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CHAPTER 1   
INTRODUCTION 
 
A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The City of Ukiah (City) proposes to modify and reconstruct the southbound portion of the 
U.S. 101 interchange at Talmage Road (State Route 222) in Ukiah, California, to provide 
additional capacity in order to address future impacts associated with regional growth and 
projected growth in the Airport Industrial Park (AIP).  The purpose of the project is to 
alleviate congestion and improve traffic operations and safety for the southbound Highway 
101 on- and off-ramps and along the Talmage Road Corridor. The project includes a partial 
cloverleaf interchange configuration with a new signalized intersection at the southbound 
ramp terminus with Talmage Road. There would be three (3) left-turn lanes onto westbound 
Talmage Road and one (1) eastbound lane.  Two dedicated left turns would be provided into 
the Airport Industrial Park.  The existing southbound off-ramp would be removed. The new 
signalized intersection at Talmage Road and the southbound on/off ramp are proposed to 
be interconnected and coordinated with the existing signalized intersection at Talmage Road 
and Airport Park Boulevard.  
 
The EIR also assesses a project alternative recommended by Caltrans (EIR Alternative 2) 
and concludes that this alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.  Under 
Alternative 2, which Caltrans has recently communicated is its preferred design, the 
southbound Highway 101 off-ramp to westbound Talmage Road would remain in its 
approximate current location.  It would be widened to include two right-turn lanes as it 
approaches the Talmage Road intersection. This southbound off-ramp intersection with 
westbound Talmage Road would be signalized and realigned to the west to increase sight 
distance.  The southbound Highway 101 off-ramp to eastbound Talmage Road would be 
realigned slightly to the west, and would remain only one lane. This intersection would be 
signalized with the signal controlling right turns if queues begin accumulating on either 
southbound off-ramps or along the left-turn lane onto the southbound Highway 101 on-ramp.  
As is the case for the proposed project, two dedicated left-turn lanes from Talmage Road to 
Airport Park Boulevard would be provided.   
 
B. CEQA PROCESS  
 
The City of Ukiah (Lead Agency) prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for 
the project and circulated it for public review in September 2014.  The 45-day public review 
period began on September 8, 2014 and ended on October 23, 2014. The City also held a 
public hearing before the City Council to receive oral comments on the DEIR at the City Hall 
at 300 Seminary Avenue in Ukiah on October 15, 2014.  
 
The DEIR for the Talmage Road/Southbound U.S. 101 On-Off Ramp Realignment Project, 
together with this Response to Comments Document, constitute the Final EIR (FEIR) for the 
proposed project. The FEIR is an informational document prepared by the Lead Agency that 
must be considered and certified by decision-makers before approving the proposed project 
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090). California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
(Section 15132) specify the following: 
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“The Final EIR shall consist of: 
 

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of that draft. 
(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or   
In a summary. 
(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 
(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in 
review and consultation process. 
(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.” 

 
This document has been prepared pursuant to CEQA and in conformance with the CEQA 
Guidelines. This Response to Comments Document incorporates comments from public 
agencies, organizations, and the general public, and contains appropriate responses by the 
Lead Agency to those comments. 
 
C. ORGANIZATION OF THIS FEIR 
 
This FEIR for the proposed interchange realignment project contains information in 
response to comments raised during the public comment period. 
 
Chapter 1 describes the CEQA process and the organization of this Response to 
Comments Document. 
 
Chapter 2 contains a list of all persons and organizations that submitted written comments 
and/or made spoken comments on the DEIR during the public review period. 
 
Chapter 3 contains copies of the comment letters and a summary of comments made at the 
public hearing, and the responses to those comments. Within each letter and public hearing 
comments, individual comments are labeled with a number in the margin. Immediately 
following the comment letter are responses to each of the numbered comments. 
 
Chapter 4 contains text changes made to the DEIR.  
 
Chapter 5 contains the Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Project. 
 
Appendices contain CEQA noticing information, supporting traffic and air quality data, and 
a technical memo from the EIR noise consultant.  
 
CHAPTER 2   
AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PERSONS COMMENTING ON THE DEIR 
 
This chapter provides a list of the agencies and individuals that commented on the DEIR 
and where their letter and the City’s response to the comments can be found.   
 
The City received six (6) comment letters on the DEIR during the public review period. Two 
(2) of these letters were from public agencies, and four (4) were from individuals.  In 
addition, one commenter incorporated by reference comment letters that were submitted to 
the City in 2013 on a Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) that had been prepared 
and circulated by the City for public review.  Subsequent to the public review of that Draft 
MND, the City decided to prepare an EIR on the proposed project.  While those earlier 
comments letters do not address the adequacy of the DEIR, they do contain some 
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comments that may be potentially relevant to the DEIR analysis.  Accordingly, those letters 
are included on this FEIR along with responses to relevant comments included in those 
letters. 
 
At the public hearing, comments were submitted by two (2) members of the public. The table 
below shows the location of the comment letter (as well as the public hearing comments) 
within the Final EIR and the responses to the letter or comments.  
       
      Commentor     Response  
Commentor            Date     Page   Page 
 
Public Agencies 
1. State Office of Planning and Research 10/23/14 4  7   
2. California Department of Transportation  
 (Jaime Hostler) 10/17/14 8 10  
3. State of California Native American 
  Heritage Commission (Katy Sanchez) 9/25/14 11  14 
 
Interested Persons 
4. William D. Kopper (Law Offices  
 of William D. Kopper) 10/20/14 15  20  
5. Daniel T. Smith, Jr. (Smith Engineering  
 & Management) 10/21/14 29  70  
6. Greg Gilbert (Autumn Wind Associates, Inc.) 10/23/14 81  87  
7. James Houle 10/15/14 94  95 
 
Comments Made on the 2013 Mitigated Negative Declaration   
8. William D. Kopper  8/26/13 97  104  
9. Steve Pettyjohn (The Acoustics & 
 Vibration Group, Inc.) 8/26/13 105  108 
10. Daniel T. Smith, Jr. (Smith Engineering  
 & Management) 8/14/13 109  119  
11. Dale La Forest (Dale La Forest & Associates) 8/27/13 121  147  
12. California Department of Transportation 8/27/13 157  164 
13. California Department of Transportation 9/04/14 167  169    
 
Comments Made at the Public Hearing  
14. Ukiah City Council Public Hearing  10/15/14 170  170    
 
 
CHAPTER 3   
COMMENTS ON THE DEIR AND RESPONSES TO THOSE COMMENTS 
 
The following chapter contains the letters received and responses to those letters. 
Each letter is followed by a response page(s).  Each comment and its corresponding 
response are numbered.  The end of this chapter contains a summary of comments 
made at the October 15, 2014 City Council public hearing, and responses to those 
comments.  Where responses have resulted in changes to the DEIR, these changes 
also appear in Chapter 4, Revisions to the DEIR. 
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Response to Letter from Scott Morgan, Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse 
 
1-1 This is a cover letter that states that the City has complied with State 

Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents that are 
subject to CEQA.  No response is required. 
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Response to Letter from Jaime Hostler, California Department of Transportation 
 
2-1 The comment provides information regarding the coordination of Caltrans and the 

City on the proposed Project and issuance of an encroachment permit is noted for 
the record. As no questions are asked concerning the DEIR, no additional 
response is warranted. 

 
2-2 The comment provides information regarding the benefits of Alternative 2 and is 

noted for the record.  As described on page 172 of the DEIR, this alternative 
would have approximately the same impacts as the proposed Project while 
improving traffic operations.  Accordingly, the DEIR identified Alternative 2 as the 
environmentally superior alternative.  

 
2-3  Caltrans states its preference for Alternative 2, which is noted for the record. This 

information will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration. This 
request regarding future coordination between Caltrans and the City is noted for 
the record. The City fully intends to continue coordinating with Caltrans on the 
Project.  As no questions are asked concerning the DEIR, no additional response 
is warranted. 

