2016, which included a background of decisions leading to preliminary 
determinations for replacement bridge alternatives. It also included a scope of work to further 
examine the existing conditions to test earlier determinations or refine a retrofit option. The 
results of these studies, as presented in Lagunitas Creek Bridge, Revised Seismic Design 
Recommendations (December 2016) and the Lagunitas Creek Bridge, Draft Preliminary 
Foundation report (December 2016), and the Investigation of Corrosion of the Lagunitas Creek 
Bridge No. 27 0023, California Route 1, PM 28.51 (December 2016), which are available on the 
project website: http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/. 

Response to Comment 10: Engineering analysis of retrofit, Stakeholder Working Group 

Please see Response to Comment 9 above that demonstrates the studies were conducted and made 
available. 

The commenter expressed doubt about how the Stakeholder Working Group (SWG) was formed 
and alternatives are “rejected.” Regarding the identification of a group of community liaisons, the 
members of the SWG were identified with assistance from the West Marin Supervisor’s office, 
(Steve Kinsey), which collected information from those most active and engaged in the 
community, with the criteria that they live and/or work in the region, are active participants in 
local community organizations, and can represent and communicate with larger portions of the 
community. In addition, after every SWG meeting, Caltrans provided a newsletter to all residents 
by using a U.S. Post Office Every Day Direct Mail method to “blanket” residents in the region, as 
well as to people who had provided their mailing address to Caltrans to stay informed on this 
project. These newsletters, reporting on the status and findings of the SWG, were also posted on 
the project website for convenient access, as were the SWG meeting minutes. The process and 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

outcomes of each meeting were readily available and accessible. The public was encouraged to 
participate through the articles in the newsletters, as well as by the representatives themselves, 
who solicited input into the process. However, the SWG and public input is only one input on the 
range of bridge alternatives. The Caltrans Project Development Team, a multidiscipline team of 
professional experts, is tasked with balancing technical engineering with public input and 
environmental analyses to decide which alternatives are carried forward for further review. 

Response to Comment 11: Retrofit alternative description 

Caltrans notes the comment regarding the description of the Retrofit Alternative. Please see the 
response to Comments 8 above. The Advanced Planning Study (APS) Retrofit Alternative was 
developed by the Office of Structural Design Division of Engineering Services, based on Caltrans 
typical practice, engineering experience, and best professional judgment for a bridge of this age 
and condition. The Structure Maintenance and Investigations, Bridge Maintenance meeting was 
convened to review the updated data, which resulted in recommending a replacement alternative 
(Structure, Maintenance & Investigations Bridge Maintenance Strategy Fact Sheet, Br. No 27 
0023 Lagunitas Creek, August 4, 2016). However, the retrofit APS was reconsidered in light of 
studies identified in the response to Comment 9 above and then revisited again in response to Mr. 
Lizaranzu’s (of North Bay Seismic Design) suggestion. (See Lizaranzu, Alistair_C for the 
responses to Mr. Lizaranzu’s May 30, 2017, letter.) However, the severity of the corrosion 
condition of the fracture-critical steel truss superstructure was confirmed by Caltrans Office of 
Structural Materials report, Investigation of Corrosion of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge No. 27 
0023, California Route 1 PM 28.51, which must be addressed in the development of alternatives. 
Mr. Lizaranzu admits that when the corrosion is insurmountable a replacement should be 
considered. 

Response to Comment 12: Dismissal of the Retrofit Alternative 

There were several factors that influenced which alternatives were carried forward for additional 
environmental study in the Draft EIR/EA. Please see the response to Comment 8 above. The 
SWG was one source of input, and included public input into the range of alternatives to be 
evaluated to meet the project's purpose and need. However, the major underpinning for the 
Retrofit Alternative not being carried forward for full evaluation is documented in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website: http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/), in addition to the expertise as 
described in response to Comment 10 above and the structure maintenance and investigations 
strategy meeting sited in the response to Comment 11 above. 

Response to Comment 13: Caltrans procedure and policies 

Caltrans notes the comment regarding Caltrans procedures and policies. Relevant Memorandums 
to Designers (MTDs), including MTD 20-4 and the Seismic Design Criteria (SDC), were 
followed to develop Caltrans Retrofit Alternative. Please see Section 1.2.2, Project Need, in the 
Final EIR/EA, and the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” and “ALT-5, Less Intrusive retrofit,” in Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix. Caltrans Retrofit Alternative is treated as one alternative with multiple options for 
retrofitting the substructure, but due to the extensive corrosion on the steel truss, a detour bridge 
and support structure would be required and would result in similar environmental impact 
regardless of the methods used to retrofit the substructure elements (i.e., piers and abutments). 
While other methods can be applied, Caltrans is most comfortable with retrofitting the piers and 
abutments with new piles extended well beyond the liquefaction zone material, which is the most 
well-tested option that is commonly used for retrofitting these types of bridge foundations, where 
capacity and condition of existing timber piles are not known. Regardless of which substructure 
retrofit option is considered, the decision to not carry the retrofit further is not uniquely driven by 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-555 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/


   

  
  

     
   

     
   

     
 

  

  

    
  

   

  
   

  
   

    
  

   

  
  

   
  

      
      

    
 

  
   

   

   

 
   

   
 

 
  

 
    

  

  
 

    
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

the substructure retrofit. As stated in the response to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of 
a true retrofit,” a limiting factor (among others) is the extensive corrosion of the steel truss and 
the associated environmental impacts to retrofit the steel truss, as well as consideration that the 
retrofit bridge travel-way would be further narrowed by the installation of barrier rails to deflect 
vehicles from colliding with the steel truss, which is an event that may result in bridge failure 
with the Retrofit Alternative. A narrower bridge would result in lowering the safety of the 
roadway across the bridge. 

Response to Comment 14: True retrofit 

Please see the responses Comment 8 above and to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a 
true retrofit” in Table N-1. 

Response to Comment 15: Seismic retrofit alternative analysis 

Caltrans acknowledges that the EIR/EA did not carry the retrofit alternative (Alternative 6) into 
the Final EIR/EA for further environmental evaluation; however, EIR/EA Section 1.7, 
Alternatives Considered but Withdrawn from Further Consideration Prior to the Draft EIR/EA, 
summarizes why this alternative was analyzed but not carried forward, as do the responses above 
to Comments 8 and 13 and the response to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit” in Table N-1. 

Response to Comment 16: Consider California ShakeAlert system alternative 

The primary purpose of the Retrofit Alternative is to avoid collapse of the bridge. Strategies for 
retrofit portions of the bridge, such as those proposed by North Bay Seismic Design (see 
responses to Mr. Lizaranzu’s letters A, B, and C), also agree with the complex nature of replacing 
the corroded steel truss members and agree, to full steel-truss replacement as part of a full bridge 
retrofit option. Retrofitting the bridge to meet the “no collapse” criteria requires reinforcing not 
only the piers and abutments but also the steel truss. See the responses to Comments 10 and 11 
above for more information on why the retrofit was not carried further into the EIR/EA 
evaluation. Caltrans included both three-span and full-span steel-truss alternatives in the EIR/EA. 

Caltrans is familiar with the California ShakeAlert System. Please refer to Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing lights,” for 
description of applicability and functionality of the suggested system. 

Response to Comment 17: Consider faster accelerated bridge construction method 

The bridge on Highway 128 that the commenter references was damaged in winter of 2005 and 
was completely closed to traffic in January 2006 for the duration of emergency replacement 
construction. This resulted in detours of approximately 16 miles for the nearby community 
members. The new bridge in Geyserville was designed with the same principles being 
incorporated in Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, such 
as post-tensioning beams and pre-cast concrete bridge sections. The key difference is that the 
construction contractor was able to build the Highway 128 bridge while the bridge was 
completely closed and with a long detour provided during construction, whereas the Lagunitas 
Creek Bridge would be kept in service for the majority of the construction period, except for a 2-
to 3-week bridge closure with a maximum 9-mile detour. 

For the Lagunitas Creek Bridge, a key objective voiced by the community was to minimize 
disturbance to the existing through traffic on SR 1. For this reason, alternatives in the EIR/EA do 
incorporate many of the concepts of the bridge construction on Highway 128 over the Russian 
River in Geyserville and would meet a similar construction duration with the application of the 
ABC construction methods. The Highway 128 bridge construction duration might have been 
slightly shorter because traffic was not a constraint for that project. Caltrans acknowledges the 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

critical link the Lagunitas Creek Bridge provides for the local and regional community, for the 
local economy, and for emergency service providers. However, given those constraints, Chapter 1 
of the Final EIR/EA has been refined to provide more details as to when and for how long 
construction activities would occur. The more detailed construction narrative explains that actual 
replacement of the bridge using pre-cast or pre-assembly longitudinal move-in construction 
would be concentrated into approximately a 5-month period, during most of which the bridge 
would remain open, except for the 2- to 3-week closure, with some additional preparation and 
finishing activities occurring before and after that period. 

Response to Comment 18: Range of alternatives 

Caltrans is aware of and is following CEQA and NEPA requirements on alternatives analyses. 
Under both CEQA and NEPA, the Lead Agency may, as part of the scoping process, make an 
initial determination as to which alternatives are reasonable and prudent and merit in-depth 
consideration and which alternatives do not. 

The entire administrative record for the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project, not only the EIR/EA, 
may be reviewed to assess the degree of discussion any particular alternative deserves, based on 
its feasibility and the stage in the decision-making process at which it is brought to the Lead 
Agency's attention. Alternatives that have been brought to Caltrans have been reviewed, 
considered, and addressed through this process. For instance, a retrofit was developed and 
analyzed by Caltrans multiple times (see responses to Comments 8 and 11 above). Caltrans PDT 
reviewed a reasonable range of alternatives that considered a range of retrofit strategies and 
replacement alternatives and considered comparative environmental impacts when identifying 
which alternatives to carry forward. 

Please also see the response to Comment 16 above regarding the applicability of the ShakeAlert 
system. 

Response to Comment 19: Required permits and approvals 

The Natural Environment Study (NES) prepared for the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project considers 
the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) and is available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). As the commenter correctly states, Section 10 
of the Rivers and Harbors Act applies, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) will 
regulate activities under both Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers 
and Harbors Act of 1899. The USACE permit section in Table 1-2 in the Final EIR/EA has been 
corrected to indicate that the permit issued will cover both Section 404 and Section 10 activities. 

As indicated in Final EIR/EA Section 2.3.4, AMM-BIO-6, Caltrans will prepare a hydroacoustic 
analysis for Lagunitas Creek during the final design phase and once detailed information about 
the pile type and size is available, to identify appropriate zones of influences and corresponding 
exclusion zones for pinnipeds such as seals and sea lions based on NMFS guidance. Caltrans will 
coordinate with NMFS and, depending on the findings, determine whether an Incidental 
Harassment Authorization under the MMPA is warranted. 

Response to Comment 20: Construction cost 

A cost estimate was not provided for the Retrofit Alternative because it was not carried forward 
for full evaluation in the Draft EIR/EA. However, preliminary costs were prepared for the 
Preliminary Study Reports that were completed for each alternative (prepared in spring 2016, 
with 2015 dollar values, and costs may have changed since); the Retrofit Alternative, at an 
estimated $16 million, was projected to cost over 47 percent more than the least costly alternative 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

($11.05 million), which is  the Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete  
Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in).  

Response to Comment 21: Sufficiency of community impacts analysis 

This environmental document was prepared in accordance with federal and state regulations. The 
EIR/EA complies with CEQA and NEPA and is consistent with the Caltrans Standard 
Environmental Reference (SER) (found at http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/envhand.htm), which 
receives routine audits and reviews by FHWA. As directed by the SER, Caltrans coordinates with 
the agencies with jurisdiction over resources evaluated in the EIR/EA and works closely with 
these agencies to gather data about the existing environment to serve as the baseline. The studies 
prepared for the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project were completed in accordance with regulatory 
agencies’ requirements and professional standards and, therefore, provide the level of detail that 
is sufficient and provide the information necessary to allow informed decision-making about the 
environmental impacts of the project. 

The AMMs, mitigation measures and project features developed for construction impacts are 
consistent with professional standard practices for Caltrans infrastructure projects and include as 
much detail as is possible at this stage of development. Caltrans has disclosed all known 
environmental impacts, modified the proposed project in response to community concerns, and 
extended the public review period to the maximum allowed time under CEQA. This document 
was prepared in good faith. 

Response to Comment 22: Deferring the identification of impacts through Construction 
Management Plan 

The Construction Management Plan is developed prior to construction by the contractor 
(consistent with the construction manual found at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/construc/constmanual/) and approved by Caltrans, and it is an expected 
part of initiating construction consistent with professional standard practices for Caltrans 
infrastructure projects. It describes in detail how the contractor will stage, sequence, and 
implement the project and implement all project features and avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures described in the EIR/EA. The Construction Management Plan is the 
packaging of commitments and requirements that the contractor will carry out, which carries 
forward the EIR/EA project features and minimization and mitigation measures, as outlined in 
Chapter 2 and Appendix F. In addition, it will include the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Plan (which will be issued with the Notice of Declaration) in compliance with CEQA. 

The EIR/EA refers to the Construction Management Plan to assure the public that the measures 
identified in the document will be adhered to by the contractor. For instance, as stated in the 
Executive Summary section of the EIR/EA, “A construction management plan would be 
developed in advance of construction. It would address circulation and detour planning; 
community information; best management practices for maintaining dust, noise and visual 
disturbance; and guidance on maintaining regulatory commitments,” and would be consistent 
with professional standard practices for Caltrans infrastructure projects and include as much 
detail as is possible at this stage of development. The EIR/EA provides reference to the 
Construction Management Plan to inform the public and stakeholders about how several of the 
measures that address construction-related impacts would be implemented and managed by the 
contractor. 

Response to Comment 23: Durations for construction activities 

While the commenter refers to a sentence in EIR/EA Section 2.1.2.1, Community Character and 
Cohesion, transportation impacts during construction are discussed in more detail in 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Section 2.1.5.3 of the EIR/EA. But construction activities, duration, and phases are found in 
Section 1.4, which has been expanded in the Final EIR/EA to provide more detail. Chapter 1 of 
the Final EIR/EA includes a comparative construction schedule. As shown in Figure 1-16, 
Comparative Construction Schedule for Conventional versus ABC Methods, in the Final EIR/EA, 
most of the heavy construction activities would occur over an approximately 5-month period and 
the closure would result in a 2- to 3-week closure period. 

Response to Comment 24: Traffic impacts 

Regarding the duration and frequency of one-lane traffic restrictions, please read the response to 
Comment 23 above for schedule of construction and see Section 2.1.5.3 of the EIR/EA for the 
traffic analysis of construction-related traffic impacts. Exact durations and frequency are not 
available at the current level of project development, but the use of managed one-lane traffic 
restriction would occur during non-peak periods (non-peak periods are weekends, which is 
defined as Friday afternoon through Sunday afternoon) when impacts of delays on the community 
and travelers would be minimized. 

Response to Comment 25: Traffic impact on businesses 

The project design and construction plan seeks to minimize economic loss, and therefore the 
Preferred Alternative 3a, Three-span, Concrete Bridge ABC Longitudinal Move-in, is also the 
least impactful in terms of duration of construction, temporary access easements on private 
property, traffic impacts, and visual disturbance. Caltrans has heard from the public and business 
community that there is a short period after Labor Day that will minimize impacts on tourism-
dependent businesses. Therefore, bridge closure will likely occur after Labor Day weekend. 

Please see above for the responses to Comment 23 for construction schedule details and 
Comment 24 for more information about bridge closure. Section 2.1.2.1 of the EIR/EA discloses 
the range of possible impacts on the community, tourism, and businesses, including indirect 
impacts of traffic delays, and Section 2.1.5.3 discloses associated traffic impacts of the bridge 
closure and one-way managed traffic lanes. No recirculation of the EIR/EA is necessary. 

Additionally, economic analysis is provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, which 
includes the consideration of factors such as traffic, noise, dust, and visual disturbance that may 
influence the patronage to local businesses (and specifically the animal hospital). Because a 
quantitative economic impact to local businesses cannot be determined until after construction 
(and after obtaining financial data from businesses), the analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is 
qualitative in nature. This analysis meets the requirements of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike NEPA, the focus of the analysis under CEQA 
shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and effect. 
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

Response to Comment 26: Marin Sun Farms 

The Marin Sun Farms butchery and restaurant, located approximately 300 feet south of the 
intersection of SR 1 and Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, is primarily open Friday through Sunday 
afternoon and evenings, when two-way traffic would be preserved for all the Build Alternatives. 
No unique adverse effects were identified for this specific business beyond those impacts that are 
listed for all businesses and residents within approximately 100 to 200 feet of the construction 
area (please see the construction subsection of Section 2.1.2.1, Community Impacts, of the 
EIR/EA). 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Comment 27: Traffic impacts to tourism  

Construction projects occur throughout the California State Highway and Freeway systems, and 
traffic implications are managed to minimize congestion and delays to the extent possible. 
Roadway and bridge maintenance is an inevitable necessity to preserve continued accessibility 
and connectivity. This is particularly true for SR 1 due to its position along the coastal 
environment of California, in an area which has proven to have unstable soils during strong 
weather events. SR 1 serves not only the local and regional economy, but is a substantial tourist 
route. Additional detail on tourism in this region has been added to Section 1.2.2 in the Final 
EIR/EA. Furthermore, the traffic analysis used data that spanned 10 years of traffic counts (2000-
2013 for both weekday and weekend peak periods, thereby considering traffic associated with 
tourism in during low- and high-prosperous times. This data provides both the affected 
environment for the basis for modeling short-term project-associated impacts and provides an 
understanding for long-term traffic volumes. Further detail on how many tourists would avoid 
this area during construction would be highly speculative; however, the project features focus on 
minimizing impacts even when detailed projections cannot be made. 

Response to Comment 28: Traffic impacts from ABC 

Section 2.1.5.3 of the EIR/ EA analyzes traffic impacts of the closure and the associated detour 
for the ABC method: “Along the detour, temporary signalization of one-way traffic control 
(and/or the use of flaggers) would be implemented. Delays resulting from the signalization would 
depend on the signal phasing setup and account for access to and from Sir Francis Drake 
Boulevard and Platform Bridge Road, which may require additional stopped time or signal 
phasing. Caltrans completed a preliminary operational analysis of implementing a one-way signal 
system (Caltrans 2017).1 Traffic operations for the project were analyzed using the Synchro/Sim 
Traffic 8.0 software program. It was determined that the peak traffic period during typical 
weekday is from 2:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. and the signal cycle would be from 2 to 3 minutes. Based 
on the traffic volumes and signal cycle, the average delay per vehicle would be approximately 5 
minutes, or Level of Service A, during weekday traffic, excluding Friday to Sunday travel 
patterns.” 

As stated in response to Comment 25 above, bridge closure will likely occur after Labor Day 
weekend, when peak tourist season has passed, and one-way traffic limitations will be limited to 
Monday through Thursday which may result in approximately 5 minutes of impact. 

Response to Comment 29: Residential property access 

Since the issuance of the Draft EIR/EA, Caltrans engineers have refined the staging areas to 
further minimize impacts on private property. The sentence that the commenter is referring to in 
Section 2.1.1.4 has been refined to “The equipment staging, noise, and change in access may 
result in temporarily changing the use where staging occurs from residential to construction 
zone.” This specifically refers to the area of temporary construction easement needed. Caltrans 
will maintain access to each property at all times (both for driveways and parking) throughout the 
construction period in order to allow continued use of residential properties. Caltrans’ Right-of-
Way department will work with the contractor and the property owners to preserve access to and 
from SR 1 throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-2, Closure timing – don’t impact tourism season,” and “CST-3, Why not 
place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots.” 