 
2-4 The comment notes that signage will be placed on Airport Park Boulevard 

regulating STAA trucks is noted for the record. The impact is less than significant, 
and no mitigation is required for that impact, The signage would be added as 
required by Caltrans.  
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Response to Letter from Katy Sanchez, State of California Native American 
Heritage Commission 
 
3-1 The letter from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) is a response 
to the Notice of Preparation that explains what studies need to be done for an EIR; it 
does not contain comments on the DEIR.  The cultural resource studies conducted for the 
DEIR comply with all NAHC recommendations set forth in this letter. As described in 
Appendix C of the DEIR, the EIR consulting archaeologist did contact the Northwest 
Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System and 
conducted a record search.  A site survey was conducted, and Appendix C contains the 
professional report describing the survey process and results.  The archaeologists did 
contact the NAHC, and the letter from NAHC is contained in Appendix C of the DEIR.  
The archaeologists did contact the list of people provided by the NAHC.   As reported on 
page 10 of the report in Appendix C, no archeological sites were identified on the project 
site.  The archaeological assessment complied with all NAHC requirements for EIR 
preparation.
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Response to Letter from William D. Kopper (Law Office of William D. Kopper) 
 
4-1 The commenter requests that the comment letters submitted on the previous Draft 

Mitigated Negative Declaration be included in this FEIR along with responses to 
comments in those letters that are relevant to the DEIR analyses. See Comment 
Letters 8 to 13, which includes the requested comment letters. 

 
4-2 The comment asks whether the Notice of Availability (NOA) was sent to the 

County Department of Transportation.  The City sent the NOA and the DEIR to the 
County Department of Transportation.  The City followed up with an email to 
ensure they received it.  The City was informed that the County Department of 
Transportation did receive the NOA and the DEIR.  The County did not submit 
comments on the DEIR. 

 
4-3  The commenter claims that the DEIR has improperly segmented the Talmage 

Road Interchange Improvements Project from the Costco Project. This legal claim 
is incorrect. The Costco Wholesale Project was previously analyzed in an EIR 
certified by the City in 2013. One of the mitigation measures in the Costco EIR 
requires that the certificate of occupancy for the Costco project may not be issued 
until the Talmage Road Interchange Improvements Project is substantially 
completed. On this basis, the Talmage Road Interchange Improvements Project 
bears some relation to the Costco project. The two projects, however, are 
separate projects that do not satisfy the legal test for what is considered illegal 
“piecemealing” of environmental review under CEQA. Therefore, the two projects 
were appropriately analyzed in separate environmental review documents. This 
EIR nonetheless appropriately considers the approval and future operation of the 
Costco project in its impact assessment. The piecemealing test set forth by the 
Supreme Court in Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of 
California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376 states: 

 
 “We hold that an EIR must include an analysis of the environmental effects of 

future expansion of other action if: (1) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence 
of the initial project; and (2) the future expansion or action will be significant in that 
it will likely change the scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental 
effects.”  (Id. at 396.) 

 
 The Talmage Interchange Project is “reasonably foreseeable” and will change the 

scope or nature of the environmental effects of the Costco Project – once 
completed, the Talmage Improvements will mitigate certain of the Costco traffic 
impacts. But there is no improper piecemealing of these projects because the 
Talmage Interchange Project is not a “consequence” of the Costco Project. As 
noted in Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of Newport Beach (2012) 211 
Cal.App.4th 1209, 1223 “two projects may properly undergo separate 
environmental review (i.e., no piecemealing) when the projects have different 
proponents, serve different purposes, or can be implemented independently.”  
The two projects satisfy the Banning Ranch test for separate environmental 
review (i.e. no piecemealing).  

 
 First, the Costco Project and the Talmage Interchange Project have different 

proponents.  Costco is the project proponent/applicant for its project; the City is 
the project proponent for the Talmage Interchange Project.  
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 Second, the Talmage Interchange Project serves a different purpose than the 

Costco Project.  The Costco Project develops a new commercial development – a 
Costco Warehouse.  The Talmage Interchange Project improvements are required 
to alleviate existing and future congestion, which any significant new development 
in the Redwood Business Park /Airport Industrial Park could otherwise 
exacerbate. The Talmage Interchange Project is also required to improve traffic 
operations and safety for the southbound on- and off-ramps and along the 
Talmage Road corridor.   

 
 Third, Talmage Interchange Project will be implemented independently from the 

Costco Project.  The City’s need for the Talmage Road interchange improvements 
predates the application for the Costco project. The need for the interchange 
improvements has been discussed in the Circulation and Transportation Element 
of the General Plan since 1995. Thus, improving this interchange has been an 
adopted City policy goal since that time, and the improvements are needed 
regardless of whether the Costco project is constructed. The Costco EIR 
acknowledges that the Talmage Road Interchange improvements are needed, 
with or without the Costco project. (See, e.g., Anderson First Coalition v. City of 
Anderson (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1173, 1189-1190 [in which the lead agency did 
not need to analyze in a single EIR the impacts of a shopping center and an 
adjacent interchange upon which the center would rely for access].) 

 
 The commenter’s reliance on San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. 

County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713 and Tuolumne County Citizens 
for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Sonora (2007) 155 Cal.App.4th 1214 is 
misplaced. In San Joaquin Raptor, the EIR for the housing project recognized the 
sewer expansion was necessary to the project, yet the EIR lacked any discussion 
of the sewer expansion’s scope or environmental consequences.  (San Joaquin 
Raptor, supra, 27 Cal.App.4th at p. 731.) Here, the Talmage EIR fully 
acknowledges the existence of the Costco project, and evaluates the cumulative 
environmental effects in the event both are constructed. As noted in section 5.2 of 
the Talmage DEIR, the Costco project was considered in both the “list approach” 
and the “projections approach” to the cumulative impacts analysis. (See CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15030.) With respect to the list approach, the Costco project is 
considered, along with the Talmage Project and other past, present, and 
reasonably probable future projects, for purposes of cumulative analysis where 
the Costco project could produce related cumulative impacts. (See DEIR, pp. 36 
(Geology and Soils), 46 (Hydrology and Water Quality), 58 (Biological Resources), 
64 (Cultural Resources), 115 (Noise), 120 (Visual Resources), 126 (Utilities and 
Public Services), 131 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), and 139 (Land Use).) 
In certain impact areas, the Costco project would not produce foreseeable related 
impacts. For example, with respect to construction, though there is the possibility 
that construction of the Costco project and the Talmage Project could occur 
concurrently, the City will implement a construction management plan to ensure 
there will not be problems resulting from construction vehicles from both projects 
through the same areas. As such, and because construction-related impacts are 
inherently short-term, there would not be any air quality-, noise-, or traffic-related 
cumulative construction impacts associated with the Talmage Project and other 
past, present, and reasonably probable future projects, including the Costco 
project. 
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 With respect to the projections approach, Cumulative traffic impacts were 

assessed, as required by Caltrans for projects on State highways, for a 20-year 
horizon, which at the time the analysis was initiated was the year 2032. Future 
(2032) traffic volumes were projected from the base year (2012) existing traffic 
count data and multiplying existing volumes by the 1.3 Caltrans District 1 20-year 
growth factor. (Caltrans, 2006). The distribution of future traffic volumes at study 
intersections was then adjusted to align the volume projections with trip 
distribution estimates developed by the City of Ukiah (2013) for the Costco 
Wholesale Project DEIR. Correspondingly, cumulative impacts for traffic-related 
noise, air quality, and greenhouse gas emissions are also assessed for the 
horizon year of 2032 based on the growth factor traffic volumes and modified 
traffic distribution to address Costco-related traffic. (See DEIR, pp. 79 (Traffic and 
Circulation), 96 (Air Quality), 116 (Noise), 146-148 (Global Climate Change).) 
Thus, the relevant cumulative effects of both projects have been considered and 
disclosed in the Talmage DEIR.  

  
 In Tuolumne, the court determined the projects were improperly piecemealed 

because the road improvement and the home improvement center project were 
undertaken by the same entity and the roadway project was located right next to 
the home improvement center. (Tuolumne County, supra, 155 Cal.App.4th at p. 
1227.) Neither of those key factors are present here – the Talmage Improvement 
Project and the Costco Project have different applicants and proponents, and the 
Talmage Improvement Project takes place at a location away from the Costco. 
Moreover, the Talmage interchange improvements would serve many businesses 
and local traffic and are not proposed because of the Costco project.   

 
 Because the Costco cannot receive a Certificate of Occupancy until the Talmage 

Improvements are completed, the commenter claims that project independence 
ends when a project is conditioned upon completion of another project.  There is, 
however, no such one-factor piecemealing test under CEQA. The commenter 
does not cite any authority in support of such a rule.  Such a condition is not the 
sole determinant of inclusion; it is a merely one factor to be considered when 
determining the scope of a project.  Such a condition here does not convert the 
multi-purpose and long-standing set of proposed Talmage Interchange 
Improvements into a project undertaken solely for the benefit of the Costco 
Project. Nor does it undermine the other factors set forth above which show no 
illegal piecemealing has occurred by analyzing the Talmage Road Intersection 
Improvements Project and the Costco Project in separate EIRs. The trial court in 
the litigation over the Costco EIR recently agreed, finding that the City did not 
commit a CEQA error of improper piecemeal review by failing to include this 
Talmage Interchange Improvements Project as part of the Costco Project and 
analyzing the two projects in one EIR. (See Decision After Court Trial on Petition 
for Writ of Mandate, Ukiah Citizens for Safety First, et al. v. City of Ukiah, et al. 
(Mendocino Superior Court Case No. SCUK CVPT 14-63579).)  

 
4-4 This is the first of a number of comments that express concern regarding the 

design exceptions that the Project would require and the potential for the design 
exceptions to create safety hazards.  
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 As noted on page 77 of the DEIR, the project would not increase hazards to 
drivers and in fact would result in a beneficial impact to safety. This is true for both 
the proposed Project and Alternative 2, Caltrans’ preferred project. The resulting 
lane geometry would be safe and an improvement over existing conditions given 
the proposed corridor operations, travel speeds, vehicle types, anticipated 
signing, and traffic volumes. The primary safety improvements include providing 
additional lanes, new signal control for westbound and southbound traffic, 
improved pedestrian crossings, and overall congestion relief. 

 
 To attain the proposed preferred designs for the proposed Project and Alternative 

2, certain design exceptions would potentially be required. Appendix E (Traffic 
Impact Study) of the DEIR identified five design exceptions that would potentially 
be required for the proposed Project, one of which would no longer be needed. 
The four remaining exceptions would be to the following standards: Stopping 
Sight Distance Standards (201.1); Distance between Ramp Intersection and Local 
Road Intersection (504.3); Lane Drop Transitions (206.3); and Side Slopes 4:1 or 
Flatter (304.1). At the time of preparation of the Traffic Impact Study, the 
preliminary plans for the proposed Project were discussed with Caltrans, at which 
time Caltrans indicated no issues with the design exceptions and that they would 
likely be approved (DEIR, Appendix E). 

 
At this time, Alternative 2, the environmentally superior alternative is anticipated to 
have six design exceptions (the design exceptions would be finalized and 
approved by Caltrans during its review process). These design exceptions would 
be the same four potentially required for the proposed Project, with the addition of 
two more: Angle of Intersection (403.3) and Site Distance and Clear Recovery 
Zone (902.2). 

 
 The fact that design exceptions may be required to attain the preferred designs for 

the proposed Project and Alternative 2, however, does not trigger a significant 
impact related to design hazards or safety.  All proposed projects located within 
the State highway right-of-way are designed, and/or reviewed by Caltrans, in the 
context of the Highway Design Manual (HDM) (Caltrans 2012). The HDM 
establishes uniform policies and procedures to carry out the State highway design 
functions of Caltrans. The HDM does not provide a legal standard, but is 
considered a credible and widely-used guidance document. In some instances, a 
proposed project may not be able to be designed to be fully consistent with the 
HDM. The HDM recognizes this potential in HDM Chapter 80, Application of 
Design Standards, where it discusses how there is not a “one-size-fits-all” design 
philosophy and that highway design criteria and policies in the HDM provide a 
guide for the engineer to exercise sound judgment in applying the standards in the 
context of local conditions. In HDM Chapter 81.6, it further states that “The design 
guidance and standards in this manual have been developed with the intent of 
ensuring that designers have the flexibility to tailor a project to the unique 
circumstances that relate to it and its location, while meeting driver expectation.” 
“This guidance allows for flexibility in applying design standards and approving 
design exceptions that take the context of the project location into consideration; 
which enables the designer to tailor the design, as appropriate, for the specific 
circumstances while maintaining safety” (Caltrans 2012). The concept of the HDM 
being a guidance document is further iterated in a memo from Caltrans to all 
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“Highway Design Manual Holders,” dated April 10, 2014. This memo is included in 
Appendix B of this FEIR.  

 
 As such, if local or site-specific conditions do require deviation from the HDM, 

Caltrans has established a process by which exceptions to the design standards 
are documented and approved (Chapter 21, Exceptions to Design Standards, in 
the Project Development Procedures Manual). This could include such things as a 
change in slope of a curve or length of a queuing lane. The need for design 
exceptions arises most often because design standards change over time and 
existing conditions may not meet current design standards, and new designs must 
conform to existing conditions. The need for a design exception does not mean 
that a proposed design is unsafe. If a requested design exception results in an 
unsafe condition, Caltrans would not approve it. It is not uncommon for a highway 
project to include, and for Caltrans to approve, several design exceptions, 
especially a project that modifies an existing highway facility that was designed to 
an older standard.1 In a recent letter to the City, Caltrans has confirmed this is the 
purpose of the design exception process and acknowledges that given that the 
Project is being constructed adjacent to and tying into existing infrastructure, the 
use of design exceptions is a process that is not unexpected. (FEIR, Appendix E, 
Caltrans letter to Charley Stump, City of Ukiah Director of Community Planning & 
Development, May 4, 2015.) According to Caltrans “Proper analysis and 
adherence to the exception process will ensure that a safe project will be 
constructed for all traveling modes of the public.” (Caltrans, May 4, 2015.)  

 
The fact that design exceptions would likely be required for the proposed Project 
design does not mean the Project would result in a significant impact related to 
design hazards or safety.  The Project as designed, including the design 
exceptions, would not increase hazards to drivers and in fact would result in a 
beneficial impact to safety. Furthermore,  Caltrans approval of the design 
exceptions signifies it has exercised its judgment that the design is appropriate for 
the site conditions and that the design would not create a safety or traffic hazard. 
As noted in the letter dated November 19, 2014 from Caltrans District 1, 
“[Caltrans] primary responsibility is the safety of the traveling public…and Caltrans 
staff constantly works to provide a safe, multimodal and sustainable transportation 
network.” This letter is included in Appendix E of this FEIR. The City may properly 
exercise its discretion to rely on Caltrans’ judgment and expertise to determine in 
this EIR that a final design will not cause a significant safety hazard. 

 
4-5 The commenter states that the Costco EIR and the earlier Draft Initial 

Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for this Project identified “unusual geometric 
features of the proposed project” which caused the need for design exceptions 
that could cause safety hazards. Notably, the impact analysis contained in this 
EIR is based on a more detailed project design than was available at the time the 
Costco EIR was prepared.  Furthermore, the fact that design exceptions would 
likely be required for the Proposed Project design does not mean the Project 
includes unusual geometric features which would result in a significant impact 

                                                
1 Other projects that have included design exceptions that the EIR Authors have worked on or are aware of 
include: Metal Beam Guard Rail – State Route 299; Smith River Rancheria – US101; Samoa Gateway, 
Bicycle, & Pedestrian Improvements – State Route 255; Sonoma Country Inn Roadway Improvements – 
State Route 12. 
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related to design hazards or safety.  As noted in the previous response, the 
Project as designed, including the design exceptions, would not increase hazards 
to drivers. In fact, the proposed improvements would improve the safety for drivers 
passing through the Project. 

 
4-6 The comment states that the EIR should identify the design exceptions for each 

project alternative and address safety concerns associated with these design 
exceptions.  With regard to design exceptions that may be required for the 
proposed Project and Alternative 2 and potential safety hazard impacts 
associated with said exceptions, please refer to Response 4-4. Although the 
review by Caltrans is currently underway, the design exceptions have not yet 
been finalized. Though the specific design exceptions have not yet been finalized, 
the EIR does, however, comply with CEQA in that the Project Description in the 
Draft EIR provides sufficient information regarding the Project design to evaluate 
the physical environmental impacts of implementing the project. (Cal. Oak 
Foundation v. Regents of University of Cal. (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 227, 269-270; 
CEQA Guidelines, § 15124.) Notably, an EIR need not provide final design 
information, including a description of each design exception that may be 
required, in order to comply with CEQA. (See Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. 
County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 28.) That information would be 
developed during subsequent design phases in coordination with review by 
Caltrans. At this time, no safety concerns have been identified for the design of 
the proposed Project or Alternative 2. As noted in Response 4-4, the purpose of 
the design exception process is to tailor the design for the specific circumstances 
surrounding the project while maintaining safety. Accordingly, if a requested 
design exception results in an unsafe condition, Caltrans would not approve it. 
Refer to Response 4-4 for additional information regarding design exceptions and 
safety hazards. 