1 Caltrans. 2017. Traffic Operations Report. Memorandum from Einar Acuna, Senior Transportation 
Electrical Engineer, District 4 Signal Operations, to Prakash Sivagnanasundaran, Project Manager, Project 
Management-North. February 13. 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-560 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 

 
   

 
  

  
  

  
   

  

 
     

 
 

  

  
 

  

   

  
 

   
    

   
    

  

  

   
   

  
    

     
 

 
   

  
  

   
     

     
  
  

  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Comment 30: Use of adjacent properties  

Please refer to the response to Comment 29 above. 

The EIR/EA evaluates construction effects on the adjacent and affected properties during 
construction. The EIR/EA includes a list of measures to reduce and/or mitigate the physical 
impacts on properties based on the impact type: for instance, impacts on properties are discussed 
in Section 2.1.1, Land Use; Section 2.1.2.1, Community Character and Cohesion; and 
Section 2.1.2.2, Relocation and Property Acquisition. Additionally, in Section 2.2.7, Noise, 
sensitive receptors are identified and projected noise is described, including the full array of 
mitigation measures, and air quality best management practice to reduce dust are listed in 
Section 2.2.6.3 of the EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 31: Indirect impacts to adjacent properties 

The protection of adjacent residents, pedestrians, and bicyclists from dust is addressed in air 
quality best management practice to reduce dust, which are listed in Section 2.2.6.3 of the Final 
EIR/EA. The potential for exposure of adjacent residents, pedestrians, and bicyclists to hazardous 
materials is discussed in Section 2.2.5 of the Final EIR/EA. Protection from exposure to 
hazardous materials will be addressed in the Health and Safety Plan and Lead Compliance Plan, 
referenced in Project Feature HAZ-8. This would occur after publication of the Final EIR/EA but 
prior to construction. The project has specifically avoided the consideration of hammer pile 
driving, which may have had the potential for vibration impacts. For more information on 
vibration during construction, please review Section 2.2.7 and Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comments “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Response to Comment 32: Duration and timing of construction impacts 

See response to Comment 23 above. Duration of construction activities is provided in Chapter 1 
of the Final EIR/EA, and the impacts of construction activities are evaluated in Chapter 2 for each 
resource. Chapter 2 also identifies project features and measures that avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate impacts, as well as the duration, type, and intensity of impacts. Dust management 
measures are outlined in Section 2.2.6.4 of the Air Quality analysis, and noise abatement 
measures are outlined in Section 2.2.7.4 of the Final EIR/EA. These measures equally benefit 
park users, and, during construction, the eastern-most access point will be closed. 

Response to Comment 33: Traffic impacts of slower speeds 

Please see Section 2.1.5.3 in the Final EIR/EA, which provides an analysis of the project 
construction impacts on traffic, and please see the response to Common Comment “CST-5, 
Traffic impact of construction,” in Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for a summary 
of the delays associated with closing one lane on the existing bridge during normal peak flows. 
However, this traffic management strategy will be restricted to Monday through Thursday to 
accommodate safe construction working conditions. Traffic during construction will be managed 
consistent with the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (FHWA’s MUTCD 
2009, including Revision 1 and 2, as amended for use in California), Chapter 5, Manual of Traffic 
Controls, 1996 (Revision 2), which references Part 6, Temporary Traffic Control, Chapter 6a of 
FHWA’s MUTCD (found at http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/camutcd/traffic-manual.html). The 
Manual provides fundamental principles of temporary traffic control and the requirements of 
temporary traffic control plans and advance warnings, it directs how detours and diversions are 
established and how flaggers manage traffic control, and it provides instructions on specific 
traffic control methods and applications thereof. The manual also addresses management of 
multimodal considerations, including commercial and personal vehicles, pedestrians, and 
bicyclists during construction. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

As described  in the response to Comment  23 above, while the ABC method associated with the 
Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3a:  Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in) 
is anticipated to be complete within 1 year, the majority of construction would occur within a  
period of approximately 5 months, including the 2- to 3-week bridge closure.  

See Section 2.1.5.3 of the transportation analysis in the Final EIR/EA for detailed analysis of the 
traffic flow at SR 1 at the Sir Francis Drake Boulevard intersection during the bridge closure. 
During periods of one-way traffic flow, there would be lower volume and slower speeds, 
resulting in a reduction of noise associated with traffic; therefore, this is not the focus of the 
construction noise analysis in Section 2.2.7.3. Air emissions associated with construction were 
modeled using a spreadsheet tool designed to estimate emissions through all phases of a roadway 
construction project based on the project size, duration of construction activities, and level of 
daily construction activities. The analysis and measures to address these emissions are addressed 
in Section 2.3.6.3 and 2.3.6.4, respectively. 

Response to Comment 34: Traffic at three-way stop during construction 

Please see the response to Comment 33 above. Also, see Section 2.1.5.3, of the transportation 
analysis in the Final EIR/EA for discussion of when one-way traffic control would be allowed 
and an evaluation of traffic performance during those periods. 

Response to Comment 35: Traffic Management Plan 

Please see the responses above to Comment 32 about the duration of construction and Comments 
33 and 34 concerning traffic impacts and traffic management during construction in accordance 
with California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (FHWA’s MUTCD 2009, including 
Revision 1 and 2, as amended for use in California), Chapter 5, Manual of Traffic Controls, 1996 
(Revision 2). The manual directs Caltrans to develop a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) after 
completion of the environmental phase of a project. 

TMPs are required by FHWA per 23 CFR 630, subpart J 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/tm/docs/TMP_Guidelines.pdf). A TMP consists of strategies to 
manage the work zone impacts of a project. Its scope, content, and degree of detail may vary 
based upon the California work zone policy, and the State's understanding of the expected work 
zone impacts of the project. For eligible projects (as defined in §630.1010), the State shall 
develop a TMP that consists of a Temporary Traffic Control (TTC) plan and that addresses both 
Transportation Operations (TO) and Public Information (PI) components. States are encouraged 
to consider TO and PI issues for all projects. As indicated in the Final EIR/EA, Project Feature 
TRANS-1, Construction Traffic Management Plan, would involve development of a TMP ahead 
of construction that would address the management of traffic flow to avoid peak periods 
consistent with the Manual of Traffic Controls, which includes established best management 
practices and performance measures. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for 
the response to Common Comment “CST-5, Traffic impact of construction,” which provides a 
summary of the delays associated with closure of one lane on the existing bridge during normal 
peak flows and outlines Caltrans’ estimate of delays, which are expected to be under 5 minutes. 

Response to Comment 36: Determining traffic impact 

Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA for traffic and other CEQA conclusions. Caltrans 
practice (as described in the SER and AO) is to separate CEQA conclusions into a separate 
chapter. This information is found in Section 2.1.5.3; also see Section 3.2.2.8 of the Final 
EIR/EA, which is dedicated to CEQA determinations of significance. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Comment 37: Removal of piers  

Yes, the existing piers would be removed, as noted in EIR/EA Section 1.3.2.3, by first installing 
cofferdams, then dewatering within the cofferdam before removing the piers and pilings 3 feet 
below surface as well as that associated contaminants, and thereby avoiding affecting waters. In 
addition, the Construction Impacts subsections in Section 2.2.2.3 review the impacts of increased 
sedimentation, material handling, and spill prevention measures. These potential impacts would 
be avoided through the implementation of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), 
which is outlined in Project Feature WATER-3. 

Response to Comment 38: Permits and approvals 

Please see the response to Comment 19 above. The commenter correctly states that tidal waters 
are under USACE jurisdiction not only under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act but also under 
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. The Clean Water Act Section 404 Waters of 
the U.S. described in Section 2.3 of the EIR/EA, and the impacts to those waters (as described in 
the EIR/EA), also include the Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10 navigable waters, with the 
exception of wetlands at the culvert, which would not be considered as Section 10 waters. The 
discussion of impacts to and permitting of fill in waters of the U.S. that are tidal as identified in 
Section 2.3 cover those waters that are also jurisdictional under Section 10 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act. Table 1-2 and Section 2.3.2.1 have been corrected to indicate the USACE permit 
that will be obtained and more properly referred to as a Section 404/Section 10 permit. With 
respect to the Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement, the Draft EIR/EA discusses the 
applicability of Section 1602 in Table S-2 and Table 1-2, and states that this agreement will be 
obtained from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). The effects of this 
requirement on waters of the U.S. and state is discussed under Biological Resources, 
Section 2.3.2.4. 

Response to Comment 39: Pier removal 

Please see the response to Comment 37 above. 

Response to Comment 40: Stormwater pollution control measures 

The stormwater impacts do not reach the threshold of significant, and the SWPPP is required 
under Section 402. The performance standards are discussed in the Caltrans SWPPP guidance 
pursuant to the Construction General Permit and the Caltrans Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
System (MS4) Permit, which includes measures to protect against, prevent, and minimize 
stormwater and non-stormwater discharges and consists of the most current collection of best 
management practices that is actively maintained and updated by Caltrans and water quality 
experts. The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) also has the authority to review 
and comment on the proposed SWPPP. 

Response to Comment 41: Permanent stormwater treatment measures 

As stated in Section 2.2.2.3, the project's new impervious surface area would be less than one-
tenth of an acre, the treatment would require a smaller area. The Project Feature WATER-2 
(previously referred to as AMM WATER-2) provides clear constraint that the treatment would 
occur within Caltrans right-of-way, the area of which is covered within the area of disturbance 
described in the EIR/EA. And, through a Section 401 certification, the San Francisco Bay 
RWQCB has the authority to require permanent stormwater treatment as a condition. The 
RWQCB prefers bioretention for treatment technology, such as by creating swales with 
subsurface gravel lining to allow infiltration of stormwater. Caltrans first considers placement of 
a swale or basin elements onsite. Such an element must not be placed within a jurisdictional 
wetland or water of the U.S. If it is infeasible to achieve placement onsite, then locations outside 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

of the project limits, though within Caltrans  right-of-way, must be investigated. If still infeasible 
or impractical, then partnering with a municipality or  other agency would be the  final  
consideration. It should be  noted that,  because there will be  a 401 certification,  the RWQCB  must  
concur with any permanent stormwater treatment strategy.  

Response to Comment 42: SWPPP 

Please see the response to Comment 40 above. 

Response to Comment 43: Water quality impact determination 

This project impacts on water quality do not rise to the threshold of significant. As stated above in 
the responses to Comments 38, 40, and 41, all measures for protecting water quality (Project 
Features WATER-1, -2, and -3) would be subject to permitting under Sections 401 and 404 of the 
Clean Water Act and would require USACE and RWQCB approval. Adhering to these permitting 
requirements, and as described in the project description and with the features described, water 
quality impacts would be substantially avoided. Caltrans practice (as described in the SER and 
AO) is to separate CEQA conclusions into a separate chapter. CEQA determinations are found in 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 44: Hazardous materials 

As established in the Caltrans Environmental Handbook, Chapter 10, Hazardous Materials, 
Hazardous Waste, and Contamination, it is Caltrans standard practice to screen properties and 
sites that may be included in the transportation project for current or past activities that involve or 
involved hazardous materials or generated hazardous wastes, or properties with known 
contamination. Each potentially contaminated property identified is further evaluated through the 
preparation of an Initial Site Assessment (Phase I). Then, properties identified in the ISA as 
having recognized environmental conditions or activity use limitations related to contamination 
require the preparation of a Preliminary Site Investigation (Phase II). The Draft EIR/EA screened 
0.25-mile radius from the project boundary for known and potential hazardous materials release 
sites, and as stated in Section 2.2.5, the assessment identified no sites within the project area. 
Therefore, a Phase I assessment was not required. 

Although preparation of Phase I or Phase II assessments is not required, compliance with 
interagency agreements and the Standard Specifications would reduce, avoid, and/or minimize 
exposure to workers and the environment. Following is more information about how Caltrans will 
manage aerially deposited lead (ADL), asbestos, naturally occurring asbestos (NOA), lead on the 
bridge, and yellow thermoplastic and yellow paint. 

On July 1, 2016, Caltrans entered into a Soil Management Agreement for Aerially Deposited 
Lead-Contaminated Soils with the Department of Toxic Substance and Control. Section IV, 
Requirements for Managing ADL-Contaminated Soils, 4.13, states that for each project that has 
the potential to excavate ADL-contaminated soil, Caltrans shall conduct sampling and analysis to 
adequately characterize the soils containing ADL in the areas of planned excavation along the 
project route. Pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Tile 22, Section 662262.11, Caltrans is 
required to perform hazardous waste characterization of any soil to be disposed of at a landfill 
and a sampling analysis must be conducted in accordance with the appropriate methods specified 
in the USEPA SW-856. For more information, the Agreement is found at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/env/hazwaste/docs/dtsc-ct-adlfinal-063016.pdf. 

Caltrans Standard Specification Section 14-11.13, Disturbance of Existing Paint Systems on 
Bridges, establishes protocol for any work that disturbs the existing paint system on bridges. As 
required by this section, potentially hazardous debris produced when the existing paint is 
disturbed must be contained. Prior to disturbance of the paint, Caltrans is required to submit a 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Debris Containment and Collection Plan, which must identify materials, equipment and methods 
to be used when the existing paint is disturbed; containment systems must be ventilated, vacuum-
shrouded surface preparation equipment and drapes and ground covers or equivalent containment 
system if authorized; components that provide ventilation and visibility for worker safety; 
identify the laboratory that will perform the analyses; identify waste transporter that will haul the 
debris; and include the name and location of the disposal facility that will accept the hazardous 
waste. Section 59-2.01C(2) states that the containment system must contain water, resulting 
debris, and visible dust produced when the existing paint system is disturbed. The completed 
Debris Containment and Collection Plan is reviewed and approved by Caltrans resident engineer 
in accordance with state and federal regulations. This activity must also be addressed in the Lead 
Compliance Plan. 

Project Feature HAZ-1 through HAZ-3 set forth measures related to asbestos that Caltrans would 
implement. These include asbestos survey, sample for NOA and contaminants in soil and creek, 
and measures to protect against NOA and contaminants. In addition, Caltrans Standard 
Specification, Section 14-11.02, Discovery of Unanticipated Asbestos and Hazardous Substances, 
states that upon the discovery of unanticipated asbestos or a hazardous substance, work must be 
stopped immediately and the engineer notified if the substances are believed to be asbestos or a 
hazardous substance; its presence is not described in the contract; or the substance has not been 
made harmless. Work would resume after the unanticipated asbestos and/or hazardous substances 
are fully addressed in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations. 

Standard Specification, Section 14-11.12, Removal of Yellow Traffic Stripe and Pavement 
Marking with Hazardous Waste Residue, applies to project that would remove existing yellow 
thermoplastic and yellow painted traffic stripe and pavement marking that produce hazardous 
waste residue. As stipulated by Section 14-11, a work plan for removal, containment, storage, and 
disposal of yellow thermoplastic and yellow painted traffic strip and pavement marking must be 
submitted to the Department of Toxic Substance Control. The work plan must include procedures 
for the removal of and collection of yellow thermoplastic and yellow painted traffic stripe and 
pavement marking residue, including dust; type of hazardous-waste storage containers; hazardous 
waste sampling protocol and quality assurance requirements and procedures; qualifications of 
sampling personnel; names of analytical test laboratory certified by the State Water Resources 
Control Board’s Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program for all analyses to be 
performed; and location of the disposal site that will accept the hazardous waste residue. Removal 
of the material must be immediately contained and collected, including dust, and a HEPA filter-
equipped vacuum attachment must be used and operated concurrently with the removal 
operations or other equivalent approved method for collection of residue. There are no new 
significant impacts that were not already disclosed in the Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 45: Hazardous materials from pier and pile removal 

As described in Section 1.3.2.2, the old piers will be enclosed in cofferdams prior to their 
removal. The enclosed area around the pier will be dewatered, and creek sediments and 
underlying substrates will be removed down to 3 feet below the creek bottom. The pier and 
associated piling will then be removed. This process will ensure that any hazardous materials if 
present in existing bridge piles will be removed safely and not released into the creek. These 
measures are referenced in Section 2.2.5 of the Final EIR/EA to support the discussion of 
potential impacts associated with removal of existing bridge piles. 

Response to Comment 46: Health and Safety Plan and Lead Compliance Plan 

Project Feature HAZ-8: Prepare and implement a Health and Safety Plan and Lead Compliance 
Plan, provides an outline of the plan element to be included, including OSHA training and 
compliance with federal, state, and local regulations regarding management of hazardous wastes 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

and materials that are handled or generated during project construction. This measure can be 
found in Section 2.2.5.4 of the Hazardous Materials section of the Final EIR/EA. As indicated in 
Comment 44 above, a Debris Containment and Collection Plan will be developed to reduce the 
potential exposure of the public and environment to hazardous substances. As stated in 
Section 2.2.5 of the Final EIR/EA, Caltrans will develop a Spill Prevention, Control, and 
Countermeasure Program to manage hazardous materials in the event of accidental release 

Response to Comment 47: Mitigation measure for noise 

The Marin Sun Farms restaurant, located at the intersection of SR 1 and Sir Francis Drake 
Boulevard, would have similar noise impacts as Receptor R1, which was a noise monitoring site 
located at 11150 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, as recorded in the noise analysis in Section 2.2.7.2 
of the EIR/EA. The R1 monitoring station is located across the street from Marin Sun Farms. 
Section 2.2.7.2 states that “The area surrounding the proposed project includes Activity 
Categories B, C, and E land uses.” A noise monitor was located between these two sites (see 
Noise Measuring Site M2 in Figure 2.2.7-2, Noise Receptors and Measurement Locations), and 
because the restaurant is a commercial use (Activity Category E; see Table 2.2.7-1, Noise 
Abatement Criteria), it would be subject to a higher noise abatement criterion (NAC), an hourly 
A-weighted noise level of 72 dBA (exterior), as compared to a residence, which would have an 
NAC of 67 dBA (exterior). Construction noise levels for this restaurant would approximate the 
noise levels for R1, as shown in Tables 2.2.7-2 and 2.2.7-3. 

“Overly loud” noise activities are those that exceed 86 dBA. Table 1 below provides context for 
86 dBA. 
Table 1. dBA of Routine Equipment within a Household 

Device dBA 

Microwave 55 – 59 

Printer 58 – 65 

Inside car, windows closed, 30 MPH 68 – 73 

Kitchen exhaust fan high 69 – 71 

Hair dryer 80 – 95 

Vacuum Cleaner 84 – 89 

Coffee Grinder 84 – 95 

Food processor 93 – 100 

The noise impacts from augering and vibratory pile driving would be the highest levels of noise 
on sensitive receptors. Under the Preferred Alternative, this would be 96 Leq without mitigation 
at Receptor 1. Activities that generate high levels of noise will be limited to daytime hours. Both 
Project Feature NOISE-1 and Mitigation Measure NOISE-A in Section 2.2.7.4 of the EIR/EA list 
measures that will be used to mitigate noise. These measures include sound curtains and using 
“quiet” air compressors. Refer to Section 2.2.7 of the Final EIR/EA for clarifications to 
Mitigation Measure NOISE-A. Caltrans will require the contractor to mitigate the noise on the 
adjacent properties. Per Section 2.2.7 of the EIR/EA, noise associated with construction is 
controlled by Caltrans Standard Specifications Section 14-8.02, Noise Control, which states: 
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• Do not exceed 86 dBA at 50 feet from the job site activities from 9:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m.
• Equip an internal combustion engine with the manufacturer-recommended muffler. Do not 

operate an internal combustion engine on the job site without the appropriate muffler.  

Response to Comment 48: Adequacy of mitigation measure 

Caltrans respectfully disagrees that Mitigation Measure NOISE-A is vague and ambiguous. It 
identifies specific measures that can be implemented to reduce noise at the source by the use of 
specialized equipment (such as vibratory pile driving vs. conventional pile driving) and the use of 
temporary enclosures around stationary equipment, temporary barriers, and noise curtains. Other 
strategies include effectively using temporary noise barriers, creating buffer zones between 
equipment and residences, or using existing structures as barriers. These are consistent with 
professional standards of practice and most current methods in the industry, and Caltrans has 
recent experience with these measures demonstrating effective noise relief in the field. 