. 
4-7 The comment states that design problems related to the Project are addressed in 

an attached letter from Daniel Smith.  The cited letter from Daniel Smith is 
presented as Comment Letter 10 later in this report.   

 
4-8 The commenter requests additional information regarding two alternatives 

identified in a 2005 MCOG study that included possible improvements for the 
project interchange and which were rejected from further consideration as 
alternatives in the DEIR.  As noted on page 159 of the DEIR, significant impacts 
associated with the two referenced MCOG alternatives include significant and 
unavoidable temporary and permanent impacts to U.S. 101 mainline traffic and 
City streets including pedestrian access across U.S. 101 associated with the 
complete closure of the US-101 / Talmage Road interchange required to construct 
the “tight diamond” and “cloverleaf,” interchange configurations. The closure of the 
US-101 / Talmage Road interchange necessitates detouring traffic to other 
interchanges in the Ukiah area, and has the potential to significantly impact their 
safe operation and the safe operation of City roadways and intersections. The 
interchange configurations would also have significantly higher air quality impacts 
associated with the larger scope and area of construction, potentially greater 
water quality impacts associated with a larger area of disturbance, and new 
impacts to housing as a result of demolition of private residences, and would have 
additional private property acquisition requirements. 
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4-9 The commenter states that the DEIR did not include the Walmart Expansion 
project in the list of projects assessed for cumulative impacts.  CEQA defines 
cumulative impacts as two or more individual impacts which, when considered 
together, are substantial or which compound or increase other environmental 
impacts. The cumulative analysis is intended to describe the “incremental impact 
of the project when added to other, closely related past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable future projects” that can result from “individually minor but collectively 
significant projects taking place over a period of time.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15355 (italics added).) The Walmart Expansion Project is not considered to be a 
reasonably foreseeable future project for purposes of the cumulative analysis. The 
Walmart Expansion Project was denied by the Planning Commission in 2012 and 
not appealed to the City Council. There is no pending application regarding 
Walmart nor any communications to the City that would imply a future Walmart 
expansion is foreseeable. As such, the City is not required to assume that a 
Walmart expansion project would be part of the cumulative condition. In fact, in 
light of the lack of any evidence that another Walmart expansion proposal has 
been or will be made, the City may not assume such a project in a cumulative 
scenario for this EIR at this time, because such a scenario would be entirely 
hypothetical or speculative, and therefore not accurate, useful information for the 
City’s decision-makers and the public. Moreover, the 1.3 Caltrans growth rate 
applied to calculate the future traffic in the Talmage Interchange EIR Traffic 
Impact Study inherently includes traffic associated with the development of the 
former Walmart Expansion Project site because it is based on projected area 
growth, including within the Redwood Business Park/Airport Industrial Park. 

 
4-10 The commenter requests an explanation of why the traffic analysis done for the 

Costco project identified more traffic in 2032 than the Project DEIR did. The 
methodology used in the Talmage Interchange Traffic Impact Study is the most 
recent modeling approach recommended by Caltrans. This included using the 
Caltrans growth factor of 1.3 to project future traffic conditions, which is specific to 
the US 101 corridor through Ukiah. In addition, more recent traffic counts were 
collected (Caltrans does not allow the use of traffic counts that are more than 2 
years old) than were used in the Costco EIR. Use of the Caltrans-recommended 
methodology is appropriate for this Project because it is a State highway facility 
and is consequently required to meet Caltrans standards. As such, future growth 
was not determined looking at individual land use projects. Recommended growth 
factors were used that implicitly include future development in the region, 
including retail establishments such as Costco. The growth factor of 1.3 
(calculated as a 20-year straight-line determinant: 15% growth over 10 years, 
30% growth over 20 years) that was used is considered by Caltrans and the City 
to be conservatively representative of the anticipated regional traffic growth, and 
is also conservatively representative of regional growth during the previous 20 
years. Historically, the Ukiah area has experienced growth rates of less than 1% 
per year. Using a growth rate of 1%, over a 20-year period the growth factor 
would be 1.22%, or 8% less than the Caltrans-recommended growth factor.  

 
 The methodologies used to project future traffic conditions in the Talmage 

Interchange Traffic Impact Study, therefore, differ from those used in the Costco 
Traffic Impact Study. The Costco Traffic Impact Study utilized the Ukiah Valley 
Area Plan (UVAP) travel demand forecasting model as the basis for the future 
traffic conditions.  Moreover, differences in flow volumes for individual movements 
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under the future conditions for these analyses are attributed to peak hour factors 
used, assumptions made relative to trip distribution, and the existing traffic 
volumes used for the future projections. See also Responses 5-18 to 5-25.  

 
4-11 The commenter requests additional information on how bicycle safety would be 

assured for westbound bicyclists both for the proposed Project conditions and 
under EIR Alternative 2.  The Ukiah Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan classifies 
Talmage Road as a regional bicycle facility and bicycle activity corridor, and 
identifies it as a Class III connector bike route.  A Class III facility is an area of the 
street that is shared with motorists and is designated by signs. As noted on page 
75 of the DEIR, the Project would not conflict with this designation; Talmage Road 
would remain a Class III facility.  

 
 The Project includes signs, standard lane widths and striped 8-foot wide 

contiguous shoulders along Talmage Road which would accommodate shared 
use with bicyclists, consistent with the Class III designation.  At the southbound 
interchange off-ramp there would be a signalized stop and crosswalk that could 
be used by pedestrians and bicyclists traveling, east to west, to safely traverse the 
intersection.  For bicyclists traveling west to east, they would follow the rules-of-
the-road and merge with traffic. The project improvements would be constructed 
in a manner that would meet the Class III facility standards, and therefore would 
result in safe conditions for bicyclists. Bicyclists are required to follow the same 
rules of the road as motor vehicles. Bicyclists could use the new and existing 
traffic signals to safely traverse the intersections, and could also have the option 
of using the pedestrian crosswalks.  

 
 For Alternative 2, westbound cyclists, just like drivers of other vehicles, would use 

the traffic signals to safely traverse the intersection of the southbound offramp and 
Talmage Road, and they would also have the option of using the pedestrian 
crosswalk.  

 
4-12 The commenter asks for additional information on how pedestrian safety will be 

provided for the Project. The Project includes construction of a new sidewalk 
along the north side of Talmage Road that would connect to existing sidewalks in 
the pedestrian network in the area, including existing sidewalks on Airport Park 
Boulevard via the crosswalk at Talmage Road/Airport Park Boulevard Intersection. 
Pedestrians could safely cross Talmage Road/Airport Park Boulevard Intersection 
using the existing pedestrian crosswalk and pedestrian signal. Pedestrian 
sidewalks currently exist intermittently on both sides of Airport Park Boulevard 
south of Talmage Road.  

 
4-13 The commenter asks how the Project is consistent with three General Plan 

implementation measures that address bicycle access and safety. Please see 
Response 4-11 regarding bicycle access.  The commenter asks how the Project is 
consistent with General Plan Implementation Measure CT-6.2(a), which requires 
streets linking residential areas with schools and shopping areas be designed to 
include bicycle lanes.  That implementation measure states the City will develop a 
bicycle plan to extend bicycle lanes to “important locations” in the City’s planning 
area.  The City has developed a bicycle plan that lists Talmage Road as a Class 
III facility where bicyclists share the roadway with other vehicles. The Project, as 
designed, will maintain the Class III designation by including signs, standard lane 
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widths and striped 8-foot wide contiguous shoulders along Talmage Road, which 
would accommodate shared use with bicyclists. 

 
 Implementation Measure CT-6.3(a) requires that streets linking residential areas 

with schools and shopping areas be designed to include bicycle lanes.  The 
Project is consistent with the City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan that 
designates Talmage Road through the Project area as a Class III facility.  As 
described above in Response 4-11, the proposed Project contains Class III 
bicycle facilities.  The City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, which was 
prepared subsequent to the City’s General Plan does not recommend 
constructing Class II bicycle lanes on this road.  The proposed Project is 
consistent with this plan that was developed to be consistent with City General 
Plan policies calling for development of such a plan. 

 
 Implementation Measure CT-6.3(b) calls for considering bicycle operations in 

designing roads and traffic control systems.  The Project was designed to 
consider bicycle operations and, as stated above, is consistent with the 
recommendations for Talmage Road set forth in the City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Master Plan.   

 
 To summarize, the Project is designed to be consistent with the City’s Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Master Plan and with three General Plan implementation measures 
that address bicycle access and safety.  However, a final determination of plan 
consistency is the responsibility of the City decision-makers. 
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Response to Letter from Daniel T. Smith, Jr. (Smith Engineering & Management) 
 
5-1 The commentor correctly notes that the scales on the DEIR Figures 3.1-3 and 5.4-

1 are inaccurate.  These maps/figures were derived from larger maps and figures, 
including full-scale engineering drawings, and were reduced to fit the size of the 
EIR document.  The process of reduction distorted the scale.  The actual scale is 
approximately one inch equals approximately 135 feet for Figure 3.3-1 and 
approximately 75 feet for Figure 5.4-1.  These reduced maps/figures were not 
used for any of the DEIR analyses, including the analysis of traffic safety issues.  
All analyses were based on the original maps/figures (on file with the City and the 
EIR traffic engineers) that had accurate scales.  As presented in the DEIR, these 
maps/figurers are intended to be illustrative – they show the basic layout and 
proposed new realignments of the Project and Alternative 2. While the map 
scaling as shown in the DEIR does not affect any EIR analysis or conclusions, the 
scales on the maps will be changed to more accurately describe the scale for 
each reduced figure.  See the change to the scales of Figures 3.1-3 and 5.4-1 in 
Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

 
5-2 The commenter states that the DEIR fails to disclose significant safety impacts 

associated with design exceptions. Though the proposed Project would require 
approval of a limited number of design exceptions by Caltrans, there is nothing 
inherently unsafe about the design exceptions, as claimed by the commenter. As 
discussed in Response 4-4, the need for design exceptions arises most often 
because design standards change over time and existing conditions may not meet 
current design standards, and new designs must conform to existing conditions. 
The proposed Project is designed and would be reviewed by Caltrans in the 
context of the Highway Design Manual (HDM), including the design exceptions, 
which will ensure a safe design. The HDM “allows for flexibility in applying design 
standards and approving design exceptions that take the context of the project 
location into consideration; which enables the designer to tailor the design, as 
appropriate, for the specific circumstances while maintaining safety” (Caltrans 
2012). As noted in the recent letter from Caltrans to the City, which describes the 
purpose of the design exception process, given that the Project is being 
constructed adjacent to and tying into existing infrastructure, the use of design 
exceptions is a process that is not unexpected. (FEIR Appendix E, Caltrans letter 
to Charley Stump, City of Ukiah Director of Community Planning & Development, 
May 4, 2015.) According to Caltrans “[p]roper analysis and adherence to the 
exception process will ensure that a safe project will be constructed for all 
traveling modes of the public.” (Caltrans, May 4, 2015.)Please also see 
Responses 4-4 and 4-6. 

 
5-3 The commenter claims the City, its consultants, and Caltrans have a duty to 

ensure that the proposed project design conforms to design standards as much 
as reasonably feasible. This assertion is incorrect. As discussed in Response 4-4, 
under certain circumstances, such as here, design standards change over time 
and existing conditions may not meet current design standards. Because new 
designs must conform to existing conditions, the need for design exceptions to the 
design standards arises. Thus, it is common for a highway project to include, and 
for Caltrans to approve, several design exceptions, especially for a project that 
modifies an existing highway facility that was designed to an older standard. In 
this case, although the review by Caltrans is currently underway, the design 
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exceptions have not yet been finalized. The preliminary design exceptions for the 
proposed Project are discussed in Response 4-4 and Response 5-2. As noted in 
Response 4-4, the purpose of the design exception process is to tailor the design 
for the specific circumstances surrounding the project while maintaining safety. 
Thus, if a requested design exception results in an unsafe condition, Caltrans 
would not approve it. Please refer to Response 4-4 for additional information 
regarding design exceptions and safety hazards. 

 
5-4 The commenter expresses support for the Caltrans preferred alternative 

(Alternative 2 in the DEIR).  Both the proposed Project and Alternative 2 are 
identified by Caltrans and the designers as appropriate alternatives that 
adequately address the needs to improve traffic operations and safety at the 
Talmage Road / US-101 southbound interchange. Alternative 2 is identified in the 
DEIR as the Environmentally Superior Alternative (refer to page 3 of the DEIR) 
because it has reduced energy impacts and greater traffic operational benefits.  

 
5-5 The commenter again states that the design exceptions would result in safety 

impacts.  Specific design exceptions are being jointly evaluated for the Project by 
the design engineers, the City, and Caltrans. The need for a design exception 
does not cause a proposed design to be unsafe, as the commenter implies. It is 
not uncommon for a highway project to include several design exceptions, 
especially a project that modifies an existing highway facility that was designed to 
an older standard. As noted in Response 4-4, the purpose of the design exception 
process is to tailor the design for the specific circumstances surrounding the 
project, while maintaining safety. Thus, if a requested design exception results in 
an unsafe condition, Caltrans would not approve it. Refer to Response 4-6. 

 
5-6 to 5-11  These comments present a series of alleged “facts” by the commenter, with 

the general theme that the eastbound merge, from the southbound off-ramp, is 
deficient and would be worsened by the proposed Project. As shown in the 
responses to each “fact” presented by the commenter, below, this is not the case. 

  
 Under “Fact 1,” the commenter has accurately quoted the HDM, and the equation 

to determine taper distance has been calculated correctly for the existing 
conditions. The EIR traffic consultants would add that 206.3(1) is an Advisory 
Standard, not a Mandatory Standard. Advisory design standards allow greater 
flexibility in application to accommodate design constraints or be compatible with 
local conditions on rehabilitation projects. 

 
 Under “Fact 2,” the commenter suggests that the existing tapering distance for the 

merge of the southbound to eastbound off ramp lane into the eastbound through 
lane is about “half” of what it should be for “Through Lane Drops” Under the HDM. 
The commenter is correct in that the tapering distance of the existing eastbound 
merge measures about half of the distance than would be advisory under the 
current HDM.  

 
 There is no indication, however, that this existing condition is a safety hazard. For 

context as to how the existing eastbound merge functions in the context of 
collision rates, and therefore its safety, the following analysis of the existing off-
ramp and merge is provided. A collision analysis performed by Caltrans for the 3-
year time period between April 1, 2009 and March 31, 2012 shows that actual 
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total collision rate is less than the statewide average for similar highway facilities, 
and that the actual “fatal+injury collision” rate is less than the statewide average 
for similar highway facilities. There were no reported merge collisions associated 
with the existing non-standard southbound off-ramp to eastbound Talmage Road 
blind merge condition. This report is included as Appendix B of this FEIR.  

 
 Under “Fact 3,” the commenter shifts to measuring the merge as conceived under 

the proposed Project. The commenter’s description of the eastbound merge being 
two lanes is not correct, however; there is only one lane.  Therefore, the doubling 
of the required taper distance is not accurate. Rather, the taper distance would be 
roughly the same as under existing conditions. Furthermore, it should be noted 
that the figure depicting the proposed project that is included in the DEIR is 
conceptual. While it is likely that the merge taper length does not meet the 
advisory design standard associated with HDM Topic 206.3 Through Lane Drops, 
it is irrelevant how much “closer” the existing configuration might be to conforming 
to the standard compared to the proposed Project because a design exception is 
proposed to address this feature in the proposed Project.  Design exceptions are 
discussed in further detail under Response 4-4. 