Response to Comment 49: Migratory routes 

The environmental document reviews adverse impacts for a given project. In this case, the 
Natural Environment Study did review the migratory routes and wildlife corridors potentially 
affected by this project and found that the project would not result in adverse effects. 
Section 2.3.1.2 has been revised in the Final EIR/EA to include a summary of the analysis of 
project effects on habitat connectivity already in the Natural Environment Study. The conclusion 
remains that the proposed widening of the culvert and bridge replacement alternatives are 
designed to maintain the existing conditions of habitat connectivity throughout the Biological 
Study Area. 

Response to Comment 50: Revegetation plan 

Please see Section 2.3.1.2 of the EIR/EA for an expanded description of Project Feature BIO-1, 
Re-vegetation, which includes the use of native species and monitoring. A conceptual planting 
plan, part of the project USFWS Biological Assessment, identifies proposed revegetation and 
enhancement within the project area. The planting plan from the Biological Assessment has been 
included in Appendix P of the Final EIR/EA and will be finalized during the permitting phase in 
coordination with regulatory agencies. Additionally, the Final EIR/EA includes many measures 
that address revegetating areas that are disturbed during construction with performance metrics 
that are descriptively titled and located in Appendix F for easy reference. These include AMM 
BIO-1: Tree replacement, AMM BIO-2: Wetland restoration, AMM BIO-8: Vegetation removal 
in early fall, Mitigation Measure BIO-C: Potential California red-legged frog (CRLF) 
compensatory measure, BIO-B: CCC coho mitigation, and Mitigation Measure BIO-D: Habitat 
enhancement for California freshwater shrimp (CFS). In addition, the Visual Section 2.1.6, see 
Project Feature VISUAL-3: Replace non-habitat plantings removed by construction operations. 
Trees and shrubs outside of habitat areas removed by construction of the project would be 
replaced to restore the appearance of the disturbed areas. These avoidance and mitigation 
measures are developed in coordination with the entity overseeing the resources to meet the 
habitat or visual objectives. The re-vegetation plan is developed in coordination with the 
appropriate regulatory agencies for the protected species or habitat type to meet established ratios 
or requirements as directed for that species and habitat type. The mitigation measures provide 
more detail. 

Response to Comment 51: Tree replacement 

Please see the response to Comment 50 above. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Comment 52: Permits and approvals  

Please see the response to Comment 19 above. Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 
has been included in the Final EIR/EA in Section 2.3.2 and Chapter 1, Table 1-2. 

Response to Comment 53: Permits 

The USACE Nationwide Permit 14 Linear Transportation Projects (Sections 10 and 404) is 
allowable with project impacts that are less than 0.5 acre to non-tidal jurisdictional wetlands and 
waters of the U.S., and less than 1/3-acre of tidal waters. The current analysis of project 
alternatives estimates the maximum impact to wetlands and waters of the U.S. would be below 
the threshold to trigger an Individual Section 404/10 permit. To clarify, this project is not 
required to prepare a 404(1)(b) permit to determine the Least Environmentally Damaging 
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) because it is expected to be permitted under a Nationwide 
Permit, likely NWP 14 (Sections 10 and 404), not an Individual Permit. For more information, 
please review the Memorandum of Understanding between the USACE and Caltrans at the 
following link: http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/downloads/guidance/alternative_analyfaq.pdf. 

Response to Comment 54: Regulatory guidance letter 

The commenter is correct, and the Final EIR/EA includes this correction. Section 2.3.2.3 notes 
that the piles are being analyzed as fill, when and where they impact a jurisdictional resource. 

Response to Comment 55: Adequacy of avoidance and minimization measure AMM BIO-5 

Please see the response to Comment 50 above. 

Response to Comment 56: Adequacy of mitigation measure BIO-A 

Please see the response to Comment 50 above. 

The analyses of the construction impacts were included in the Draft EIR/EA with the scope of 
temporary construction impacts, because the habitat enhancements will be constructed during the 
same season and in the same area as bridge construction. Restoration of instream habitat would be 
a requirement of the construction contract, to be performed when bridge construction is complete. 
Instream restoration work would be consistent with the NMFS Programmatic Biological Opinion, 
USFWS Biological Opinion and the California Salmonid Stream Habitat Restoration Manual, 
Fourth Edition (or as updated). The Manual describes the process for analyzing site-specific 
hydraulic conditions, choosing sites and materials, and selecting appropriate anchoring techniques 
(e.g., using rebar to pin logs in place). The Manual also includes a project evaluation and 
monitoring system to ensure documentation of project performance, which is important for 
developing science of stream restoration. The specific details tailored to the site and required 
monitoring details are determined in agency permit development and provided in agency permit 
applications. 

Response to Comment 57: Regulatory setting 

The MMPA and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act have been added to the listing of 
federal laws relevant to wildlife in Section 2.3.4.1 of the Final EIR/EA. Section 2.3.4, Animal 
Species, discusses impacts to non-federally protected species; therefore, listing the Endangered 
Species Act as suggested in the comment would not be accurate because Section 2.3.4 addresses 
animal species that are neither federally nor state listed species. The other applicable federal 
regulations are identified in Section 2.3.5.1, Threatened and Endangered Species. 

Response to Comment 58: Affected environment 

Thank you for the detailed comments regarding specific biological observations within the 
Biological Study Area for the project. The Caltrans analysis is based on surveys that covered the 
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majority of the potentially affected site. In locations where—despite best efforts—Caltrans was 
unable to access and was therefore unable to complete detailed surveys, the biologists worked 
from available onsite observations, reviewed aerial photographs, and consulted with site 
specialists, including staff at USFWS and NMFS, to best extrapolate available information. 
Regarding sturgeon, the species presence in Lagunitas Creek is unknown. However, green 
sturgeon has been added to the Final EIR/EA due to the proximity of the project to Tomales Bay 
and the potential for the species to occur along West Coast estuaries. The species is also covered 
in the NMFS Programmatic Biological Opinion. The MMPA is applicable to the project setting, 
and marine mammals are addressed in the project’s Natural Environment Study and Section 2.3.4 
of the Finale EIR/EA. Nesting raptors are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and 
California Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5 enforced by USFWS and CDFW. Protection of 
nesting birds is applicable and thoroughly referenced in the Final EIR/EA (see Project Feature 
BIO-5: Migratory birds, which restricts construction activities at a safe distance of a known raptor 
nest). The Biological Assessment includes noise impact analysis of potential impacts to the 
northern spotted owl as well as other project features to reduce noise impacts to sensitive 
receptors such as federally listed species. 

Response to Comment 59: Impacts to western pond turtle and Tomales roach 

Project features, AMMs, and mitigation measures mentioned in the sections on these species and 
those mentioned in sections for other species will benefit the western pond turtle and Tomales 
roach, because they share habitat elements with other species addressed, such as red-legged frog, 
tidewater goby, freshwater shrimp, and coho salmon. AMM BIO-5 specifies protective measures 
for western pond turtle, and the discussion at the end of Section 2.3.4 in the Final EIR/EA 
describes how mitigation for wetlands and waters impacts also benefits western pond turtle. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-10, AMM BIO-11, and Project Features BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-7, and 
BIO-8 all collectively benefit the western pond turtle as well. AMM BIO-10, for tidewater goby, 
and the woody debris to be installed for freshwater shrimp habitat will also benefit Tomales 
roach, as described in the Draft EIR/EA section for Tomales roach. Mitigation Measures BIO-A, 
BIO-B, BIO-C, and BIO-D, developed for federally and state listed species, will also benefit 
these species. 

Response to Comment 60: Biological observations, minimizing impacts 

Please refer to the responses to Comments 55, 56, and 58 above. 

Project Feature BIO-6 in the Final EIR/EA adequately addresses the potential for night work in 
its current form, in combination with AMM BIO-12, which calls for shielding lighting from 
sensitive habitat areas. Specific language will be developed for the construction contract to 
minimize night work. 

Regarding the instream habitat mitigation plan, Mitigation Measure BIO-A: Mitigation for 
jurisdictional water features, provides lists of types of woody debris and performance objectives 
for structuring the habitat restoration and a conceptual mitigation plan is provided in the USFWS 
Biological Assessment. The planting plan is included in Appendix P of the Final EIR/EA. These 
plans are consistent with the NMFS Programmatic Biological Opinion, USFWS Biological 
Opinion, and California Salmonid Stream Habitat Restoration Manual, Fourth Edition (or as 
updated). While, the refinement details will include the input and concurrence from the CDFW, 
no further detail can be developed at this stage until the context of the area disturbed is available 
for the biologist and CDFW to assess and plan. Caltrans commits to completing the habitat 
restoration prior to completing the project. 
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Response to Comment 61: Biological impacts from pier removal  

Please see the response to Comments 37 and 39, which explains how piers and associated pilings 
will be removed 3 feet below grade. Impacts from the water diversion and dewatering activities 
associated with cofferdams for work within the stream channel is adequately described in the 
EIR/EA in Section 2.3.4. Caltrans is addressing project-related activities that NMFS, USFWS, 
and CDFW have identified as potential impacts to habitat and/or species as part of consultation 
and technical assistance. 

Response to Comment 62: Biological resources avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures 

Caltrans obtained a Biological Opinion (permit number 08ESMF00-2014-F-0638-1 dated 
April 27, 2018) from USFWS and the application of Programmatic Biological Opinion No. 013-
9731 from NMFS prior to the certification of the environmental document, and this project will 
require an Incidental Take Permit from CDFW for the freshwater shrimp. The Final EIR/EA 
includes this information. 

The detailed dewatering and species relocation plan and required monitoring details are standard 
avoidance and minimization measures and are not mitigation measures. The specific plans will be 
determined during agency permitting and design development and provided in agency permits 
applications, which will be refined at a later stage. However, AMM BIO-10 (which replaced 
AMM BIO-15 from the Draft EIR/EA) does include restricted work windows, and the elements 
of the plan include monitoring, capture, removal, and relocation based on the unique needs of 
each special-status aquatic species and the avoidance of entrapment through the use of using a 
screen on intake pumps. The details of the rescue and relocation that cannot be finalized now 
include whether seining, netting, or electrofishing is most appropriate, since this depends on 
specific methodology used for the cofferdams. Also, the Biological Opinion and Programmatic 
Biological Opinion provide directives on these activities that Caltrans will follow. 

Refer to the response to Comment 56 above for a discussion about the instream habitat mitigation 
plan. 

The analyses of the construction impacts were included in the EIR/EA with the scope of 
temporary construction impacts, because the habitat enhancements will be constructed during the 
same season and same area as bridge construction. A conceptual planting plan was submitted as 
part of the USFWS Biological Assessment and is included in Appendix P of the Final EIR/EA. 
The detailed plans of the habitat enhancements and required monitoring details may be revised in 
consultation with appropriate agencies and confirmed in agency permit applications. 

Response to Comment 63: California red-legged frog mitigation 

Caltrans has met Section 7 obligations through obtaining a Biological Opinion from USFWS 
prior to the certification of the environmental document, which addresses impacts on California 
red-legged frog. The Biological Opinion provides the details for restoring upland and aquatic 
non-breeding habitat for the California red-legged frog disturbed to pre-existing conditions 
employing native species hydroseeding, plantings, and establishment of new in-stream habitat 
enhancement and riparian trees. The revegetation constitutes onsite mitigation for this species 
consistent with the USFWS Biological Opinion. 

Refer to the response to Comment 50 above, where the revegetation plan is discussed. 

The analyses of the construction impacts were included in the Draft EIR/EA with the scope of 
temporary construction impacts, because the habitat enhancements will be constructed during the 
same season and within the same area as bridge construction. The detailed analyses of the habitat 
enhancements and required monitoring details, which are determined in agency permit 
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development and provided in agency permits applications, which come at a later stage, and will 
not be available for the Final EIR/EA and are not required for the Final EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 64: Mitigation Measure BIO-D 

Please see the responses to Comments 50 and 56 above. The performance standards and required 
monitoring details are provided in agency permits. 

The detailed analyses of the habitat enhancements and required monitoring details are determined 
in agency permit development and provided in agency permits applications. 

Response to Comment 65: Marine mammals 

Caltrans obtained a Biological Opinion from USFWS and the application of a Programmatic 
Biological Opinion from NMFS prior to the certification of the environmental document.  

As discussed in Section 2.3.4 of the Final EIR/EA, the Marine Mammal Protection Act is 
applicable to the project setting. Construction activities have the potential to influence pinniped 
foraging behavior. As discussed in Section 2.3.4 of the Final EIR/EA, implementation of AMM 
BIO-6, Marine mammals onsite, Caltrans will coordinate visual monitoring for marine mammals 
by NMFS-approved marine mammal observers. Construction will not commence or, if occurring, 
cease if seals or sea lions are observed in the project area. Refer to Section 2.3.4. of the Final 
EIR/EA for more information about AMM BIO-6.  

Surveys throughout the project area failed to detect a river otter den, but did locate river otter 
feces, indicating that the project is within their territory but not impacting a known den. The 
project has the potential to influence river otter foraging areas short-term but will not significantly 
impact individuals or their essential habitat. 

Response to Comment 66: Mitigation measures 

Please see the response to Comment 50 and 60 above 

Response to Comment 67: Traffic impacts 

Please refer to responses to Comments 24 through 28 above. With implementation of Project 
Feature TRANS-1, Project Feature TRANS-2, and AMM TRANS-2, the impacts are considered 
to be less than significant under CEQA. No change to the EIR/EA is required. 

Response to Comment 68: Mitigation measures 

The commenter’s concerns for the validity and effectiveness of the mitigation measures for 
wetlands impacts, aquatic habitat, threatened and endangered species, western pond turtle, and 
Tomales roach and that they do not allow the EIR/EA to make a determination of less than 
significant is noted. Caltrans has expanded and updated its analysis based consultation with 
regulatory agencies, which includes the USFWS Biological Opinion (0SESMF00-2014-F-
0638-1) issued on April 27, 2018, and the NMFS Programmatic Biological Opinion No. 2013-
9731 issued in October 2013. This includes greater details on wetland measures (see the 
responses to Comments 53 and 55 above) and aquatic habitat measures (see responses to 
Comments 61, 62, and 63), as well as measures to address the western pond turtle and Tomales 
roach (see the response to Comment 59). The Final EIR/EA to meets CEQA requirements to 
mitigate impacts to less than significant. The biological studies completed in the Natural 
Environment Study (January 2017) provide substantial evidence gathered and reviewed by 
qualified scientists to support the characterization of impacts to protected species and habitats in 
the EIR/EA. 
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The commenter refers to an error in Section 3.2.3.2 that stated that noise would not be reduced  to  
less than significant. This has been corrected to  “Project Feature Noise-1 would reduce the noise  
to less than significant.  

Response to Comment 69: Alternatives 4a and 4b and USACE permitting and Land Use 
and Planning 

Caltrans has significant experience obtaining USACE permits for a wide variety of bridge 
projects. To clarify, this project is not required to prepare a 404(1)(b) permit to determine the 
LEDPA because it is expected to be permitted under a Nationwide Permit, likely NWP 14 
(Sections 10 and 404), not an Individual Permit. For more information, please review the 
Memorandum of Understanding between the USACE and Caltrans at the following link: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/downloads/guidance/alternative_analyfaq.pdf. While it is true that 
Alternatives 4a and 4b would be superior in terms of waters only, avoiding pier placement in 
Lagunitas Creek, the other alternatives would also be viable from a permitting standpoint because 
they would replace the existing piers in the water, compared to the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans 
is aware of the regulatory agencies’ preferences for no new fill in the creek; however, the 
proposed change in net fill with the new piers is minor. The regulatory agencies would view these 
alternatives as not implementing a substantial change as long as the piers are not substantially 
larger in diameter and are placed in approximately the same location as the existing piers. As 
noted in EIR/EA Section 2.2.1.3, a hydraulic study was performed and revealed that the change in 
water surface elevation was unmeasurable for Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 3a, whereas Alternatives 
4a and 4b would provide a negligible lowering in water surface elevation by removing the piers 
for a full-span bridge. Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. 

Because a LEDPA determination is not necessary, no change to EIR/EA Sections 3.2.4.1 and 
3.2.4.2 are necessary. 

Response to Comment 70: Public meeting 

The June 15, 2017, public meeting included information about reductions in temporary 
construction easements and further details of the construction schedule. This change would not 
result in new adverse impacts; it merely reflected further refinements consistent with the progress 
of all projects. Refinements continue to be incorporated throughout final design and construction 
to minimize impacts. As noted, this information was posted on the Caltrans website on June 19, 
2017, which was still within the extended public comment period (see below) to allow the public 
to comment on this information. The presentation of the deficiencies of the bridge and the retrofit 
solution to address these deficiencies were readily available in the supporting documentation to 
the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The information was included in the 
presentation to provide clarifications in a user-friendly format. 

Additionally, the public comment period was extended from June 9 to June 23, 2017, to allow for 
the public to comment on this information. There were two public meetings and 60 days for 
members of the public to comment on the project and over a week to comment on the 
presentation materials shared at the June 15 public meeting. The transcript was not finished or 
available before the end of the public comment period; however, CEQA does not require that 
public comments or public meeting transcripts be made available during the public comment 
period. CEQA requires that the public comments be included and addressed in the Final EIR. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Comment 71: Extend public review, recirculation of EIR/EA  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opinion that the Draft EIR/EA should be recirculated and 
respectfully disagrees. Caltrans has reviewed the revisions and edits to the Final EIR/EA and 
finds that impacts have been reduced and measures to mitigate impacts have been enhanced, and 
finds no new impacts that warrant an addendum or recirculation of the Draft EIR/EA. Please see 
the response to Comment 70 above. 
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page 1 of 2 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-574 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 

 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Moser, Jeremy_A  
page 2 of 2 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-575 



   

  
  

   

  
   

  
 

 
   

  
 

  

  
    

    
  

   

    
   

  
   

 
  

   
 

       
   

     
     

  
 

   

   

  
 

 

   

     

   

 

  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Comment IND_MoseJere_A  

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment 
“ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative.” 

Response to Comment 2: Faster speeds and more traffic accidents 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about safety. None of the Build Alternatives proposes 
increasing the capacity nor the width of the lanes. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “TSP-2, Safety hazard,” which addresses the concern about whether a 
wider bridge would increase speeds. 

Response to Comment 3: Post weight limits on bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “PN-2, Live load limits.” 

Response to Comment 4: Caltrans did not follow its own project development process and 
earthquake probability in Point Reyes Station 

Caltrans notes the comment regarding the Caltrans process of developing a project and involving 
the community. Please see Chapter 4 of the EIR/EA, which describes how public and agency 
input have been integrated into project development, and please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “PUB-2, Public Outreach Process,” which provides more detail on the 
multidisciplinary process. 

Please also see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a 
true retrofit,” and “ALT-5, Less disruptive alternatives,” to understand the extensive process 
of review of the retrofit strategies, “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” which outline the 
requirements for Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria, and “GEO-1, Earthquake unlikely,” which 
addresses earthquake forecasts for California and the Working Group on California Earthquake 
Probabilities. 

Response to Comment 5: No investigation of retrofit alternatives 

See response to Comment 4 above. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state 
routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting 
the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). 

Response to Comment 6: Rejection of retrofit alternative 

Comment noted. Please see the response to Comment 4 above. 

Response to Comment 7: No-Build Alternative 

Please see response to Comment 1 above. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Moser, Josh_A  

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix 
for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” 
and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: No investigation of retrofit alternatives 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s inquiry about lack of retrofit alternatives. Caltrans has considered 
a full and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-
3, Definition a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” which describes what is 
required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. 

Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in 
as the Preferred Alternative. Construction of this alternative would be completed within 1 year, 
with the majority of the construction occurring within 5 months, and includes a 2- to 3-week 
bridge closure. The Preferred Alternative is the narrowest of all alternatives, and it is among the 
least environmentally impactful alternatives in terms of ground disturbance and property impacts 
during construction. 

Response to Comment 3: Why not a ShakeAlert earthquake warning system? 

Regarding a red-light system suggested, Caltrans has evaluated this option and found it does not 
meet the purpose and need of the project. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing lights.” 

This environmental document was prepared in accordance with federal and state regulations. The 
EIR/EA complies with CEQA and NEPA and is consistent with the Caltrans Standard 
Environmental Reference (SER) (found at http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/envhand.htm), which 
receives routine audits and reviews by FHWA. As directed by the SER, Caltrans coordinates with 
the agencies with jurisdiction over resources evaluated in the EIR/EA and works closely with 
these agencies to gather data about the existing environment to serve as the baseline. The studies 
prepared for the Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project were completed in accordance with regulatory 
agencies’ requirements and professional standards and, therefore, provide the level of detail that 
is sufficient and provide the information necessary to allow informed decision-making about the 
environmental impacts of the project. 

Caltrans used resource agency-approved models (i.e., air quality and noise) for the impact 
analyses and incorporated best management practices as applicable. The EIR/EA was prepared as 
required by the Annotated Outline developed by Caltrans to comply with CEQA and to meet 
FHWA’s requirements to implement NEPA. The AMMs, mitigation measures, and project 
features developed for construction impacts are consistent with professional standard practices for 
Caltrans infrastructure projects and include as much detail as is possible at this stage of 
development. Caltrans has disclosed all known environmental impacts, modified the proposed 
project in response to community concerns, and extended the public review period to the 
maximum allowed time under CEQA. This document was prepared in good faith. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Comment 4: Consider all options  

See the response to Comment 2 above. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Nelson, Susan and John_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” In addition, Caltrans has refined the staging areas to reduce 
the overall impact on the animal hospital. Refer to Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant 
lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” Finally, regarding being responsible for taxpayer 
money, please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “GEN-1, Wasting 
Money.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Newcomb, Louisa_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protection of the animal hospital, seismic retrofit, and biological 
impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for impacts on the community and businesses. Caltrans 
has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Chapter 2 of the 
Final EIR/EA provides an evaluation of impacts from the alternatives on the community and 
environmental resources. Access will be maintained to all businesses in the project area 
throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CIA-2, 
Community impacts.” 

The Final EIR/EA describes the level of impacts to the environment and proposes measures to 
avoid, minimize, or mitigate harm to the environmental setting. Please see Section 2.3 of the 
Final EIR/ EA for the evaluation of biological resources and Section 2.2.2 for an evaluation of the 
project effects on water quality. Also, see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“BIO-1, Biological impacts,” which provides an overview of biological considerations. Finally, 
Caltrans selected Alternative 3a, Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as 
the Preferred Alternative. The selected Preferred Alternative is the narrowest of all alternatives, 
and it is among the least environmentally impactful alternatives in terms of ground disturbance 
and property impacts during construction. This alternative was identified to minimize bridge 
closure and other potential impacts to the local community. 

Caltrans also notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Newstedt, Stephen and Armida_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
which explains how Caltrans has considered noise, parking, dust, and construction-related 
impacts and where to find avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to address these 
impacts in the EIR/EA. The commenter also might review the response to Common Comments 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on 
why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 2: Consider alternative staging areas 

Caltrans appreciates the commenter’s suggestion for an alternative staging area, but this would 
not avoid the need to have a temporary construction easement adjacent to the bridge to access the 
piers. However, the staging area on the animal hospital property has been narrowed for the 
Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-
in). This also pertains to Alternatives 2a and 4a, both of which include accelerated bridge 
construction and longitudinal move-in. For a description of the alternatives, please read Chapter 1 
of the Final EIR/EA. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comments as listed in the 
response to Comment 1 above. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Nichols, Jennifer_A 

Response to Comment 1: The alternatives are out of character 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the character of the Build Alternatives. The range 
of alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EA considers community interests and sensitive 
environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. None of the Build 
Alternatives propose expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge 
and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete 
Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all 
the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 2: Local engagement in the development of alternatives 

Caltrans notes the comments about community engagement in the development of project 
alternatives. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, including 
retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and 
Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). Please see Chapter 4 of the EIR/EA, which 
describes how public and agency input have been integrated into project development, and please 
see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments 
“PUB-2, Public Outreach Process,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives’” which provides 
more detail on the multidisciplinary process. While public input is important to the process and 
considered carefully, Caltrans has a responsibility to provide safe mobility on state routes. 

Response to Comment 3: Oppose to property taking 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about taking property. This project does not propose 
permanent property acquisition beyond a narrow shoulder on Whitehouse Pool Park to provide 
continued pedestrian access to the park’s trailhead and down to the Sir Francis Drake Boulevard 
intersection. Caltrans has refined the staging area on the animal hospital property to minimize the 
area needed to access the bridge and will maintain access to the property throughout construction. 
Because access will be maintained to the animal hospital, relocation will not be required. Please 
see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which 
provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary. 

Response to Comment 4: Non-consideration of effects including traffic and sea level rise 

Comment noted. This project has abided by NEPA and CEQA through the evaluation of a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives. Caltrans has a responsibility to review the impacts on the 
human and natural environment, including sea level rise (see Section 2.2.1, Hydrology and 
Floodplain of the Final EIR/EA), of every project and to work with the community to avoid, 
minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate those impacts. Growth in traffic cannot be resolved without 
changes to SR 1, which is beyond the purpose of this project. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and “CST-5, 
Traffic impacts of construction.” 

Regarding sea level rise, Caltrans has conducted model analyses to understand the range of the 
flood events for year 2050 and year 2100, including the increases attributable to projected sea 
level rise. As noted in Section 2.2.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency-projected downstream elevation at the mouth of Lagunitas Creek during a 100-year 
event, including sea level rise (SLR), is 11.06 feet in year 2050 and 14.47 feet in year 2100. 
Currently, the lower soffit of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge is located at elevation 17.5 feet. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Therefore, the bridge can currently convey projected surface elevations that include the SLR and 
100-year event flows. The mouth of Lagunitas Creek, at Tomales Bay, was used in the hydraulic 
model as the downstream controlling water surface elevation. The Sea Level Rise Memo and Sea 
Level Rise Impact Study completed for the project are on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). 

To address the question of whether lowering the profile of the approach roadway to provide a 
floodway path would provide a benefit, Caltrans modeled a scenario with the existing bridge in 
which the intersection to the south was lowered by about half a foot and a section of roadway 
north of the bridge by about a foot. Lowering of the profile of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge 
approach would lower the water surface elevation (WSE) upstream of the bridge. However, the 
change in WSE (0.13 foot maximum) is not significant enough to change the characteristics of 
flooding and the extent of the existing 100-year floodplain. 

However, Section 2.2.1.3 of the Final EIR/EA was updated to reflect that Caltrans and Marin 
County have discussed the need to include potential climate adaptation measures in new 
infrastructure projects, such as the bridge. Both Caltrans and Marin County recognize that while 
raising the bridge is not the solution, having the flexibility to raise the bridge may be part of the 
solution in conjunction with future Marin County infrastructure efforts. Caltrans has agreed to 
consider design of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge substructure to support raising the bridge in the 
future. 

As described in Section 2.2.1, Hydrology and Floodplain, of the Final EIR/EA, flooding occurs 
east (upstream) of the bridge and is not attributed to the bridge. 

Response to Comment 5: Earthquake warning lights and three-way stop at Sir Francis 
Drake Boulevard intersection with SR 1 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s appreciation for evaluating the No-Build Alternative. Please see 
the response to Comment 2 above for an explanation of how public engagements has been 
incorporated in the project development process. The No-Build Alternative is evaluated in the 
EIR/EA and used as a relative point against which the Build Alternatives are compared. Please 
see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety 
flashing lights,” and “TSP-1, Intersection at Sir Francis Drake Boulevard during 
operation.” 

Response to Comment 6: Justify the Project Need 

Please see Chapter 1 in the EIR/EA for a full description of the project need. The project need is 
supported by multiple studies of the bridge’s existing conditions and the immediate geologic 
conditions. The studies are posted on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ 
lagunitascreekbridge/). 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Nisbet, Mary_A 

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative, concern for the animal hospital, and size of 
bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for 
the No-Build Alternative,” Common Comment CIA-1, Protect the Animal Hospital,” and 
“Common Comment ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Nixdorf, Laughty_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider the No-Build Alternative or a true retrofit and protect 
the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative or a seismic retrofit. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, 
Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full 
range of alternatives”. 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Caltrans has refined the staging area 
on the animal hospital property to minimize the area needed to access the bridge and will 
maintain access to the property throughout construction. Because access will be maintained to the 
animal hospital, relocation will not be required. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Nordbye, Mesa_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ 
lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive 
environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 
in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support 
for the No-Build Alternative.” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Nute, Edward_A 

Response to Comment 1: The EIR/EA does not take sea level rise seriously 

Caltrans has conducted model analyses to understand the range of the flood events for year 2050 
and year 2100, including the increases attributable to projected sea level rise. As noted in 
Section 2.2.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, the Federal Emergency Management Agency-projected 
downstream elevation at the mouth of Lagunitas Creek during a 100-year event, including 
sea level rise (SLR), is 11.06 feet in year 2050 and 14.47 feet in year 2100. Currently, the lower 
soffit of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge is located at elevation 17.5 feet. Therefore, the bridge can 
currently convey projected surface elevations that include the SLR and 100-year event flows. The 
mouth of Lagunitas Creek, at Tomales Bay, was used in the hydraulic model as the downstream 
controlling water surface elevation. The Sea Level Rise Memo and Sea Level Rise Impact Study 
completed for the project are on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). 

However, Section 2.2.1.3 of the Final EIR/EA was updated to reflect that Caltrans and Marin 
County have discussed the need to include potential climate adaptation measures in new 
infrastructure projects, such as the bridge. Both Caltrans and Marin County recognize that while 
raising the bridge is not the solution, having the flexibility to raise the bridge may be part of the 
solution in conjunction with future Marin County infrastructure efforts. Caltrans has agreed to 
consider design of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge substructure to support raising the bridge in the 
future. 

As described in Section 2.2.1, Hydrology and Floodplain, of the Final EIR/EA, flooding occurs 
east (upstream) of the bridge and is not attributed to the bridge. 

Response to Comment 2: The culverts have not been maintained 

Caltrans acknowledges that areas under the culvert maintain some water, which feeds the growth 
of willows and other vegetation in the area. These culverts are only a measure to help dissipate 
flood events and are not intended to convey waters routinely. The culverts do not prevent flood 
events. Caltrans has limited maintenance staff and resources. Please submit a Customer Service 
Request for future issues along the highway. The Caltrans maintenance crews have been informed 
of the existing issue. 

Response to Comment 3: Need to investigate ways to pass the seemingly frequent 100-year 
flood events 

To address the question of whether lowering the profile of the approach roadway to provide a 
floodway path would provide a benefit, Caltrans modeled a scenario with the existing bridge in 
which we lowered the intersection to the south by about half a foot and a section of roadway 
north of the bridge by about a foot. Lowering of the profile of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge 
approach would lower the water surface elevation (WSE) upstream of the bridge. However, the 
change in WSE (0.13 foot maximum) is not significant enough to change the characteristics of 
flooding and the extent of the existing 100-year floodplain. 

To evaluate the commenter’s observations of high water on February 7, 2017, Caltrans 
investigated the upstream gage records (i.e., the high water flow) for the date and ran the 
hydraulic model with that flow. The peak flow at the gage was about 7,060 cubic feet per second 
(cfs). This cfs figure was then extrapolated to the Lagunitas Creek Bridge site, which resulted in a 
flow of about 9,500 cfs, which identified this water flow as an approximate 5-year event. The 
freeboard (i.e., available space between high-water surface and the bottom of the bridge) 
observed from the commenter’s February 7, 2017, photo appeared to show the freeboard to be 
about 2.5 feet. The hydraulic model using the 9,500 cfs (above) would result in a freeboard at the 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

bridge of about 3.8 feet. This means that there may be more frequent flooding than the hydraulic 
model estimates. However, under the new bridge design, the general resistance to water flow will 
decrease as shown in the higher flow events modeled. Therefore, calibrating the modeled results 
to the February 7, 2017, event would result in an overly conservative WSE estimate for the 50-
and 100-year events. 

Based on Caltrans’ review and preliminary evaluation, the channel upstream of the bridge for 
several hundred feet is restrictive (see Figure 2.2.1-3 in the Final EIR/EA) and complete removal 
of the bridge and its approaches wouldn’t result in substantial change to the water surface under 
the 100-year flood with year 2100 sea level rise. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Nute, Marcia and Ed_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. This project does not propose 
permanent property acquisition beyond a narrow shoulder on Whitehouse Pool Park to provide 
continued pedestrian access to the park’s trailhead and down to the Sir Francis Drake Boulevard 
intersection. Caltrans will maintain access to the animal hospital throughout construction. Please 
see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments 
“CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” for more about how the animal hospital was considered, 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary 
and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to O’Brien, Elizabeth_A 

Response to Comment 1: Concerned about construction impacts on traffic, community, 
animal hospital, and financial costs 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, community, and financial impacts. Caltrans 
is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to 
maintain a safe transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, 
and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and operational phases of 
the project. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix, for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction,” for a description of considerations, including 
traffic and noise. 

Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the 
bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), 
which are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ lagunitascreekbridge/). The 
range of alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EA considers community interests and sensitive 
environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 
for the response to Common Comment “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 
In terms of efficient use of public funds, please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “GEN-1, Wasting money,” which provides more detail on how funds are allocated 
for Caltrans projects. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Dana, O’Connor_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider a true retrofit, protect the animal hospital, and avoid 
traffic effects 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for considering a retrofit alternative. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments ““ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” and “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 

Caltrans also notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital and traffic impacts. Caltrans 
has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be 
maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for 
the responses to Common Comments ““CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” for more about 
how the animal hospital was considered, “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused 
Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more 
detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction and has developed the accelerated 
bridge construction method to reduce the construction periods and to allow use of the bridge for 
most of the construction period. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments 
“CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing - don't impact 
tourism season,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” 

Response to Comment 2: Cost of project 

Caltrans shares the commenter’s concern about the efficient use of public funds. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “GEN-1, Wasting money.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Okumura, James_A  

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Guidelines to address seismic issues along SR 1 through Marin 
County 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns about seismic issues. The subject project that Caltrans 
evaluated in the Final EIR/EA is for the SR 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge; no other projects are 
evaluated in this Final EIR/EA. Funding is programmed based on need, and, currently on SR 1, 
this bridge presents the highest need in the area of Point Reyes Station. Please see Table N-1 in 
for the responses to Common Comments “GEN_1, Wasting money.” 

Response to Comment 3: Project scope 

Caltrans notes the comment that the project scope should be redefined to address the bridge in the 
broader context of similar seismic issues of roads and bridges throughout West Marin. As stated 
above for Comment 2, no other projects are evaluated in this EIR/EA. The project is evaluated 
within the surrounding environmental context and use of the facility at this location. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “PN-1, Project need is too narrow,” 
“ALT-8, Criteria for new bridge,” and “GEO-1, Earthquake unlikely.” 

Response to Comment 4: Sea level rise and liquefaction 

Comment noted. As noted in Section 2.2.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency-projected downstream elevation at the mouth of Lagunitas Creek during a 
100-year event, including sea level rise (SLR), is 11.06 feet in year 2050 and 14.47 feet in year 
2100. Currently, the lower soffit of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge is located at elevation 17.5 feet. 
Therefore, the bridge can currently convey projected surface elevations that include the SLR and 
100-year event flows. The mouth of Lagunitas Creek, at Tomales Bay, was used in the hydraulic 
model as the downstream controlling water surface elevation. The Sea Level Rise Memo and Sea 
Level Rise Impact Study completed for the project are on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). 

This area is known to flood and will continue to do so with or without sea level rise projections. 
During flood events, the change in water elevation due to sea level rise is barely measurable 
relative to the flood event. Flooding occurs east (upstream) of the bridge and is not attributed to 
the bridge. 

Lowering the roadway (to remove it as a barrier to flow), the water surface elevation would be 
slightly lowered upstream of the SR 1 bridge. The projected change in water surface elevation 
(0.13 foot or less than 2 inches maximum) is not significant enough to change the characteristics 
of flooding or the extent of the existing 100-year floodplain. Therefore, the bridge is not the issue. 
However, Section 2.2.1.3 of the Final EIR/EA was updated to reflect that Caltrans and Marin 
County have discussed the need to include potential climate adaptation measures in new 
infrastructure projects, such as the bridge. Both Caltrans and Marin County recognize that while 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

raising the bridge is not the solution, having the flexibility to raise the bridge may be part of the  
solution in conjunction with future Marin County infrastructure efforts. Caltrans has agreed to 
consider design of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge substructure to support raising the bridge in the  
future.  

Response to Comment 5: Cost 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern that without considering this project in the overall 
context of earthquake risks in Marin County, project money would be wasted. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “GEN-1, 
Wasting Money.” California requires Caltrans to develop and document criteria that it uses to 
decide which projects to prioritize. The Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project is funded through the 
State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP), which is administered by the 
California Transportation Commission (made up of officials, appointed by the governor, who 
decide how state funding should be prioritized). 

Response to Comment 6: Schedule 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the schedule. Please see Caltrans “Stages of 
Highway Development at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/pdwt/fd1.pdf. On this Project 
development workflow, the “zero” phase also corresponds to the environmental and regulatory 
flow, as outlined here: http://www.dot.ca.gov/env/emo/docs/dea-project-delivery-raodmap.pdf. 

The project is currently in the Project Approval and Environmental Document (PAED) phase. 
Although funding is committed to this project (see the response to Comment 5 above), the project 
will need to complete further phases before it can move to construction. 

Response to Comment 7: Risk 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s statement that other non-construction methods are 
available that can seismically repair the bridge and reduce safety risks without a full bridge 
replacement. For the comment regarding a red-light system, Caltrans has evaluated this option 
and found it does not meet the purpose and need of the project. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-6, Consider 
seismic safety flashing lights,” and “PN-2, Live load limits.” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed Build Alternatives. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, 
Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” and 
“ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 8: Protect the animal hospital 

Comment noted that the commenter’s opinion that Caltrans is transferring the risk of the project 
to the community and the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital, the community at large, and other affected properties. Caltrans has refined the staging 
area on the animal hospital property to minimize the area needed to access the bridge and will 
maintain access to the property throughout construction. Because access will be maintained to the 
animal hospital, relocation will not be required. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

“CST-6, Consolidate staging.”  There are multiple project features that are designed to avoid  and  
minimize impacts before they occur,  which are based  on professional standards of practice during  
construction;  commitments are tracked through the development and implementation of a  
construction management  plan.  

Response to Comment 9: Proposed size and scale of the Build Alternatives 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the Build Alternatives. None of the 
Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or of the bridge. Widening the 
roadway is limited to widening the shoulders by 3 feet on each side between Sir Francis Drake 
Boulevard and B Street. Please see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of 
each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size 
of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, 
Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, which is the 
narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 10: Estimated lifespan of bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the lifespan of the bridge. At the June 15, 2017, 
public meeting, Caltrans engineers presented information regarding the project need and design 
criteria for bridges. The Lagunitas Creek bridge is a vital connection in West Marin County, 
which must be maintained in order to provide access for emergency service, residents, goods and 
services, and tourism. The seismic standards used for bridges in 1929 are obsolete. Caltrans’ 
understanding of seismic events and behavior of structures under large displacements 
(earthquakes) has improved significantly since 1929, when the existing bridge was built. Under 
current seismic design standards, lateral loads on Lagunitas Creek Bridge would probably exceed 
the weight of the structure, whereas seismic loading in the original design was typically more on 
the order of 10 to 20 percent of the weight of the structure.2 Please see Table N-1 for the response 
to Common Comment “ALT-8, Criteria for new bridge.” Therefore, a new bridge is likely to 
exceed the lifecycle of the existing bridge, because the current bridge is near the end of its 
sustainability 

Response to Comment 11: Cost/benefit analysis 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern that there is no publicly available Business Case and 
Return on Investment associated with the project. Caltrans does not develop a cost-benefit 
analysis on projects involving safety of state route facilities. The benefits of safety on state routes 
and avoidance of injury to the traveling public justify the costs of projects. Please see Table N-1 
for the response to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true Retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 12: Protection of the animal hospital, flooding, and No-Build 
Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for No-Build Alternative. Please see the responses to 
Comments 1, 4, and 8 above. 

2 Source: Caltrans presentation board used at the June 15, 2017, public meeting, “Design Criteria for 
Bridges.” 
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Response to Okumura, James_B (duplicate) 

This is a duplicate letter. Please see response to the preceding letter from Okumura, 
James_A. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to O’Neal, Dee_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider other alternatives and scale of rebuild 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for considering other alternatives. Caltrans is responsible 
for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ 
lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive 
environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 
in the introduction to this appendix for the response to “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the bridge. None of the Build 
Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge 
and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete 
Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all 
the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, dust, and noise impacts on the animal 
hospital and how the project may impact the animal hospital. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and 
“NOI-1, Noise impacts” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about taking property. This project does not propose 
permanent property acquisition beyond a narrow shoulder on Whitehouse Pool Park to provide 
continued pedestrian access to the park’s trailhead and down to the Sir Francis Drake Boulevard 
intersection. Caltrans will maintain access to the animal hospital throughout construction. Please 
see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas 
at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides 
more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce 
impacts. 

Response to Comment 3: Get local feedback 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for getting local feedback. See Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “Pub-1, Extend public comment period,” and “Pub-2, 
Public outreach process.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Ongerth, Marion_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ 
lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive 
environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 
in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support 
for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Osborn, Dave and Pam_A 

Response to Comment 1: Economic and community impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the community and businesses. Economic analysis is 
provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, which includes the consideration of factors such 
as traffic, noise, dust, and visual disturbance that may influence the patronage to local businesses 
(and specifically the animal hospital). Because a quantitative economic impact to local businesses 
cannot be determined until after construction (and after obtaining financial data from businesses), 
the analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is qualitative in nature. This analysis meets the 
requirements of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike NEPA, the focus of the analysis under CEQA 
shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and effect. 
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

Caltrans prepared the Community Impact Assessment for this project, in conformity with the 
Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference Environmental Handbook Volume 4: Community 
Impact Assessment (Caltrans 2011). Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and 
“CIA-3, CIA adequacy.” 

Response to Comment 2: Consider retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a retrofit option. Caltrans is responsible for providing 
safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, 
including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) 
and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 3: Wider bridge not needed 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the Build Alternatives. None of the 
Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of 
the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, 
as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 4: Consider retrofit and economic impacts 

Please see above for the responses to Comment 1 regarding economic impacts and Comment 2 
regarding retrofit considerations. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Papale, Mary_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Paton, Robert and Côté, Micheline_A

Response to Comment 1: Access, dust, noise, and width of the proposed bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, dust, and noise impacts on the animal 
hospital and how the project may impact the animal hospital. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for 
the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, 
Community impacts,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” for more about how the animal 
hospital was considered, “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or 
other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why 
staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

In addition, Caltrans has studied local traffic (Report of the Engineering and Traffic Study, 
August 2012) and operations of SR 1 in the area and found that the speeds and intersection 
designs are appropriate as they are, while it is noted that tourism traffic on weekends is high and, 
therefore, project construction would not limit the roadway to one-way directional flow during 
weekends traffic flow (Traffic Management for Lagunitas Bridge Construction Period, August 
2016). Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments CST-5, Traffic impacts 
during construction.” 

Finally, regarding the scale and character of the proposed Build Alternatives, none of the Build 
Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or of the bridge. Widening the roadway is 
limited to widening the shoulders by 3 feet on each side between Sir Francis Drake Boulevard 
and B Street. Please see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build 
Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge 
and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete 
Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all 
the proposed Build Alternatives and among the least environmentally impactful alternatives in 
terms of ground disturbance and property impacts during construction. This alternative was 
identified to minimize bridge closure and other potential impacts to the local community. 

Response to Comment 2: Project is new bridge 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 3: Consider the No-Build Alternative or true seismic retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit or the No-Build Alternative. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
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project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-
1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” and 
“ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 3: Inform public 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s interest in community engagement during development of project 
alternatives. Please see Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/EA, which describes how public and agency 
input have been integrated into project development, and please see Table N-1 for the responses 
to Common Comments “PUB-1, Extend comment period,” and “PUB-2, Public outreach 
process.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Paulson, John and Linda_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for a seismic retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” 
which describes what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” 
criteria. 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Caltrans has refined the staging area 
on the animal hospital property to minimize the area needed to access the bridge and will 
maintain access to the property throughout construction. Because access will be maintained to the 
animal hospital, relocation will not be required. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts” and “CIA-1, Protect the animal 
hospital,” for more about how the animal hospital was considered, “CST-3, Why not place 
staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been 
minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Paulson, John and Linda_B 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative and protection of the animal 
hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” Also, see responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal 
hospital,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant 
lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Payette, Diana_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital and avoid staging on the animal 
hospital parking area 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Different staging areas are identified to support different staging activities. Please see Table N-1 
in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not 
place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been 
minimized to reduce impacts, and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Response to Comment 2: Consider the No-Build Alternative or a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit or the No-Build Alternative. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-
1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-
3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.“ 

Regarding the scale and character of the proposed Build Alternatives, none of the Build 
Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or of the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, 
as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives and 
among the least environmentally impactful alternatives in terms of ground disturbance and 
property impacts during construction. This alternative was identified to minimize bridge closure 
and other potential impacts to the local community. 

Response to Comment 3: Economic impacts during construction/minimize impacts during 
construction and traffic effects 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic and community impacts. Caltrans is aware 
that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. Economic analysis is provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final 
EIR/EA, which includes the consideration of factors such as traffic, noise, dust, and visual 
disturbance that may influence the patronage to local businesses (and specifically the animal 
hospital). Because a quantitative economic impact to local businesses cannot be determined until 
after construction (and after obtaining financial data from businesses), the analysis included in 
Section 2.1.2.1 is qualitative in nature. The AMMs, mitigation measures, and project features 
developed for construction impacts are consistent with professional standard practices for 
Caltrans infrastructure projects and include as much detail as is possible at this stage of 
development. Caltrans has disclosed all known environmental impacts, modified the proposed 
project in response to community concerns, and extended the public review period to the 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

maximum  allowed time under CEQA. This document was prepared in good faith.  This analysis 
meets the requirements of NEPA.  

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike NEPA, the focus of the analysis under CEQA 
shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and effect. 
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

Caltrans prepared the Community Impact Assessment for this project, in conformity with the 
Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference Environmental Handbook Volume 4: Community 
Impact Assessment (Caltrans 2011). Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and 
“CIA-3, CIA adequacy.” 

Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction and has developed the accelerated 
bridge construction method to reduce the construction period and to allow use of the bridge for 
most of the construction period. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments 
“CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing - don't impact 
tourism season,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Peaslee, S. Claire_A 

Response to Comment 1: No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Regarding the scale and character of the proposed Build Alternatives, none of the Build 
Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or of the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character,” 
and “Alt-5, Less intrusive retrofit.” 

Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, 
as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives and 
among the least environmentally impactful alternatives in terms of ground disturbance and 
property impacts during construction. This alternative was identified to minimize bridge closure 
and other potential impacts to the local community. 

Response to Comment 2: Why not a ShakeAlert earthquake warning system? And the 
Proposed bridge alternatives are out of character, and risk losing animal hospital 

Comment noted. Please see response to Comment 1 above addressing the concern that the bridge 
is out of character and addressing the range of alternatives considered. See Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “GEO-1, Earthquake unlikely,” which addresses earthquake 
forecasts for California and the “Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities.” 

For the comment regarding a red-light system, Caltrans has evaluated this option and found it 
does not meet the purpose and need of the project. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing lights.” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” for more about how 
the animal hospital was considered, “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on 
why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 3: Dialogue with the community regarding lower impact bridge 
options 

Comment noted regarding the Caltrans process of developing a project and involving the 
community. For over two years of project planning, Caltrans involved the community and the 
stakeholder group in an effort to educate the community on the risks of the no-build scenario and 
about the full and reasonable range of alternatives developed for evaluation of the project. 
Caltrans and stakeholder group meeting summaries are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). See Chapter 4 in the EIR/EA for more 
information on how the community and agencies were involved in the project development 
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process. See Table  N-1 for the responses to  Common Comments  “Pub-1, Extend comment  
period,”  and  “PUB-2, Public outreach process.”  

Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-5, Less intrusive retrofit.” 
Caltrans considered and analyzed a retrofit alternative to bring the bridge to current seismic 
standards (purpose and need). Please also see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing lights.” 

Response to Comment 4: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Please see the response to 
Comment 1 above. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Pfeiffer, Jennifer_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider No-Build Alternative or a true seismic retrofit, proposed 
project is out of character 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative or a seismic retrofit. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, 
Describe the no-build scenario,” and “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the bridge. None of the Build 
Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, 
as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 2: Impacts to the animal hospital, construction period issues, traffic, 
and economic impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, dust, and noise impacts on the animal 
hospital and how the project may impact the animal hospital. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “NOI-
1, Noise impacts.” 

Regarding the comment on staging, different staging areas are identified to support different 
staging activities. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “CST-3, Why 
not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots” and “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging,” which provide more detail on how temporary construction easements and 
staging areas are used. 

Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction and has developed the accelerated 
bridge construction method to reduce the construction period and to allow use of the bridge for 
most of the construction period. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” Additionally, please see the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and “CST-2, Closure timing - don't 
impact tourism season.” which provide information on construction schedules. 

Response to Comment 3: Protect the animal hospital 

Please see the response to Comment 2 above. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Phelan, Ann_A 

Response to Comment 1: No analysis of the retrofit bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for consideration of a bridge retrofit. Caltrans has 
considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as 
described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are 
available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of 
alternatives considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also 
meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix 
for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, 
Full range of alternatives,” which describes what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet 
Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. 

Response to Comment 2: Impacts on the animal hospital and community 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about impacts to the animal hospital and the community. 
Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access 
will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and 
“CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Response to Comment 3: The width of the bridge will resemble a freeway? 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the bridge. None of the Build 
Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, 
as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 4: More time to address issues 

Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s request. The Final EIR/EA includes a complete response 
to all public comments received during the public comment period. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “PUB-1, Extend public comment period” and “PUB-2, 
Public outreach process.” 

Response to Comment 5: The bridge will look like a freeway 

Please see the response to Comment 3 above. 

Response to Comment 6: Work with the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans also notes the 
commenter’s concern about taking property. This project does not propose permanent property 
acquisition beyond a narrow shoulder on Whitehouse Pool Park to provide continued pedestrian 
access to the park’s trailhead and down to the Sir Francis Drake Boulevard intersection. Caltrans 
will maintain access to the animal hospital throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” which provides more detail on how temporary construction 
easements and staging areas are used, and Common Comment “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” 
which provides more information on how staging will be used and minimized. Caltrans will 
comply with the Uniform Real Property and Relocation Assistance Act of 1970, as amended. 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-642 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/


  

  
  

 
  

  
  

   
  

  

    
  
  

 
   

    
  

 

 

 

 

  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Comment 7: Economic impacts during construction  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about economic impacts to the community. Economic 
analysis is provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, which includes the consideration of 
factors such as traffic, noise, dust, and visual disturbance that may influence the patronage to 
local businesses (and specifically the animal hospital). Because a quantitative economic impact to 
local businesses cannot be determined until after construction (and after obtaining financial data 
from businesses), the analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is qualitative in nature. This analysis 
meets the requirements of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike NEPA, the focus of the analysis under CEQA 
shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and effect. 
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

The AMMs, mitigation measures and project features developed for construction impacts are 
consistent with professional standard practices for Caltrans infrastructure projects and include as 
much detail as is possible at this stage of development. Caltrans has disclosed all known 
environmental impacts, modified the proposed project in response to community concerns, and 
extended the public review period to the maximum allowed time under CEQA. This document 
was prepared in good faith. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Ponce, Jose_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Likelihood of an earthquake 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement about earthquakes. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “GEO-1, Earthquake unlikely.” 

Response to Comment 3: Earthquake warning lights 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement about the ShakeAlert system. Installation of a 
ShakeAlert system does not meet the purpose and need for the project. Please see Table N-1 for 
the response to Common Comment “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing lights.” 

Response to Comment 4: Consider a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-
Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” and “ALT-5, Less intrusive retrofit.” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the bridge. None of the Build 
Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, 
as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Prier, Carol Molly_A 

Response to Comment 1: Opposed to replacement bridge, consider a retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed Build Alternatives. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” 
“ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,“ and 
“ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,“ which describes what is required for the Retrofit 
Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. 

For the comment regarding a red-light system, Caltrans has evaluated this option, and it does not 
meet the purpose and need of the project. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing lights.” 

To address the comment regarding posted weight limits on the existing bridge, please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “PN-2, Live load limits.” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about impacts on the animal hospital. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Additionally, Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to 
construction undertaken to maintain a safe transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides 
measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 
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Ram, Shree_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-648 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 

  

  
 

  
  

 
 

  
  

 
   

 

 

 

 

  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Ram, Shree_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative and ShakeAlert system 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ 
lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive 
environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 
in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support 
for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

Installation of a ShakeAlert system does not meet the purpose and need for the project. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing 
lights.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Ram, Shree_B (duplicate) 

This is a duplicate letter.  Please see response to the preceding letter “Ram, Shree_A.”  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Rea, Michael_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Additionally, Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about taking property. Caltrans has refined 
the staging area on the animal hospital property to minimize the area needed to access the bridge 
and will maintain access to the property throughout construction. Because access will be 
maintained to the animal hospital, relocation will not be required. 

Response to Comment 2: Alternative staging areas 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about staging area locations. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” which provides more detail on how temporary construction 
easements and staging areas are used, and Common Comment “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” 
which provides more information on how staging will be minimized and describes why the 
Caltrans yard would not be feasible and why temporary access areas adjacent to the bridge are 
necessary. 

Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in 
as the Preferred Alternative. This alternative has a construction period of less than 1 year, with 
the majority of the construction occurring within 5 months, and includes a 2- to 3-week bridge 
closure. The selected Preferred Alternative is the narrowest of all alternatives and among the least 
environmentally impactful alternatives in terms of ground disturbance and property impacts 
during construction. This alternative was identified to minimize bridge closure and other potential 
impacts to the local community. 

Response to Comment 3: The alternatives are out of character 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the character of the bridge. None of the Build 
Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, 
as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives and 
most closely matches the aesthetics of the existing bridge. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Reich, Robert B._A 

Response to Comment 1: Opposition to project 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the project. The EIR/EA considered the size and 
scale of the various bridge-type alternatives, community character, and biological resources. For 
additional discussion, please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses 
to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character,” “BIO-1, 
Biological impacts,” and “GEN-1, Wasting money.” 

Caltrans selected Alternative 3a, Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as 
the Preferred Alternative. The selected Preferred Alternative is the narrowest of all alternatives, 
most closely resembles the scale of the existing Lagunitas Creek Bridge, and avoids obstructing 
views towards Point Reyes Station and the surrounding environment. This alternative is among 
the least environmentally impactful alternatives in terms of ground disturbance and property 
impacts during construction. This alternative was identified to minimize bridge closure and other 
potential impacts to the local community. 
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Rishell, Rebecca_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Rishell, Rebecca_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider a retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” and “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of 
alternatives,” which describes what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no 
collapse” criteria. 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, dust, and noise impacts on the animal 
hospital and how the project may impact the animal hospital. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” Also, Common Comment 
“CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” explains how the animal hospital was considered, and 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging,” provide more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how 
they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Robbins, Janet_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Robin, Carley_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Robin, Carley_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Additionally, Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to 
construction undertaken to maintain a safe transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides 
measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Regarding the inquiry to develop further alternatives, please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” “ALT-4, Full range of 
alternatives,” and “ALT-5, Less intrusive retrofit.” 
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Rogers, Art_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-663 



   

  
  

 

   

   

  

 
  

  
  

  
   

  
  

   
  
 

 
   

   
  

  
    

       
  

  
 

   
 

  
   

  
   

  

   
    

   

  
 

   
 

  
   

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Rogers, Art_A 

Response to Comment 1: Economic impacts during construction, detriment to environment 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about economic and community impacts. Caltrans is 
aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain 
a safe transportation system for all. 

Economic analysis is provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, which includes the 
consideration of factors such as traffic, noise, dust, and visual disturbance that may influence the 
patronage to local businesses (and specifically the animal hospital). The AMMs, mitigation 
measures, and project features developed for construction impacts are consistent with 
professional standard practices for Caltrans infrastructure projects and include as much detail as 
is possible at this stage of development. Because a quantitative economic impact to local 
businesses cannot be determined until after construction (and after obtaining financial data from 
businesses), the analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is qualitative in nature. This analysis meets 
the requirements of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike NEPA, the focus of the analysis under CEQA 
shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and effect. 
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would 
occur during construction and operational phases of the project. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-2, Community 
impacts.” 

Community suggestions to incorporate Safe Routes to School led to expanding project to include: 
a) extending the culvert, b) pedestrian crosswalk crossing at Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, and 
c) extending and widening the shoulder north towards Third Street. Please review Final EIR/EA 
Section 1.3.2.3, Commonalities of the Build Alternatives, for more detail. 

Response to Comment 2: The proposed bridge alternatives are overbuilt and a waste of 
money 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns about the community and wasting money. The range of 
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EA considers community interests and sensitive environmental 
resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. None of the Build Alternatives 
proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, 
which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has 
selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the 
Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

In terms of efficient use of public funds, please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “GEN-1, Wasting money,” which provides more detail on how funds are allocated. 

Response to Comment 3: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Built Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-664 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/


  

  
  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Please see Table  N-1 for the responses to  Common Comment  “ALT-1, Support for the No-
Build Alternative,”  and  “ALT-2, Describe  the no-build scenario.”   
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Rogers, Laura_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative, concern for the animal 
hospital, local businesses, traffic (e.g., to school), and the environment 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Built Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” Also see the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal 
hospital,” and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Community suggestions to incorporate Safe Routes to School led to expanding project to include: 
a) extending the culvert, b) pedestrian crosswalk crossing at Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, and 
c) extending and widening shoulder north towards Third street. Please see Final EIR/EA 
Section 1.3.2.3, Commonalities of the Build Alternatives, for more detail. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Rojas, Clare_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CIA-
1, Protect the animal hospital,” for more about how the animal hospital was considered, “CST-
3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how 
they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Recognizing this construction impact, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, 
Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative. Construction of this 
alternative would be completed within 1 year, with the majority of the construction occurring 
within 5 months, and includes a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. The selected Preferred Alternative is 
the narrowest of all alternatives, and among the least environmentally impactful alternatives in 
terms of ground disturbance and property impacts during construction. This alternative was 
identified to minimize bridge closure and other potential impacts to the local community. 

Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and “CST-2, Closure timing -
don’t impact tourism season>’ 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Ross Pamela_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the response to Common Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CIA-1, 
Protect the animal hospital,” for more about how the animal hospital was considered, and 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provide more detail on why staging areas are necessary 
and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Ross, Pamela_B 

Response to Comment 1: Contacting residents and businesses 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about contacting affected residents and business owners. 
Caltrans has reached out directly to the animal hospital to discuss the project. The EIR/EA 
considered construction impacts to private property. The environmental process provides these 
disclosures to all concerned individuals equally. Prior to construction, during the design phase, 
Caltrans will refine the project design and will continue to work with regulatory agencies to 
obtain necessary permits. After the project is more refined, Caltrans will attempt to engage 
property owners again and to approach each property owner individually to ascertain their unique 
situations and will apply appropriate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures best 
suited for the property. 

Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “PUB-2, Public outreach process.” However, communication does not stop there; it 
will continue through final design, leading up to and during construction. Caltrans will work 
directly impacted and interested community members. 

Response to Comment 2: Support for Alternative 3a, Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in. Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a as the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to Comment 3: Roadbed and effects including sea level rise 

Comment noted. This project has abided by NEPA and CEQA through the evaluation of a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives. Caltrans has a responsibility to consider impacts on the 
natural and human environment, including sea level rise (see Section 2.2.1, Hydrology and 
Floodplain, of the EIR/EA), of every project and to work with the community to avoid, minimize, 
and, as necessary, mitigate those impacts. In addition, the Final EIR/EA was updated to reflect 
that Caltrans and Marin County have discussed the need to include potential climate adaptation 
measures in new infrastructure projects, such as the bridge. Both recognize that while raising the 
bridge is not the solution, having the flexibility to raise the bridge may be part of the solution in 
conjunction with future Marin County infrastructure efforts. Caltrans has agreed to consider 
design of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge substructure to support raising the bridge in the future. 

Caltrans has selected Alternative 3A: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in. 
Under this alternative, the bridge roadway elevation may be up to 1 foot higher than the existing 
bridge to maintain the same clearance above the creek waters. Roadway work would require 
aligning the road grade to the grade of the bridge deck. 

Response to Comment 4: Construction traffic 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic. As stated in in the EIR/EA under 
Section 2.1.5.3, during construction the SR 1/Sir Francis Drake Boulevard intersection would 
require a three-way stop to safely manage traffic movements. During high-volume hours, flaggers 
with handheld stop signs would facilitate safe traffic flow. Please see Chapter 2.1.5 of the Final 
EIR/EA for more information regarding construction traffic. In addition, please see Table N-1 for 
the responses to Common Comments “TSP-1, Intersection at Sir Francis Drake Boulevard 
during operation,” “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing -
don't impact tourism season,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Rowe, Josh_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Built Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 

Response to Comments 2: Earthquake unlikely and ShakeAlert system 

Comment noted. The ShakeAlert system does not meet the purpose and need for the project. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety 
flashing lights” and “GEO-1, Earthquake unlikely.” 

Response to Comment 3: Pedestrians and bicycles 

Comment noted. Bridge replacement requires upgrading the bridge to current safety standards, 
including accommodating the deflection barrier, shoulders, and pedestrian accessibility consistent 
with the Caltrans Design Manual, Sixth Edition. Additionally, Caltrans cooperates with local 
entities to build complete streets, and, in this area, Marin County plans to extend the shoulder to 
add safe bicycle routes. See the Marin County Unincorporated Area Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Master Plan (Marin County Department of Public Works 2008). 

Response to Comment 4: Consider a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the comment about considering a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-
Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” and “ALT-5, Less intrusive retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 5: Local engagement in the development of alternatives 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s interest in open collaboration with the community in the 
development of project alternatives. Caltrans has reached out directly to the animal hospital to 
discuss the project. The EIR/EA considered construction impacts to private property. The 
environmental process provides these disclosures to all concerned individuals equally. Prior to 
construction, during the design phase, Caltrans will refine the project design and will continue to 
work with regulatory agencies to obtain necessary permits. After the project is more refined, 
Caltrans will attempt to engage property owners again and to approach property owners 
individually to ascertain their unique situations and apply appropriate avoidance, minimization, 
and mitigation measures best suited for the property. Please see Chapter 4 of the EIR/EA, which 
describes how public and agency input have been integrated into project development, and please 
see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “PUB-1, Extend comment period,” 
“PUB-2, Public outreach process,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Comment 6: Economic, community, and traffic impacts  during construction  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, dust, and noise impacts on the animal 
hospital and how the project may impact the animal hospital. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction and has developed the accelerated 
bridge construction method to reduce the construction period and to allow use of the bridge for 
most of the construction period. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments 
“CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing - don't impact 
tourism season,” “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Response to Comment 7: Proposed bridge alternatives are out of character 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the character of the bridge. None of the Build 
Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, 
as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “TSP-2 Safety hazard.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Rugg, Shelley_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Built Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Likelihood of an earthquake 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s statement about earthquakes. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “GEO-1, Earthquake unlikely.” 

Response to Comment 3: Earthquake warning lights 

Comment noted. The ShakeAlert system does not meet the purpose and need for the project. 
Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety 
flashing lights.” 

Response to Comment 4: Consider a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-
Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” and “ALT-5, Less intrusive retrofit.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Runnion, Kathy_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative and protection of the animal 
hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Built Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
for more about how the animal hospital was considered, and to “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” 
which provide more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized 
to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Russum, Sue Ann_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protection of the animal hospital, width of bridge, concern about 
maintaining rural character 

Caltrans notes the comments regarding the concern of construction impacts on the animal hospital 
and maintaining the rural quality of the region with a narrow, two-lane bridge. Recognizing this 
impact, Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal 
Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. This alternative has a construction period of less than 
1 year, with a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. This three-span concrete bridge will continue to be a 
two-lane bridge. This alternative is also the narrowest bridge structure of all the Build 
Alternatives. Caltrans has continued efforts to refine the staging areas to reduce and minimize 
construction areas and impacts on adjacent properties as much as feasible, based on the animal 
hospital concerns. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments CIA-1, “Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see 
Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, 
Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Response to Comment 2: Create a safe bridge while maintaining rural quality 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed Build Alternatives (replacement of the 
bridge) and support for a bridge repair. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” and “ALT-5 Less intrusive retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 3: Support for a retrofit, minimize impacts to animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the comment regarding the repair of a similar concrete bridge on the Olema -
Bolinas Road, a bridge of the same era as the Lagunitas Creek Bridge. However, the Olema 
bridge was repaired in place with minimal disruption to traffic because it did not have the same 
seismic and safety deficiencies as the Lagunitas Creek Bridge. For the reasons stated in the 
response to Comment 2 above, Caltrans investigated and evaluated a retrofit alternative but 
dismissed it due to its extensive construction and environmental impacts compared to the Build 
Alternatives. 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-683 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/


   

  
  

  

  

  

 
 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Sacheli, Angelo_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-684 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 



  

  
  

 

  
 

  
 

   
  

 
 

   

 

   
     

    

  

  
    

 

 

  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Sacheli, Angelo_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for Alternative 4a, arch option of the full-span truss, 
traffic disruption 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for Alternative 4a: Full-span, Steel truss, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in, while still being open to having a temporary bridge to minimize traffic 
impacts. The potential 2- to 3-week closure is the maximum time the bridge would be closed, and 
it is planned to occur during season with the least tourism to minimize traffic impacts. 

The EIR/EA included the evaluation of impacts of bridge construction on emergency services in 
both the Utilities and Emergency Services section (Section 2.1.4.2) and the Transportation section 
(Section 2.1.5.3). 

The EIR/EA also includes minimization measures and project features to reduce the effect of the 
closure and construction period traffic delays at the bridge. Please see AMM UTIL-1, Provide 
emergency service personnel on both sides of the bridge, Project Feature TRANS-1, Construction 
traffic management plan, and Project Feature TRANS-2, Emergency services access provisions. 

Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing - don't 
impact tourism season,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” 

Response to Comment 2: Separate foot bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s desire for a separate foot bridge. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “CST-4, Separate the pedestrian and bike crossing.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Salone-Chen, Danielle_A 

Response to Comment 1: Project need, retrofit preferred 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to a new bridge and support of a retrofit alternative. 
Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIR/EA provides a summary of the project need, which is based on a 
series of studies documenting the existing condition of the bridge and the geologic context. Also, 
see Final EIR/EA, Section 1.3.2.3, Commonalities of the Build Alternatives, which describes the 
dimensions of each Build Alternative. None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the 
capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. See Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, 
Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-
Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative; this alternative 
is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Additionally, Caltrans evaluated a retrofit alternative, as described in the Alternatives Analysis 
Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018) posted on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/), as well as in the EIR/EA. For many reasons, 
including disruption to the local economy and residents, Caltrans dismissed this alternative from 
further evaluation in the Draft EIR/EA. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” and 
“ALT-5, Less intrusive retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” In response to public comments concerning the proposed 
staging area on the animal hospital parking lot, Caltrans has refined the staging area to reduce 
impact. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place 
staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots” and “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been 
minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Schiller, Richard_A 

Response to Comment 1: Community impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about community impacts. Caltrans is aware that there 
are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as 
necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and operational phases of the 
project. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common 
Comment “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Response to Comment 2: Proposed bridge alternatives are out of character 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the bridge. None of the Build 
Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, 
as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 3: Consider the No-Build Alternative or a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-
Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Schmitt, Cathleen_A 

Response to Comment 1: New and wider bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the size of the bridge. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 

The range of alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EA considers community interests and sensitive 
environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. None of the Build 
Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, 
as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. Please 
also see the response to Common Comments “TSP-2, Safety hazard,” “CST-1, Minimize 
duration of construction,” “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protection of the animal hospital and staging 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CIA-2, Community 
impacts.” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about taking property. This project does not propose 
permanent property acquisition beyond a narrow shoulder on Whitehouse Pool Park to provide 
continued pedestrian access to the park’s trailhead and down to the Sir Francis Drake Boulevard 
intersection. Caltrans will maintain access to the animal hospital throughout construction. Please 
see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at 
unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” which provides more detail on how temporary 
construction easements and staging areas are used, and Common Comment “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging,” which provides more information on how staging will be used and 
minimized. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Schmucker, Douglas L._A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 

Response to Comment 2: Wider than existing structure 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the bridge. None of the Build 
Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, 
as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 3: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” 
which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been 
minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 4: Economic impacts during construction/minimize impacts during 
construction and construction traffic 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic and economic impacts. Caltrans is aware 
that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. Economic analysis is provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final 
EIR/EA, which includes the consideration of factors such as traffic, noise, dust, and visual 
disturbance that may influence the patronage to local businesses (and specifically the animal 
hospital). The AMMs, mitigation measures, and project features developed for construction 
impacts are consistent with professional standard practices for Caltrans infrastructure projects and 
include as much detail as is possible at this stage of development. Because a quantitative 
economic impact to local businesses cannot be determined until after construction (and after 
obtaining financial data from businesses), the analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is qualitative in 
nature. This analysis meets the requirements of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike NEPA, the focus of the analysis under CEQA 
shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and effect. 
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would 
occur during construction and operational phases of the project. Please see Table N-1 in the 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

introduction to this appendix for the response to  Common Comment  “CIA-2,  Community  
impacts.”  

Furthermore, Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction and has developed the 
accelerated bridge construction method to reduce the construction period and to allow use of the 
bridge for most of the construction period. Because the bridge closure must occur within the 
allowable in-water work window to avoid impacts on sensitive aquatic species, work will be 
limited to the dry season (June 1 to October 15) or as allowed to meet permit conditions. Caltrans 
will work with the contractor to minimize the impacts during peak traffic periods and high tourist 
season to the extent possible. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments 
“CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing - don't impact 
tourism season,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” 

Response to Comment 5: Government funding 

Caltrans shares the commenter’s concern about efficient use of government funds. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “GEN-1 Wasting money.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Schwartz, Wendy_A 

Response to Comment 1: Proposed bridge out of scale 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the Build Alternatives presented in the EIR/EA 
because of the scale of the proposed bridge types. The scale and coherence with the community 
character of each bridge type were analyzed in the EIR/EA. Please refer to Section 2.1.6., 
Visual/Aesthetics, in the EIR/EA, and see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern regarding impacts to the animal hospital. Caltrans 
considered the impacts and identified measures to minimize impacts on the animal hospital in the 
EIR/EA. The analysis considered noise, temporary removal of parking, narrowing access to one 
driveway, and potential loss of clients and business. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Response to Comment 3: Consider true retrofit or No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a retrofit or No-Build Alternative. Caltrans evaluated 
a retrofit alternative, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and 
Addendum (June 2018) posted on the project’s website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). For many reasons, including disruption to the 
local economy and residents, Caltrans dismissed this alternative from further evaluation in the 
Draft EIR/EA. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition 
of a true retrofit,” “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the 
no-build scenario,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Scott, Susan_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative to save money and avoid 
disruption 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative to save funds. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the 
no-build scenario,” “ALT-8, Criteria for new bridge,” and GEO-1, Earthquake unlikely.” 

Furthermore, please see the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of 
construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing - don't impact tourism season,” “CST-5, Traffic 
impacts of construction,” and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see 
Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character.” 

Please also see the response to Common Comment “GEN-1, Wasting money,” which describes 
how infrastructure funding is prioritized. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Selchie, Moreva_A 

Response to Comment 1: Opposed to replacement bridge, consider just repairs 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed Build Alternatives. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the 
no-build scenario,” and “ALT-8, Criteria for new bridge.” 

None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see 
Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character.” 

Please also see the response to Common Comment “GEN-1, Wasting money,” which describes 
how infrastructure funding is prioritized. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Selchie, Moreva and Horodko, Dylan_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about construction impacts on the animal hospital due to 
construction noise and traffic delays related to bridge closure. Recognizing this, Caltrans has 
selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the 
Preferred Alternative. Construction of this alternative would be completed within 1 year, with a 
2- to 3-week bridge closure. Caltrans has continued efforts to refine the staging areas to further 
reduce and minimize construction areas and impacts on adjacent properties as much as feasible, 
based on the animal hospital concerns. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix 
for the responses to Common Comments CIA-1, “Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, 
Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or 
other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Selfridge, Natasha_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
for more about how the animal hospital was considered, and see “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” 
which provide more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized 
to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 2: Consider true retrofit or No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a retrofit or No-Build Alternative. Caltrans evaluated 
a retrofit alternative, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and 
Addendum (June 2018) posted on the project’s website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/) and in the EIR/EA. For many reasons, 
including disruption to the local economy and residents, Caltrans dismissed this alternative from 
further evaluation in the Draft EIR/EA. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 

Caltrans evaluated in the No-Build Alternative in the EIR/EA. Please also see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative” and 
“ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Selfridge, Natasha_B 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” for more about how the animal hospital was considered, and see 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provide more detail on why staging areas are necessary 
and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Serber, Ellen_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider the No-Build Alternative or a true retrofit and 
earthquake unlikely 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative or a seismic retrofit. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, 
Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full 
range of alternatives.” 

Community suggestions to incorporate Safe Routes to School led to expanding project to include: 
a) extending the culvert, b) pedestrian crosswalk crossing at Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, and 
c) extending and widening the shoulder north towards Third street. Please see Final EIR/EA 
Section 1.3.2.3, Commonalities of the Build Alternatives, for more detail. 

The ShakeAlert system does not meet the purpose and need for the project. Please see Table N-1 
for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing lights” and 
“GEO-1 Earthquake unlikely.” 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
IND-708 Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/


  

  
  

 

 
 

 

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Severietti, Bonnie_A  
page 1 of 1 

State Route 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 04-0G642 IND-709 



   

  
  

  

     
  

 
 

  
  

 
  

   
   

   
  

  

  
  

   

   
  

   

  
 

 

  
  

  

   
  
 

 
     

  
    

  
 

   

  
 

 
    

  

Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Severietti, Bonnie_A 

Response to Comment 1: Opposed to replacement bridge, consider a retrofit; avoid creek, 
economic, and animal hospital impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed Build Alternatives and concerns for 
potential impacts to Lagunitas Creek, wildlife, and wetlands. Please see Sections 2.2.2 (Water 
Quality and Stormwater Runoff) and Section 2.3.2 (Wetlands and Waters of the U.S.) of the Draft 
EIR/EA for more information on how Caltrans analyzed these impacts. 

Caltrans notes the comments regarding the proposed alternatives’ impacts to the community and 
economy. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common 
Comment “PN-1, Project need is too narrow.” Caltrans also notes the commenter’s concern for 
environmental resources and effects on local tourism and local trade; please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “BIO-1, Biological impacts,” “CIA-2, Community 
impacts,” “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of 
construction.” 

Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-
3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” which describes 
what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. 

Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. 
Economic analysis is provided in Section 2.1.2.1 of the Final EIR/EA, which includes the 
consideration of factors such as traffic, noise, dust, and visual disturbance that may influence the 
patronage to local businesses (and specifically the animal hospital). Because a quantitative 
economic impact to local businesses cannot be determined until after construction (and after 
obtaining financial data from businesses), the analysis included in Section 2.1.2.1 is qualitative in 
nature. This analysis meets the requirements of NEPA. 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, unlike NEPA, the focus of the analysis under CEQA 
shall be on the physical changes caused by the economic or social chain of cause and effect. 
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. 

Access will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1 Protect the animal hospital,” for 
more about how the animal hospital was considered, “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at 
unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which 
provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to 
reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 2: Community impacts, consider retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about community impacts. Caltrans is aware that there 
are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as 
necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and operational phases of the 
project. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CIA-2, Community 
impacts.” Additionally, please see response to Comment 1 above regarding support for a retrofit. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Seymour, Susan_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for local businesses, especially the animal hospital. 
Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access 
will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, 
Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” for more about how the animal 
hospital was considered, and see “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provide more detail on 
why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-
1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-
3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Shannon, Renee_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, dust, and noise impacts on the animal 
hospital and how the project may impact the animal hospital. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. The avoidance minimization and mitigation measures and the 
project features developed for construction impacts are consistent with professional standard 
practices for Caltrans infrastructure projects and include as much detail as is possible at this stage 
of development. Access will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout 
construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Response to Comment 2: Use another staging area, support for no-build or true seismic 
retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about use of the animal hospital property for 
construction staging. Different staging areas are identified to support different activities. Two 
staging areas are proposed on the animal hospital property: one to access the piers and abutments 
and one for relocating the utility pole to avoid conflict with overhead wires during construction. 
Each staging area would be used for short periods of time. Please see Table N-1 for the responses 
to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or 
other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why 
staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Caltrans has considered a full range of alternatives and evaluated the No Build Alternative in the 
Final EIR/EA. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support 
for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition 
of a true Retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Shapiro, Nanci and Jeff_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CIA-2, Community 
impacts,” for more about how the animal hospital was considered, and “CST-3, Why not place 
staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging,” which provide more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been 
minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Shepard, Grey_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Sheremeta, Peter_A 

Response to Comment 1: Proposed bridge alternatives are out of character 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the bridge. None of the Build 
Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge 
and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete 
Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all 
the proposed Build Alternatives. 

Response to Comment 2: Avoid staging on animal hospital parking area 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about use of the animal hospital’s parking lot. Different 
staging areas are identified to support different activities. Two staging areas are proposed on the 
animal hospital property: one to access the piers and abutments and one for relocating the utility 
pole to avoid conflict with overhead wires during construction. Each staging area would be used 
for short periods of time. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments 
“CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” for more about how the animal hospital was considered, 
and “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provide more detail on why staging areas are necessary 
and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Smith, Judith Ciani_A 

Response to Comment 1: Need for bridge, wasting money, and community aesthetics 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 

Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIR/EA provides a summary of the project need, which is based on a 
series of studies documenting the condition of the bridge and the geologic context. The studies 
are posted on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ lagunitascreekbridge/). Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-
1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 
Additionally, please review the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” and “ALT-8, Criteria for a new bridge.” 