 
 Under “Fact 4,” the commenter makes statements regarding the volume of traffic 

that must merge into the eastbound lane. Detailed traffic models of the proposed 
Project and Alternative 2 were independently developed and corridor traffic 
analyses and traffic simulations were independently performed by Caltrans District 
1 Traffic Operations and by the Project traffic consultants using Synchro 8 with 
SimTraffic. For the proposed Project, a detailed traffic model was developed by 
the Project traffic consultants using Synchro 8 with SimTraffic and reviewed by 
Caltrans District 1 Traffic Operations. While an advisory design exception would 
be required for the eastbound merge, both analyses independently demonstrated 
the proposed Project and Alternative 2 safely accommodate all future traffic in all 
directions, and that the distance provided for the eastbound merge is adequate. 
The Caltrans District 1 analysis of Alternative 2 is included in FEIR Appendix B, 
and the Synchro 8 analysis is presented in Section 4.5 and Appendix E of the 
DEIR.  

 
 Under “Fact 5,” the commenter indicates that traffic exposed to the “deficient” 

eastbound merge would be greater with implementation of the proposed Project 
than under existing conditions, because Costco would be allowed to be built. It is 
true that Costco cannot begin operating until the proposed Talmage Interchange 
improvements are constructed. However, the proposed Project would occur 
regardless of the Costco project because it is proposed to accommodate a variety 
of planned future growth, not just the fraction of growth associated with the Costco 
project. The existing non-standard southbound off-ramp to eastbound Talmage 
Road blind merge condition would be improved with the proposed Project. The 
design improves traffic safety and reduces hazards by eliminating the non-
standard southbound off-ramp to eastbound Talmage Road blind merge condition 
and constructing a safer perpendicular approach thereby improving visibility. The 
design also improves traffic safety and reduces hazards by providing standard 
shoulders that provide separation between approaching traffic and the 
overcrossing structure, improving pavement delineation that specifically alerts 
drivers of their requirement to yield right-of-way to eastbound traffic on Talmage 
Road, and replacing the non-standard metal beam guard railing protecting the 
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overcrossing structure with a new standard facility. As discussed above, Synchro 
8 with SimTraffic analyses independently demonstrated that both the proposed 
Project and Alternative 2 safely accommodate all future traffic in all directions, and 
that the distance provided for the eastbound merge is adequate. 

 
 Under “Fact 6,” the commenter summarizes the “hazardous consequences of a 

deficient merge length.” As discussed throughout this response, there are no 
safety issues or hazards associated with the design of the proposed merge taper 
length and Caltrans review and approval of a design exception will ensure safe 
conditions (See Response 4-4). Moreover, the Project includes additional safety 
design features as noted above.  

 
5-12 As noted by the commenter, Caltrans, pursuant to its April 15, 2013 letter, has 

indicated that the proposed basic design for the Project will be approved. The City 
is currently coordinating with Caltrans regarding the final design of the Project, 
including the design exceptions. As noted in the HDM, the purpose of the design 
exceptions is to tailor the design of the Project to the specific circumstances 
surrounding the Project, while maintaining safety. Review and approval of the final 
Project design by Caltrans, consistent with the HDM, will assure a safe design. 
(See Response 4-4.). The commenter is also correct that a Caltrans 
Encroachment Permit is required for any work within the State Right-of-Way 
regardless of type. In the case of this project, approval of an Encroachment 
Permit constitutes approval of the project design, and approval to begin 
construction activities within the State Right-of-Way. Also, see Response 5-13 
below. 

 
5-13 As noted on page 73 of the DEIR, the commenter is correct that the Project would 

require an Encroachment Permit from Caltrans. To provide further clarification, the 
following change is made to page 17 of the DEIR under the heading Responsible 
and Trustee Agencies: 

 
 “The primary Responsible Agency for this project is the California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Caltrans will use the information 
and analysis in the EIR to support its permitting process for changes to the 
highway interchange, including issuance of an Encroachment Permit.” 

 
 The commenter is correct that any necessary design exceptions must be 

approved by Caltrans prior to issuance of an Encroachment Permit. Issuance of 
an Encroachment Permit is the last step in the Caltrans project approval process. 
Contrary to the commenter’s claims, however, neither the City nor the DEIR 
indicated that the April 15, 2013 letter from Caltrans represents an approval of 
design exceptions or of the final design. The City is currently coordinating with 
Caltrans on determining the final design of the project, with needed design 
exceptions. As discussed in Response 4-4 and Response 5-12, this process 
assures a safe design. 

 
5-14 The commenter asks that the specific design exceptions be identified.  Please see 

Responses 4-4 and 4-6. 
 
5-15 The commenter states that the DEIR does not identify the Caltrans permitting 

process in the regulatory Section Framework. A description of the design 
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exception process is hereby added to the Regulatory Framework discussion in 
Section 4.5 Traffic and Circulation, on page 73 of the DEIR, prior to the heading 
“Ukiah General Plan”: 

 
 “All proposed State highway projects are designed, and/or reviewed by Caltrans, 

in the context of the Highway Design Manual (HDM) (Caltrans 2012). If local or 
site-specific conditions require deviation from the HDM, Caltrans has established 
a process by which exceptions to the design standards are documented and 
approved in Chapter 21, Exceptions to Design Standards, in the Project 
Development Procedures Manual. For each design exception a “fact sheet” is 
completed. The purpose of the fact sheet is to document engineering decisions 
leading to the approval of each exception to a design standard. Caltrans has 
responsibility for review and approval of each design exception.” 

 
5-16    The comment identifies a unique geometric feature of the Project design regarding 

the transition from a single lane off-ramp to a four lane cross-section.  While the 
proposed configuration differs from most off-ramp intersection configurations, it 
has not been identified by the Project designers, the City, or Caltrans as overly 
complex or unsafe. The use of appropriate advanced signing, pavement 
markings, pavement delineation and increased turn lane lengths to accommodate 
anticipated queuing is expected to provide a safe and non-hazardous driving 
condition and minimize the need to perform unsafe maneuvers or last minute 
merges. Advanced signing and pavement markings would be very specific 
regarding the destinations associated with each lane, and would inform drivers 
well in advance of decision-making points of the appropriate lanes to queue into. 
The details of the specific signing, striping and markings would be developed in 
coordination with Caltrans and would not be approved by them if they were 
deemed unsafe or confusing to motorists.  

 
5-17 The comment claims Caltrans must have “reservations” about “overly complex 

and unconventional feature” of the proposed Project design because Caltrans has 
expressed a preference for Alternative 2. No such implication can be read from 
Caltrans expressed preference. First, the traffic operational advantages and 
environmental advantages are part of the argument supporting Alternative 2 as 
the Environmentally Superior Alternative in the Draft EIR. Second, the City is 
currently coordinating with Caltrans regarding the final design of the Project, 
including the design exceptions. As noted in the HDM, the purpose of the design 
exceptions is to tailor the design of the Project to the specific circumstances 
surrounding the Project, while maintaining safety. Review and approval of the final 
Project design by Caltrans, consistent with the HDM, will ensure a safe design. 
(See Response 4-4.) 

 
5-18 to 5-25  Comments 5-18 to 5-25 are a series of statements made regarding the 

differences in the traffic volumes used in the Talmage Interchange DEIR and the 
Costco EIR which the commenter presents to support a claim that the Talmage 
Interchange DEIR did not adequately account for Costco-related traffic in its 2032 
analysis.   

 
 First, the commenter identifies what he perceives to be inconsistencies between 

the year 2030 + project weekday PM peak hour traffic volumes presented in the 
Costco EIR with the year 2032 weekday PM peak hour traffic volumes for the 
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Project used in the Talmage Interchange EIR at the intersection of Talmage Road 
and U.S. 101 southbound on/off ramps. The commenter claims the Talmage 
Interchange EIR year 2032 + project traffic at this intersection is lower than the 
year 2030 + project traffic at the same intersection in the Costco EIR even though 
the Talmage EIR purports to account for two more years of traffic. The commenter 
then identifies what it perceives to be inconsistencies between the year 2032 
weekday PM peak hour traffic volumes for the Project used in the Talmage 
Interchange EIR at the intersection of Talmage Road and U.S. 101 southbound 
on/off ramps and the existing traffic counts and the existing + project traffic 
projections in the Costco EIR. These claims are incorrect. 