Caltrans shares the commenter’s concern about efficient use of public funds. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “GEN-1 Wasting money.” 

Caltrans also notes the commenter’s concern for the aesthetics of the community. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character.” 

Response to Comment 2: Disruption and delays, protection of the animal hospital (staging 
on parking lot) 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about taking property. This project does not propose 
permanent property acquisition beyond a narrow shoulder on Whitehouse Pool Park to provide 
continued pedestrian access to the park’s trailhead and down to the Sir Francis Drake Boulevard 
intersection. The construction process would only require small, temporary construction 
easements on properties that are adjacent to access the bridge. Other staging areas are located on 
vacant property for material storage. Caltrans will maintain access to the animal hospital 
throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-
1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing - don't impact tourism 
season,” “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction,” “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Smith, Scott_A 

Response to Comment 1: Oppose bridge replacement 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to replacing the bridge. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Earthquake warning lights and consider a true retrofit 

The ShakeAlert system does not meet the purpose and need for the project. Please see Table N-1 
for the response to Common Comment “ALT-6, Consider Seismic Safety Flashing Lights.” 

Caltrans also notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-
Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 

Response to Comment 3: Waste of money, bridge aesthetics, and community disruption 

Caltrans shares the commenter’s concern about efficient use of public funds. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “GEN-1 Wasting money.” 

Caltrans also notes the commenter’s concern for the aesthetics of the community. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-7, Size of bridge and 
visual/aesthetic character,” “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-2, Closure 
timing - don't impact tourism season,” “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction,” and 
“CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Response to Comment 4: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” for more about how the animal 
hospital was considered, and “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard 
or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provide more detail on why 
staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 5: Local engagement in the development of alternatives 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s interest in community engagement during the development of 
project alternatives. Please see Chapter 4 of the EIR/EA, which describes how public and agency 
input have been integrated into project development, and please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “PUB-2, Public outreach process,” which provides more detail on the 
multidisciplinary process. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Soule, Joseph_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for a bridge replacement 

Caltrans notes the commenter’ support for replacement of the bridge (Build Alternatives), 
Caltrans also notes the commenter’s concern about economic impacts to businesses in the area 
(particularly the animal hospital) that would take place during construction. Please see Table N-1 
in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize 
duration of construction,” “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction,” “CIA-1, Protect the 
animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at 
unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” These 
responses describe how Caltrans has continued to refine construction activities, durations, and 
staging areas with the objective of minimizing impacts on the community and the environment. 
Additionally, based on community input and minimization of impacts, Caltrans has identified 
Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred 
Alternative. This is the narrowest of all the proposed Build Alternatives, most closely matches the 
look of the present bridge, and has up to a 1-year construction period with a 2- to 3-week bridge 
closure. The detour during that time would be up to 9 miles and fuel usage is dependent on the 
fuel efficiency of your vehicle. See Section 1.5.1 of the Final EIR/EA for more details on the 
selection of the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to Comment 2: Describe the no-build scenario 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s request to consider the true impacts of the No-Build Alternative 
in the event of an earthquake. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“ALT-2, Describe the real no-build scenario.” In the event of a seismic event in Point Reyes 
Station, the No-Build Alternative may result in greater environmental and community impacts 
compared to the Build Alternatives 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Spaletta, Nancy_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Caltrans has refined the staging area 
on the animal hospital property to minimize the area needed to access the bridge and will 
maintain access to the property throughout construction. Because access will be maintained to the 
animal hospital, relocation will not be required. 

Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “CST-3, 
Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging.” 

Additionally, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative. This alternative has up to a 1-year 
construction period, with the majority of the construction occurring within 5 months, and it 
includes a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. The selected Preferred Alternative is the narrowest of all 
alternatives, and among the least environmentally impactful alternatives in terms of ground 
disturbance and property impacts during construction. This alternative was identified to minimize 
bridge closure and other potential impacts to the local community. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Spivack, Samuel and Karen_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, dust, and noise impacts on the animal 
hospital and how the project may impact the animal hospital. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the 
businesses. and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “NOI-1, 
Noise impacts,” “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and CST-5, Traffic impacts of 
construction.” 

Response to Comment 2: Consider the No-Build Alternative or a true retrofit and consider 
other staging areas 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build alternative or a retrofit. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-1, 
Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, 
Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 

Different staging areas are identified to support different activities. Two staging areas are 
proposed on the animal hospital property: one to access the piers and abutments and one for 
relocating the utility pole to avoid conflict with overhead wires during construction. Each staging 
area would be used for short periods of time. Please see the response to Comment 1 above. Also 
see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at 
unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Stallcup, Sue_A 

Response to Comment 1: Avoid staging on animal hospital parking area 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about staging locations. Different staging areas are 
identified to support different activities. Two staging areas are proposed on the animal hospital 
property: one to access the piers and abutments and one for relocating the utility pole to avoid 
conflict with overhead wires during construction. Each staging area would be used for short 
periods of time. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Response to Comment 2: Community impacts of construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, dust, and noise impacts on the animal 
hospital and how the project may impact the animal hospital. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “NOI-1, 
Noise impacts,” “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and CST-5, Traffic impacts of 
construction.” 

Response to Comment 3: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Please see the response to 
Comment 1 above. Also, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, 
ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative which addresses the concerns outlined 
above. Construction of this alternative would be completed within 1 year, with the majority of the 
construction occurring within 5 months, and includes a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. The selected 
Preferred Alternative is the narrowest of all alternatives, and among the least environmentally 
impactful alternatives in terms of ground disturbance and property impacts during construction. 
This alternative was identified to minimize bridge closure and other potential impacts to the local 
community. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Stallcup, Sue_B 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Weight limitations 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about weight limits. Regarding the comment about 
posted weight limits on the existing bridge, please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “PN-2, Live load limits.” 

Response to Comment 3: Consider earthquake warning lights 

Comment noted. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-6, 
Consider seismic safety flashing lights,” which describes why this option would not meet the 
purpose and need for the project. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Stein, Nancy_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider a true retrofit, avoid traffic impacts, and protect the 
animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” and “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 

Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction and has developed the accelerated 
bridge construction method to reduce the construction period and to allow use of the bridge for 
most of the construction period. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment 
“CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction,” and “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” 
which includes information about construction schedules. 

Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access 
will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see 
Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” for more about how the animal hospital was considered, and 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provide more detail on why staging areas are necessary 
and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Also, Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal 
Move-in as the Preferred Alternative which addresses the concerns outlined above. Construction 
of this alternative would be completed within 1 year, with the majority of the construction 
occurring within 5 months, and it includes a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. The selected Preferred 
Alternative is the narrowest of all alternatives, and among the least environmentally impactful 
alternatives in terms of ground disturbance and property impacts during construction. This 
alternative was identified to minimize bridge closure and other potential impacts to the local 
community. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Stetson, Ed and Laurie_A 

Response to Comment 1: The alternatives are out of character 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the bridge. None of the Build 
Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the 
EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge 
and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete 
Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all 
the proposed Build Alternatives. Also see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” “CST-
6, Consolidate staging,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 

Response to Comment 3: Effect of duration of construction on the animal hospital 

Only one of the Build Alternatives, Alternative 2b: Three-span, Steel-truss, Conventional 
Construction would require 3 years to complete. All other alternatives would be completed within 
a 1-year period, with the majority of the construction occurring within 5 months, including a 2-to 
3-week closure. Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. The method proposed for this alternative 
minimizes the area of staging needed on the animal hospital parcel, the duration of the access 
needed on the property, and the overall construction period. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and “CST-5, 
Traffic impacts of construction.” Also see the response to Comment 2 above. 

Response to Comment 4: Adequacy of the Community Impact Assessment 

Comment noted. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate 
effects that would occur during construction and operational phases of the project. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CIA-3, CIA adequacy.” 

Response to Comment 5: Consider the Retrofit Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” which describes what is required for the 
Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Stetson, Ed and Laurie_B (duplicate) 

This is duplicate letter. Please see response to comments on the preceding letter “Stetson, 
Ed and Laurie_A.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Stingle, Susan_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
and “CIA-2, Community impacts,” for more about how the animal hospital was considered, and 
“CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provide more detail on why staging areas are necessary 
and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Caltrans has reached out directly to the animal hospital to discuss the project. The EIR/EA 
considered construction impacts to private property. The environmental process provides these 
disclosures to all concerned individuals equally. Prior to construction, during the design phase, 
Caltrans will refine the project design and will continue to work with regulatory agencies to 
obtain necessary permits. After the project is more refined, Caltrans will attempt to engage 
property owners again and to approach each property owner individually to ascertain their unique 
situations and apply appropriate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures best suited for 
the property. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Suid, Murray_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for Build Alternatives 

Caltrans notes commenter’s support for a Build Alternative. Caltrans has considered a full and 
reasonable range of alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) 
and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Caltrans has considered and balanced the analyses in the identification of Alternative 3a: Three-
Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in as the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to Comment 2: Minimize impacts during construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about community impacts related to construction. 
Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, 
minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and 
operational phases of the project. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community 
impacts,” “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of 
construction.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Sweet, Wileen Ellen_A 

Response to  Comment 1: Support concrete bridge  

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in. Caltrans has identified Alternative 3a as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Szi, Linda_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
and “CIA-2, Community impacts,” for more about how the animal hospital was considered, and 
see “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and 
“CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provide more detail on why staging areas are necessary 
and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Tacchi, Jaycel_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider the No-Build Alternative or a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative or a seismic retrofit. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, 
Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” “ALT-4, Full range 
of alternatives,” and “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Response to Comment 2: Protection of the animal hospital and community impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Tacherra, Jan_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, dust, and noise impacts on the animal 
hospital and how the project may impact the animal hospital. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See the EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for traffic-
related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 2.2.7 for 
noise reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments 
“CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “NOI-1, Noise 
impacts,” “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and CST-5, Traffic impacts of 
construction.” 

Access will be maintained to all businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to “CST-3, Why not place 
staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging,” which provide more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been 
minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Tank, Bonnie_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns about the animal hospital and community impacts. 
Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, 
minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and 
operational phases of the project. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CIA-2, 
Community impacts.” 

Regarding the concerns about the animal hospital, Caltrans has considered the impacts on the 
animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all businesses in the 
project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant 
lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provide more detail on why staging areas are 
necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Taylor, Tor_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protection of the animal hospital and construction impact on the 
animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about construction impacts on the animal hospital due to 
construction noise and traffic delays related to bridge closure. Recognizing this construction 
impact, Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal 
Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. Construction of this alternative would be completed within 
1 year, with a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. Caltrans has continued efforts to refine the staging 
areas to further reduce and minimize construction areas and impacts on adjacent properties as 
much as feasible, based on the animal hospital concerns. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction 
to this appendix for the responses to Common Comment CIA-1, “Protect the animal 
hospital,” and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Response to Comment 2: Alternative staging areas 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s request to consider other unused lots located near the Lagunitas 
Creek Bridge as alternate staging areas instead of the animal hospital property. Caltrans did 
consider other unused lots in the area, and for most of the equipment and material storage, the lots 
noted in your letter are appropriate; however, access to the bridge is critical. Other lots farther 
away are not located close enough for the proposed accelerated bridge construction method. 
Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” 
which provide more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how they have been minimized 
to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Teichman, Judy_A 

Response to Comment 1: Seismic safety 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opinion that a bridge replacement is not necessary. Caltrans is 
responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes for all transportation purposes, including 
commerce, routine trips, tourism, and emergency response access, as well as for considerations 
for multimodal options. 

For the comment regarding a red-light system, Caltrans has evaluated this option and found it 
does not meet the purpose and need of the project. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-6, Consider seismic safety flashing 
lights.” 

Response to Comment 2: Traffic safety 

Caltrans notes the comment that the existing narrow roadway at the bridge and at the Sir Francis 
Drake Boulevard intersection with SR 1 slows traffic down. The proposed dimension of the 
bridge maintains the same lane width as the current bridge but increases the shoulder from 2 feet 
to 5 feet. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “TSP-2, Safety hazard.” 
Additionally, Caltrans cooperates with local entities to build complete streets, and, in this area, 
Marin County plans to extend the shoulder to add safe bicycle routes. See the Marin County 
Unincorporated Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (Marin County Department of Public 
Works 2008). See the Final EIR/EA, Section 2.1.1.3, Consistency with State, Regional and Local 
Plans, for more information. 

Response to Comment 3: Weekend traffic on the green bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic flow on the bridge during weekends. Please 
see Section 2.1.5.3 of the Final EIR/EA for more detail on how traffic management will avoid 
peak traffic periods. Please see Table N-1 for the responses Common Comments “CST-5, 
Traffic impacts of construction,” for expectations during construction and “TSP-1, 
Intersection at Sir Francis Drake Boulevard during operation,” which addresses safety of the 
bridge during heavy traffic conditions on weekends. The comment regarding accidents at the 
southbound tollbooths on the Golden Gate Bridge is not relevant to this issue because they are 
owned and operated by the Golden Gate Bridge District, not Caltrans. 

Response to Comment 4: Structural integrity of the bridge and live loads 

Regarding the comment about posted weight limits on the existing bridge, please see Table N-1 
for the response to Common Comments “PN-1, Project need is too narrow,” and “PN-2, Live 
load limits.” The need for the project is defined by factual investigations of the existing 
Lagunitas Creek Bridge and the surrounding environmental context, and it considers live load of 
trucks using the bridge (now and in the future). 

Response to Comment 5: Retrofit options 

Caltrans considered and analyzed a retrofit alternative to bring the bridge to current seismic 
standards (purpose and need). Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, 
including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) 
and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-3, 
Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” which describe how a 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

full range of strategies was  considered for the retrofitting the bridge  and  what is required for the 
Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’  “no collapse”  criteria.  

Response to Comment 6: Useful life and flooding 

Regarding the concern over flooding at the Lagunitas Creek Bridge. Caltrans has conducted 
model analyses to understand the range of the flood events for year 2050 and year 2100, 
including the increases attributable to projected sea level rise (SLR). As noted in Section 2.2.2.1 
of the Final EIR/EA, the Federal Emergency Management Agency-projected downstream 
elevation at the mouth of Lagunitas Creek during a 100-year event, including SLR, is 11.06 feet 
in year 2050 and 14.47 feet in year 2100. Currently, the lower soffit of the Lagunitas Creek 
Bridge is located at elevation 17.5 feet. Therefore, the bridge can currently convey projected 
surface elevations that include the SLR and 100-year event flows. The mouth of Lagunitas Creek, 
at Tomales Bay, was used in the hydraulic model as the downstream controlling water surface 
elevation. The Sea Level Rise Memo and Sea Level Rise Impact Study completed for the project 
are on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). 

This area is known to flood and will continue to do so with sea level rise projections. 

As described in Final EIR/EA Section 2.2.1, Hydrology and Floodplain, flooding occurs east 
(upstream) of the bridge and is not attributed to the bridge. These flood events overtop many 
portions of SR 1. Caltrans investigated the possibility of raising the bridge more and found that 
several miles of SR 1 would also have to be raised to accommodate flood events with or without 
sea level rise projections. This would enlarge the project beyond available resources. In addition, 
raising the bridge and roadway would also raise the access driveways for many adjacent 
properties, causing property impacts to many parcels. Raising the roadway would also raise the 
barrier for floodwaters to pass and thereby would result in floodwaters remaining for longer 
periods on private properties. 

Alternatively, by lowering the roadway (to remove it as a barrier to flow), the water surface 
elevation would be slightly lowered upstream of the SR 1 bridge. The projected change in water 
surface elevation (0.13 foot or less than 2 inches maximum) is not significant enough to change 
the characteristics of flooding or the extent of the existing 100-year floodplain. Therefore, the 
bridge is not the issue. 

However, Section 2.2.1.3 of the Final EIR/EA was updated to reflect that Caltrans and Marin 
County have discussed the need to include potential climate adaptation measures in new 
infrastructure projects, such as the bridge. Both Caltrans and Marin County recognize that while 
raising the bridge is not the solution, having the flexibility to raise the bridge may be part of the 
solution in conjunction with future Marin County infrastructure efforts. Caltrans has agreed to 
consider design of the Lagunitas Creek Bridge substructure to support raising the bridge in the 
future. 

Response to Comment 7: Community cohesion 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opinion that community cohesion would remain intact in the 
event of a seismic event that damages the Green Bridge. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe 
mobility on state routes for all transportation purposes, including commerce, routine trips, 
tourism, and emergency response access, as well as for considerations for multimodal options. 
Caltrans prepared the Community Impact Assessment for this project, in conformity with the 
Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference Environmental Handbook Volume 4: Community 
Impact Assessment (Caltrans 2011). Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “CIA-3, CIA adequacy.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to  Comment 8: Consistency  with state, regional, and local  plans  

Comment noted. Please see response to Comment 2 above regarding bike route planning. 

Based on community input and the Visual Impact Assessment that evaluated the aesthetics of all 
Build Alternatives, Alternatives 4a and 4b were considered to be inconsistent with the Marin 
County Local Coastal Program. Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete 
Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, which, is the narrowest of all 
the proposed Build Alternatives and is least disruptive to the rural community and scenic views at 
and from the existing Green Bridge. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for 
the response to Common Comments “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Response to Comment 9: Visual/aesthetic impact 

Please see response to Comment 8 above. Changes to the visual environment do not necessarily 
result in significant impacts. Please also see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 

Line-of-sight issues are not affiliated with effects on scenic resources. They are a safety 
consideration for persons at an intersection determining if it is safe to enter into the roadway. The 
Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in) 
goes the furthest to extend the line-of-sight because railing would be only at the exterior limits of 
the bridge and would not block visibility from the Sir Francis Drake Boulevard intersection 
looking north. 

Response to Comment 10: Cultural resources 

Caltrans notes the comment regarding the age of the bridge (88 years) and its possible historic 
status related to the town and other historic structures. Caltrans also notes the comment in support 
of retaining the historic context of the existing bridge. Caltrans cultural resources experts studied 
the historic context of the project area (the Area of Potential Effects), including the Lagunitas 
Creek Bridge, and determined that the bridge does not meet eligibility criteria for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places or the California Historic Landmark status/listing. The State 
Historic Preservation Officer concurred with this lack of eligibility finding on October 27, 2016. 

Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, 
as the Preferred Alternative. This alternative most closely resembles the scale of the existing 
Lagunitas Creek Bridge and eliminates visual obstruction to its surroundings. 

Response to Comment 11: Caltrans has not conducted the proper studies to justify 
replacement of the Green Bridge; support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans has conducted 
several studies of the existing bridge, which reaffirmed the project need, and has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including the retrofit alternatives, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report. The studies, the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and 
Addendum (June 2018) are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitas 
creekbridge/). Please see response to comment 5 above. Also, the range of alternatives considers 
community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project 
purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to 
Common Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “PUB-2, Public 
outreach process.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Thompson, David_A 

Response to Comment 1: Oppose the replacement bridge and oppose property taking 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed Build Alternatives. The range of 
alternatives considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also 
meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix 
for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and 
“ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario.” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about taking property. This project does not propose 
permanent property acquisition beyond a narrow shoulder on Whitehouse Pool Park to provide 
continued pedestrian access to the park’s trailhead and down to the Sir Francis Drake Boulevard 
intersection. The construction process would only require small, temporary construction 
easements on properties that are adjacent to access the bridge. Other staging areas are located on 
vacant property for material storage. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides 
more detail on why staging areas are necessary. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Thomson, Didi_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Weight limitations 

Caltrans acknowledges that the comment about posted weight limits. Please see Table N-1 for the 
response to Common Comments “PN-2, Live load limits.” 

Response to Comment 3: Consider earthquake warning lights 

Comment noted. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-6, 
Consider seismic safety flashing lights,” which describes why this option would not meet the 
purpose and need for the project. 

For responses to the email from Jay Haas, which was attached to Didi Thompson’s email, please 
search the table of contents in the introduction to this appendix and search for the “Haas, Jay-B” 
entry. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Thompson, John_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider a true retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s desire to know more about why a retrofit alternative is not 
evaluated further. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has 
considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as 
described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are 
available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of 
alternatives considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also 
meeting the project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix 
for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” 
“ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-
4, Full range of alternatives.” 

Response to Comment 2: Concern for the animal hospital (staging on animal hospital 
property) 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about taking property. This project does not propose 
permanent private property acquisition. The construction process would only require small, 
temporary construction easements on properties that are adjacent to access the bridge. Other 
staging areas are located on vacant property for material storage. Caltrans will maintain access to 
the animal hospital throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” Caltrans 
will comply with the Uniform Real Property and Relocation Assistance Act of 1970, as amended. 

Response to Comment 3: Extend the comment period 

Comment noted. For a full description of outreach and public engagement, please see Chapter 4 
of the Final EIR/EA. Please also see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “PUB-1, 
Extend public comment period.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Thompson, Virginia_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support the retrofit or No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit or the No-Build Alternative. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, 
Describe the no-build scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full 
range of alternatives,” which describes what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet 
Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging.” 

Response to Comment 3: Avoid staging on the animal hospital parking area 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern with staging on the animal hospital’s parking lot. 
Different staging areas are identified to support different activities. Two staging areas are 
proposed on the animal hospital property: one to access the piers and abutments and one for 
relocating the utility pole to avoid conflict with overhead wires during construction. Each staging 
area would be used for short periods of time. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant 
lots,” which provides more detail on how temporary construction easements and staging areas are 
used. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Turken, Patricia_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative and protection of the animal 
hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 

Caltrans also notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CST-6, Consolidate 
staging.” Caltrans will comply with the Uniform Real Property and Relocation Assistance Act of 
1970, as amended. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Vance, Kristen_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
“CIA-2, Community impacts,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more 
information on how staging will be used and minimized. 

Furthermore, different staging areas are identified to support different activities. Please see 
Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at 
unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” which provides more detail on how temporary 
construction easements and staging areas are used. Also see the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and “NOI-1, Noise impacts.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to van der Veen, Anneke_A 

Response to Comment 1: Oppose rebuild of bridge and support for the No-Build 
Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to rebuilding the bridge and support for No-Build 
Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has 
considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis 
Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comment “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Van Der Wal, Sue and John 

Response to Comment 1: Support three-span, concrete bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for preferred bridge features that are characteristics of 
Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in. Caltrans has 
identified Alternative 3a as the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to Comment 2: Second preference for three-span steel truss 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s second preference for the three-span steel-truss bridge. Caltrans 
has identified Alternative 3a as the Preferred Alternative (see response to Comment 1 above). 

Response to Comment 3: Traffic effects on the town during construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the accelerated bridge construction (ABC) method. 
Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction and has developed the ABC method to 
reduce the construction period and to allow use of the bridge for most of the construction period. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-2, Closure timing - don't impact tourism season,” and “CST-5, Traffic 
impacts of construction.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to van Kriedt, Karen_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about dust and noise impacts on the animal hospital and 
how the project may impact the animal hospital. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.2.6 for dust 
control measures and 2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 for the responses 
to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community 
impacts,” “NOI-1, Noise impacts,” and “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction 

Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” 
which provides more information on how staging will be used and minimized. 

Response to Comment 2: Traffic impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic impacts. Caltrans will minimize traffic 
impacts during construction and has developed the accelerated bridge construction method to 
reduce the construction period and to allow use of the bridge for most of the construction period. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of 
construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing - don't impact tourism season,” and “CST-5, Traffic 
impacts of construction.” 

Response to Comment 3: Consider true seismic retrofit 

Comment noted. Caltrans evaluated a retrofit alternative, as described in the Alternatives 
Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are posted on the project’s 
website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/) and as summarized in the EIR/EA. For 
many reasons, including disruption to the local economy and residents, Caltrans dismissed this 
alternative from further evaluation in the Draft EIR/EA. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of 
alternatives,” as well as “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Verdon-Roe, Vivienne_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
for more about how the animal hospital was considered, and “CST-3, Why not place staging 
areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” 
which provide more information on how staging will be used and minimized. 

Response to Comment 2: Consider true retrofit or No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a retrofit or No-Build Alternative. Caltrans evaluated 
a retrofit alternative, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and 
Addendum (June 201) posted on the project’s website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/) and in the EIR/EA. For many reasons, 
including disruption to the local economy and residents, Caltrans dismissed this alternative from 
further evaluation in the Draft EIR/EA. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common 
Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a True Retrofit.” Caltrans also evaluated the No-Build 
Alternative in the EIR/EA. Please also see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments 
“ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Vernon, Angela_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” In 
response to public comments concerning the proposed staging area on the animal hospital parking 
lot, Caltrans has refined the staging area to reduce the impact. Please see Table N-1 for the 
responses to Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans 
yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more 
information on how staging will be used and minimized. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Vestal, James_A 

Response to Comment 1: Oppose project, wider bridge, traffic impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to a replacement bridge and concern that the new 
bridge would increase traffic. Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. 
Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the 
bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), 
which are available on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The 
range of alternatives considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while 
also meeting the project purpose and need. 

The project would not increase the level of traffic. For a more detail, please see Final EIR/EA 
Section 2.1.5.3, Traffic and Transportation, for a full evaluation of the traffic conditions during 
operation and construction. No capacity is being added to SR 1. Please see Table N-1 in the 
introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “TSP-2, Safety hazard,” 
and “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character,” for information about the bridge 
dimensions. 

Response to Comment 2: Lengthy construction period, economic and community impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the construction period. Please see the response to 
Comment 1 above with regard to traffic impacts and the construction period. Caltrans is aware 
that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken to maintain a safe 
transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as 
necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and operational phases of the 
project. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-2, Community 
impacts,” “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and “CST-2, Closure timing – don’t 
impact tourism season.” 

Response to Comment 3: Consider No-Build Alternative or true seismic retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative or a seismic retrofit. Refer 
to Response to Comment 1 for a response to the No-Build Alternative. Please see Table N-1 for 
the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, 
Full range of alternatives.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Waldron, Sam and Teresa_A 

Response to Comment 1: The alternatives are out of character and community impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the size of the bridge. The range of alternatives 
evaluated in the EIR/EA considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, 
while also meeting the project purpose and need. None of the Build Alternatives proposes 
expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which 
describes the dimensions of each Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 in the introduction to this 
appendix for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic 
character.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all the proposed 
Build Alternatives. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. The EIR/EA provides measures to avoid, 
minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during construction and 
operational phases of the project. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment 
“CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Response to Comment 2: Traffic effects on the town during construction 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about the closure’s impacts on traffic. Caltrans will 
minimize traffic impacts during construction and has developed the accelerated bridge 
construction method to reduce the construction period and to allow use of the bridge for most of 
the construction period. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-1, 
Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-2, Closure timing - don't impact tourism 
season,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of construction.” 

Response to Comment 3: Protection of the animal hospital and staging 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the response to 
Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about taking property. Caltrans has refined the staging 
area on the animal hospital property to minimize the area needed to access the bridge and will 
maintain access to the property throughout construction. Because access will be maintained to the 
animal hospital, relocation will not be required. Different staging areas are identified to support 
different activities. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-3, 
Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” and “CST-6, 
Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are necessary and how 
they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 

Response to Comment 4: Consider a true retrofit and other staging areas 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 
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Please see response to  Comment 3 above regarding potential to use other staging areas.  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Wallof, Hunter_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 
2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 

Response to Comment 2: Build a separate bridge for pedestrians and bicycles 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s desire for a crossing path for pedestrians and bicyclists. Please 
see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CST-4, Separate the pedestrian and 
bike crossing.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Wanken, Douglas_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
and “CIA-2, Community impacts.” 

Response to Comment 2: Support the No-Build Alternative or retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative or a seismic retrofit. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-
1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” 
“ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” which 
describes what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Ward, Barbara_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protection of the animal hospital, staging on animal hospital 
property, and retrofit or No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about taking property. Caltrans has refined the staging 
area on the animal hospital property to minimize the area needed to access the bridge and will 
maintain access to the property throughout construction. Because access will be maintained to the 
animal hospital, relocation will not be required. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other 
vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more information on how 
staging will be used and minimized. 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit or the No-Build Alternative. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full 
and reasonable range of alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the 
project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives 
considers community interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the 
project purpose and need. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-
1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build scenario,” and 
“ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit.” 

Response to Comment 2: Avoid staging on the animal hospital parking area 

Please see response to Comment 1 above, which explains how temporary construction easements 
and staging areas are used. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Whitman, Carol_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital, communicate with owner 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the response to Common Comment “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about taking property. Caltrans has refined the staging 
area on the animal hospital property to minimize the area needed to access the bridge and will 
maintain access to the property throughout construction. Because access will be maintained to the 
animal hospital, relocation will not be required. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other 
vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more information on how 
staging will be used and minimized. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Whitney, David_B 

Response to Comment 1: Extend the public comment period 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s request to extend the comment period. At the request of this letter 
(dated May 21, 2017) and other public input, Caltrans extended the public comment period from 
June 9 to June 23, 2017, to allow the public to gather more information on the project and 
comment on this information. The public comment period was extended from 45 days to 60 days. 
Please also see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common 
Comment “PUB-1, Extend public comment period.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Whitney, David_E 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” and “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Whitney, Mary_C 

Response to Comment 1: Extend the public comment period on the Draft EIR/EA 

Caltrans appreciates the commenter’s suggestion. At the request of this letter (dated May 23, 
2017) and other public input, Caltrans extended the public comment period from June 9 to 
June 23 2017, to allow the public to gather more information on the project and to comment on 
the EIR/EA. The public comment period was extended from 45 days to 60 days. Please see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the response to Common Comment “PUB-1, 
Extend public comment period.” 
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Wilkerson, Patty_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Wilkerson, Patty_A 

Response to Comment 1: Support for the No-Build Alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for the No-Build Alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-1, Support for the No-Build Alternative,” and “ALT-2, Describe the no-
build scenario.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Williams, Jack_A 

Response to Comment 1: Replacement bridge out of character with the town of Point Reyes 
Station and SR 1 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s oppositions to the Build Alternatives due to scale and concern 
about the size of the bridge. None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of 
SR 1 or the bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each 
Build Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of 
bridge and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, 
Concrete Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. This is the narrowest 
of all the proposed Build Alternatives, is most in keeping with the look of the present bridge, and 
would most closely match in scale and character the rural context of the existing Green Bridge. 

Response to Comment 2: Bridge will create a safety hazard 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern that a wider bridge could create a safety hazard. Please 
see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “TSP-2, Safety hazard.” Additionally, 
Caltrans cooperates with local entities to build complete streets, and, in this area, Marin County 
plans to extend the shoulder to add safe bicycle routes. See the Marin County Unincorporated 
Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (Marin County Department of Public Works 2008). 

Response to Comment 3: Retrofit alternative 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s interest in a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for providing 
safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, 
including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) 
and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” which describe the multiple strategies 
Caltrans considered for retrofitting the bridge and what is required for the Retrofit Alternative to 
meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. 

Response to Comment 4: Maintain same width of bridge for traffic calming effect 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s desire to maintain the same width of the bridge for its traffic 
calming effect. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Williams, Jack_B (duplicate) 

This is a duplicate letter.  Please see response to the preceding letter “Williams, Jack_A.”  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Williams, Robin and Michael_A  
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Williams, Robin and Michael_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protection of the animal hospital and alternative staging areas 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Caltrans also notes the commenter’s concern about staging area locations. Caltrans has refined the 
staging area on the animal hospital property to minimize the area needed to access the bridge and 
will maintain access to the property throughout construction. Because access will be maintained 
to the animal hospital, relocation will not be required. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other 
vacant lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more information on how 
staging will be used and minimized. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Wilson, Jeff_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more information on how staging will be 
used and minimized. 

Response to Comment 2: Vacant lots available for staging 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about staging area locations. Different staging areas are 
identified to support different activities. Two staging areas are proposed on the animal hospital 
property: one to access the piers and abutments and one for relocating the utility pole to avoid 
conflict with overhead wires during construction. Each staging area would be used for short 
periods of time. Please see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CST-3, Why not 
place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant lots,” which provides more detail 
on how temporary construction easements and staging areas are used. 

Response to Comment 3: Consider true seismic retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s interest in a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for providing 
safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, 
including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) 
and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-2, Describe the no-build 
scenario,” “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives.” 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Winisarks, M_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more information on how staging will be 
used and minimized. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Woerner, Dean L_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protection of the animal hospital and alternative staging areas 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern about traffic, dust, and noise impacts on the animal 
hospital and how the project may impact the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the impacts 
on the animal hospital and other affected properties. 

Caltrans is aware that there are short-term community impacts related to construction undertaken 
to maintain a safe transportation system for all. Caltrans has considered the impacts on the animal 
hospital and other affected properties. None of the alternatives eliminates access to the 
businesses, and mitigation is provided for construction-related noise impacts. The EIR/EA 
provides measures to avoid, minimize, and, as necessary, mitigate effects that would occur during 
construction and operational phases of the project. Measures are included to reduce the effects of 
each of the construction-related impacts on businesses. See Final EIR/EA Sections 2.1.5 for 
traffic-related measures, 2.1.6 for visual-related measures, 2.2.6 for dust control measures, and 
2.2.7 for noise reduction measures. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” “NOI-1, 
Noise impacts,” “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and CST-5, Traffic impacts of 
construction.” 

Response to Comment 2: Consider a less impactful location for staging 

Caltrans also notes the commenter’s concern about staging area locations. Different staging areas 
are identified to support different activities. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-3, Why not place staging areas at unused Caltrans yard or other vacant 
lots,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which provides more detail on why staging areas are 
necessary and how they have been minimized to reduce impacts. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Wright, Nicole_A 

Response to Comment 1: Use funding for SR 1 upgrades, not a wider bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s interest in redirecting funds for patching SR 1 and concern about 
the size of a replacement bridge. None of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity 
of SR 1 or the bridge. Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete Bridge, ABC, 
Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative. Construction of this alternative would be 
completed with 1 year, with a 2- to 3-week bridge closure. This bridge will continue to be a two-
lane bridge with the same travel-lane width, not a six-lane bridge as noted in the comment letter. 
This alternative is the narrowest bridge structure of all the Build Alternatives. The dimensions of 
each Build Alternative are available for review in Section 1.3.2.3 of the Final EIR/EA. Also, see 
Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIR/EA, which outlines the project need. The project need is based on a 
series of studies documenting the condition of the bridge and its geologic context, which are 
posted on the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/ lagunitascreekbridge/). Please also see 
Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “ALT-
7, Size of bridge and visual/aesthetic character,” and “GEN-1, Wasting money.” 

Response to Comment 2: Retrofit alternative, duration of road closure 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s interest in a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for providing 
safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of alternatives, 
including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report (April 2017) 
and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” which describes what is required for the 
Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. Also see the responses to Common 
Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” and “CST-2, Closure timing - don't 
impact tourism season.” 

Response to Comment 3: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to 
Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” “CIA-2, Community impacts,” 
and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” 

Response to Comment 4: Opposed to replacement bridge, consider a retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s request for a seismic retrofit. Please see response to Comment 2 
above. 

Response to Comment 5: Consider a retrofit 

Please see the response to Comment 2, above. The seismic evaluation of the bridge is available on 
the project website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). 

Response to Comment 6: Bridge closure 

Comment noted. Caltrans has worked on minimizing traffic impacts during construction and 
therefore developed the accelerated bridge construction method, which will allow the 
construction to be completed within 1 year, with the majority of the construction occurring within 
approximately 5 months, with a 2- to 3-week closure, allowing use of the bridge for most of the 
construction period. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comments “CST-2, 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Closure timing  - don't impact tourism season,”  and  “CST-5, Traffic impacts of 
construction.”  

Response to Comment 7: Halt the process 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s opposition to the project and concern for impacts to the animal 
hospital. Please see the responses to Comments 1 through 6 above. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Wright, Sarah and Masterton, Ken_A 

Response to Comment 1: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to 
this appendix for the responses to Common Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” 
and “CST-6, Consolidate staging,” which describes considerations and refinements to the 
staging area. Caltrans will comply with the Uniform Real Property and Relocation Assistance Act 
of 1970, as amended. Also see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “CIA-2, 
Community impacts.” 

Response to Comment 2: Traffic and emergency access impacts 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concerns about traffic. The EIR/EA included an evaluation of 
impacts of bridge construction on emergency services in both the Utilities and Emergency 
Services (Section 2.1.4.2) and Transportation (Section 2.1.5.3) sections. The EIR/EA also 
includes minimization measures and project features to reduce the effects of the closure and 
construction period traffic delays at the bridge. Please see AMM UTIL-1, Provide emergency 
service personnel on both sides of the bridge, Project Feature TRANS-1, Construction traffic 
management plan, and Project Feature TRANS-2, Emergency services access provisions. 

Furthermore, Caltrans will minimize traffic impacts during construction and has developed the 
accelerated bridge construction method to reduce the construction period and to allow use of the 
bridge for most of the construction period. Because the bridge closure must occur within the 
allowable in-water work window to avoid impacts on sensitive aquatic species, work will be 
limited to the dry season (June 1 to October 15) or as allowed to meet permit conditions. Caltrans 
will work with the contractor to minimize the impacts during peak traffic periods and high tourist 
season to the extent possible. Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the 
responses to Common Comments “CST-1, Minimize duration of construction,” “CST-2, 
Closure timing - don't impact tourism season,” and “CST-5, Traffic impacts of 
construction.” 

Response to Comment 3: Support the Retrofit Alternative, no freeway sized bridge 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a retrofit alternative. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common Comment “ALT-3, Definition of a true 
retrofit,” and “ALT-4, Full range of alternatives,” which describe what is required for the 
Retrofit Alternative to meet Caltrans’ “no collapse” criteria. 

Furthermore, none of the Build Alternatives proposes expanding the capacity of SR 1 or the 
bridge. Please see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA, which describes the dimensions of each Build 
Alternative, and see Table N-1 for the response to Common Comment “ALT-7, Size of bridge 
and visual/aesthetic character.” Caltrans has selected Alternative 3a: Three-Span, Concrete 
Bridge, ABC, Longitudinal Move-in, as the Preferred Alternative, which is the narrowest of all 
the proposed Build Alternatives. 
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Responses to Comments: Individuals 

Response to Zlatunich, JoAnn_A 

Response to Comment 1: Consider a retrofit 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s support for a seismic retrofit. Caltrans is responsible for 
providing safe mobility on state routes. Caltrans has considered a full and reasonable range of 
alternatives, including retrofitting the bridge, as described in the Alternatives Analysis Report 
(April 2017) and Addendum (June 2018), which are available on the project website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/lagunitascreekbridge/). The range of alternatives considers community 
interests and sensitive environmental resources, while also meeting the project purpose and need. 
Please see Table N-1 in the introduction to this appendix for the responses to Common 
Comments “ALT-3, Definition of a true retrofit,” “TSP-2, Safety hazard,” and “ALT-7, Size 
of bridge and visual/aesthetic character,” which describes the bridge width compared with 
current bridge. 

Response to Comment 2: Protect the animal hospital 

Caltrans notes the commenter’s concern for the animal hospital. Caltrans has considered the 
impacts on the animal hospital and other affected properties. Access will be maintained to all 
businesses in the project area throughout construction. Parking spaces will be available on the 
animal hospital during construction. Please see Table N-1 for the responses to Common 
Comments “CIA-1, Protect the animal hospital,” and “CST-6, Consolidate staging.” Caltrans 
will comply with the Uniform Real Property and Relocation Assistance Act of 1970, as amended. 
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