  
 First, the Talmage Interchange DEIR Traffic Impact Study does not purport to 

account for two more years of growth in its year 2032 analysis. The time period of 
growth considered in both the Talmage and Costco traffic studies is 20 years; the 
Talmage Interchange DEIR’s existing conditions baseline from which the 20 year 
period was calculated is simply two years later (2012) than the baseline assumed 
for the Costco EIR (2010). 

 
 Second, the commenter’s claim assumes a direct comparison can be made 

between the future traffic volumes in the Talmage EIR and the Costco EIR simply 
because they both model future conditions. The commenter ignores, however, 
that the traffic volumes presented in the Costco EIR (Appendix A of the Traffic 
Impact Study) and traffic volumes for the Project used in the Talmage Interchange 
EIR (Appendix E of the Traffic Impact Study) were each determined with different 
methodologies using different assumptions. The Costco Traffic Impact Study 
utilized the Ukiah Valley Area Plan (UVAP) travel demand forecasting model as 
the basis for the future traffic conditions while Talmage Interchange EIR used the 
Caltrans growth factor of 1.3 to project future traffic conditions, which is specific to 
the US 101 corridor through Ukiah. Use of the Caltrans-recommended 
methodology is appropriate for this Project because it is a State highway facility 
and is consequently required to meet Caltrans standards. (See also, Response to 
Comment 4-10.) Furthermore, differences in flow volumes for individual 
movements under the future conditions analyses are attributed to peak hour 
factors used, assumptions made relative to trip distribution, and the existing traffic 
volumes used for the future projections. 

 
 Third, with regard to the comparisons between the year 2032 Talmage Traffic 

Impact Study volumes and the baseline and baseline + project traffic volumes in 
the Costco DEIR (those comments labeled 5-22 and 5-23), the two traffic impact 
studies had different baseline years, and consequently different baseline traffic 
volumes, that established the existing conditions. The Costco EIR Traffic Study 
used traffic counts from 2010, while the Talmage Interchange DEIR Traffic Study, 
used more recent counts from the year 2012. It is not appropriate to compare the 
future traffic volume from one traffic study to the existing conditions or the existing 
plus project conditions of another traffic study, when the baseline assumptions 
and modeling methodologies for each are different. The Talmage Traffic Impact 
Study appropriately collected current traffic counts at the time the study 
commenced, and at issuance of the Notice of Preparation, to establish the 
baseline conditions. 
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 Thus, contrary to the commenter’s claims, due to differences in baseline traffic 
counts, methodology, and other factors discussed above, a direct comparison 
analysis between the Talmage Interchange DEIR and the Costco DEIR traffic 
volumes cannot reasonably be performed. Therefore, the commenter has failed to 
present any meaningful analysis which undermines the traffic analysis in the 
Talmage EIR and/or demonstrates that the Talmage EIR failed to account for 
Costco-related traffic in its year 2032 traffic volumes. 

 
 While the growth rate applied to the calculate the future traffic in the Talmage 

Interchange EIR Traffic Impact Study inherently includes projected area growth, 
including Costco-related and other Redwood Business Park/Airport Industrial 
Park-related traffic, a sensitivity analysis was performed which demonstrated that 
even if the Costco-generated traffic was added on top of the growth rate traffic 
already assumed for the year 2032 analysis (essentially double-counting the 
Costco traffic), the study intersections would still perform acceptably. The traffic 
model sensitivity analysis evaluated the sensitivity of the traffic model to changes 
in model parameters and to higher traffic volumes than were reported in the 
Talmage Interchange EIR Traffic Impact Study. The sensitivity analysis was 
performed on the Synchro 8 with SimTraffic models for both the Project alternative 
geometry and Alternative 2 geometry. To evaluate each model’s sensitivity to 
traffic volumes, the Future condition analysis was used and the growth rate was 
increased to levels consistent with the addition of Costco-related traffic to 
determine whether the study intersections would perform acceptably based on the 
study thresholds of significance and available lane storage for queuing vehicles. 

 
 For the proposed Project geometry, the results of the sensitivity analysis showed 

that the geometry and traffic operations acceptably accommodate traffic and 
anticipated queuing for traffic volumes that are 22% higher than those analyzed 
for the future condition and therefore, would accommodate a double counting of 
Costco-related traffic. This condition is equivalent to a growth rate of 1.52, or a 
52% increase over existing traffic. At the intersection of Airport Park Boulevard 
and Talmage Road, the additional 22% of traffic equals 529 vehicles, which is 36 
vehicles greater than the traffic generated by the planned Costco project at this 
intersection (Costco Project traffic volumes from Costco EIR Traffic Study Figure 
7). At the intersection of Talmage Road and U.S. 101 southbound on/off ramps, 
the additional 22% of traffic equals 441 vehicles, which is 109 vehicles greater 
than the traffic generated by the planned Costco project at this intersection 
(Costco Project traffic volumes from Costco EIR Traffic Study Figure 7). 

 
 For the Alternative 2 geometry, the same sensitivity analysis showed that the 

geometry and traffic operations acceptably accommodate traffic and anticipated 
queuing for traffic volumes that are 28% higher than those used to analyze the 
future condition, and therefore, would accommodate a double counting of Costco-
related traffic. This condition is equivalent to a growth rate of 1.58, or a 58% 
increase over existing traffic). At the intersection of Airport Park Boulevard and 
Talmage Road, the additional 28% of traffic equals 674 vehicles, which is 181 
vehicles greater than the traffic generated by the planned Costco project at this 
intersection (Costco Project traffic volumes from Costco EIR Traffic Study Figure 
7). At the intersection of Talmage Road and U.S. 101 southbound on/off ramps, 
the additional 28% of traffic equals 561 vehicles, which is 229 vehicles greater 
than the traffic generated by the planned Costco project at this intersection 
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(Costco Project traffic volumes from Costco EIR Traffic Study Figure 7). The 
results of sensitivity analyses are included in the Appendix B of this FEIR. 

 
 Finally, the commenter questions (Comment 5-24) the adequacy of the Costco 

EIR traffic volumes and distribution. As indicated in Response 4-10, the Costco 
EIR was found to be adequate by the City of Ukiah when the City Council certified 
the EIR in 2013, and on May 1, 2015, the Mendocino County Superior Court 
upheld the Costco EIR finding that traffic impacts in the Costco EIR were analyzed 
and mitigated appropriately. 

 
 In summary, the Talmage Interchange DEIR appropriately and conservatively 

looked at future growth and both the proposed Project and Alternative 2 would 
perform acceptably with the inclusion of Costco project volumes. 

 
5-26 This comment summarizes the comments subsequently made in more detail in 

Comments 5-27, 5-28, and 5-29.  Refer to the response to those comments 
below. 

 
5-27 The commenter states that there are operational benefits to Alternative 2. As 

indicated in Responses 4-4, 5-4 through 5-11, 5-16 and 5-17, there are some 
traffic operational advantages of Alternative 2.  The traffic operational advantages 
are discussed in support of Alternative 2 as the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative in the Draft EIR. 

 
5-28 The commenter states that one of the LOS analysis was inaccurately prepared.  

The commenter has misinterpreted the calculation sheet. While the volume is 
shown in the analysis calculation, no control delay is assigned to the eastbound 
Talmage through movement in the calculation. There is no uniform control delay 
for the eastbound movement. The analysis essentially assumes the eastbound 
movement has a continuous green light without interruptions. This assumption is 
reflected in the calculation sheet which shows and uniform control delay of 0.0 
seconds and an approach delay of 0.1 seconds for the eastbound through 
movement. 

 
5-29 The commenter states that Alternative 2 is superior as regards amount of delay at 

all intersections.  The commenter is correct regarding the traffic operational 
advantages of Alternative 2 and the second sentence of the last paragraph on 
page 166 of the DEIR, is revised to read: 

 
 “When compared to the proposed project, the alternative would reduce the 

amount of delay at Intersections Nos. 1, and 2 and while slightly increasing the 
delay at Intersection No. 3.” 

 
5-30 The commenter states that Alternative 2 is a more sound design choice.  The City 

agrees that the “sound design choice” is an important consideration in the 
decision-making process for this project. The detailed design aspects of the 
project, however, will be addressed during the project approval process, not as 
part of determining adequacy of the EIR. The City is currently coordinating with 
Caltrans regarding the final design of the project, including the design exceptions. 
As noted in the HDM, the purpose of the design exceptions is to tailor the design 
of the project to the specific circumstances surrounding the project, while 
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maintaining safety. Review and approval of the final project design by Caltrans, 
consistent with the HDM, will ensure a safe design. (See Response to Comment 
4-4.)The Environmentally Superior Alternative discussion in the Draft EIR did note 
the operational advantages of Alternative 2. 

 
5-31 The commenter states that Costco-generated traffic should have been added to 

the 1.3 growth rate used to calculate 2032 traffic volumes.  Regarding the use of 
the Caltrans-recommended growth factor in the Talmage Intersection DEIR Traffic 
Impact Study to predict future traffic growth, refer to Responses 4-10 and 5-18 to 
5-25.  The Costco project was approved by the City for development in the 
Redwood Business Park, and the City considered the Costco project consistent 
with allowed Redwood Business Park/Airport Industrial Park land uses.  Traffic in 
2032 from the Costco project and any future development of the industrial park 
are included in the traffic projections done for the Talmage DEIR. As discussed in 
Response to Comments 5-18 to 5-24, while the growth rate applied to the 
calculate the future traffic in the Talmage Interchange EIR Traffic Impact Study 
inherently includes projected area growth, including Costco-related and other 
Redwood Business Park/Airport Industrial Park-related traffic, a sensitivity 
analysis was performed which demonstrated that even if the Costco-generated 
traffic was added on top of the growth rate traffic already assumed for the year 
2032 analysis (essentially double-counting the Costco traffic), the study 
intersections would still perform acceptably. 

 
5-32 The commenter asks about the future need to widen the interchange.  The 

potential widening of the overcrossing was part of the project evaluated in the 
Draft IS/MND. Subsequent analysis by the Project designers and Caltrans found 
that the widening is not necessary to accommodate future traffic growth and 
operations, and was therefore not included in the project and alternatives 
evaluated in this EIR. As shown in Appendix E (Traffic Impact Study) of the DEIR, 
the project and alternatives operate acceptably under future conditions.  Because 
the widening is no longer needed, it is not necessary to evaluate which alternative 
would best accommodate widening of the overcrossing. Regarding the use of the 
Caltrans-recommended growth factor and Costco related trips, refer to Response 
to Comment 4-10 and Response to Comments 5-18 to 5-24.  

 
5-33 The commenter states that the Project and the Costco project should have been 

assessed in the same EIR.  Please see Response to Comment 4-3 regarding this 
same issue. 

 
5-34 The commenter states that one of the LOS analysis was inaccurately prepared.  

See Response 5-28 regarding this same comment. 
 
5-35 The comment is an introduction to a letter submitted in March 2013 on the Costco 

project. The letter does not raise any questions regarding the Talmage Road 
Interchange Project. Comments related to the Costco Project EIR were responded 
to in the certified Costco Wholesale Project Final EIR (SCH #2011112025) and 
are hereby incorporated by reference.(CEQA Guidelines, § 15150.) Comments 
pertinent to the proposed Talmage Road Interchange Project and DEIR are 
responded to below.  Most of the pertinent comments were already submitted as 
part of the commenter’s 2014 letter. Nevertheless, specific responses are 
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provided below that point the reader to where these older comments are 
responded to in this report. 

 
5-36 The commenter states that the Costco traffic counts are unrepresentative and 

outdated.  See previous Responses to Comments 5-18 through 5-25 regarding 
these same concerns about traffic counts and analyses of the Costco Project and 
their relation to the more current traffic analysis conducted for the DEIR.  
Questions about the trip generation rate used for the Costco EIR analysis are not 
relevant for this EIR as the DEIR traffic analysis is based on Caltrans-provided 
traffic growth projections for 2032. It is noted, however, that the Costco EIR was 
found to be adequate by the City of Ukiah when the City Council certified the EIR 
in 2013. Moreover, any certified EIR is presumed adequate unless a court 
determines otherwise and on May 1, 2015, the Mendocino County Superior Court 
upheld the Costco EIR, finding that traffic impacts in the Costco EIR were 
analyzed and mitigated appropriately. The traffic analysis done for the Talmage 
DEIR is considered up-to-date, consistent with current Caltrans traffic projections 
and methodology, and accurate. 

 
5-37 The commenter states that the Costco EIR presented a flawed analysis of traffic 

queues.  A new queuing analysis was done for the Talmage Road Interchange 
Project DEIR.  As described in the Talmage DEIR (page 78 and Appendix E), 
based on current traffic projections and the modeling done for the DEIR, queues 
would not occur on Highway 101 by 2032.  Therefore, there would not be any 
significant impacts associated with queuing.  Modeling was used in the Talmage 
DEIR as it more accurately reflects conditions over time and in the future than 
periodic visual observations.  Traffic planning and analysis is typically based on 
such modeling. 

 
5-38 The comment states that the Costco EIR did not include an analysis of an 

interchange design that was being undertaken at that time.  Subsequent to 
submittal of this comment letter, a project design for the improvements to the US 
101/Talmage Interchange was developed. The Talmage Road Interchange 
Project DEIR assessed the impacts of this proposed design as well as alternatives 
to that design.  As stated in Comment Letter 2, Caltrans and the City have been 
working closely together on the Project and Caltrans anticipates issuance of an 
encroachment permit in 2015.  In addition, see Responses 5-12 and 5-30 
regarding the coordination of the project with Caltrans. 

 
5-39 The commenter states that the Project design would result in inadequate queue 

storage.  As noted above in Response 5-37 there will be adequate space for 
future queuing.  See previous Responses 5-2 through 5-17 regarding these same 
concerns about project design and its safety. 

 
5-40 The commenter states that the City will fund most of the interchange project and 

not Costco. How the City finances a project, if it approves the Project and decides 
to fund some portion of it, is not an environmental issue.  Environmental impacts 
are defined as changes to the physical environment. How the City spends its 
revenues is a City policy decision.  Accordingly, this issue is not required to be 
addressed in the EIR.  However, the commenter’s concerns are herein part of the 
record and may be considered in the City decision-maker’s deliberations about 
the Project.  Also, see subsequent Response 7-1 regarding this same issue. 
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5-41 The commenter states that the Costco EIR should have revaluated the 

improvements to the interchange required as mitigation for the Costco project.  
See Response 4-3 regarding this same issue of the relation of the Costco Project 
and the Talmage Road Interchange Project. 

 
5-42 The commenter states that the Walmart Expansion project should have been 

assessed in the Costco EIR.  See Response 4-9 regarding the issue of the 
relation of the not-approved Walmart Project and the Talmage Road Interchange 
Project. 

 
5-43 The commenter states that the Costco EIR did not address the zoning change 

needed for that project.  Comments about zoning for the Costco project are not 
related to the Talmage Road Interchange Project.  No response is warranted to 
questions about zoning and general plan consistency of the approved Costco 
Project. 

 
5-44 The commenter states that the Costco EIR should have included 2011 collision 

data when assessing traffic safety impacts because it was available before the 
Costco DEIR was circulated for public review.  The Talmage Road Interchange 
Project DEIR did include this newer data. As shown in Appendix A of the Traffic 
Impact Study (included in DEIR Appendix E), there were zero collisions reported 
for calendar year 2011 at Project intersections. Based on current traffic projections 
and the traffic impact analysis done for the Talmage Road Interchange Project 
DEIR, traffic safety impacts of vehicles moving through the Project at its 
completion and in 2032 would be less than significant (see pages 76 through 79 
of the DEIR).  The traffic analysis assessed traffic collision data through the end of 
2011 in assessing these impacts (see pages 12 through 13 of DEIR Appendix E). 

 
5-45 The commenter states that the City changed its traffic LOS significance threshold 

for side street approaches to the intersection between the time the Walmart 
Expansion EIR was prepared and when the Costco EIR was prepared. How the 
City assessed traffic impacts of past projects does not affect the interchange 
improvement DEIR.  The Talmage Road Interchange Project does not include 
“minor approaches” so how they are assessed elsewhere is not relevant to this 
EIR. 

 



‐                          Autumn Wind Associates, Inc. 
                                   Air Quality CEQA Analysis and Consulting Services 

                            P.O. Box 1030  ▪   Newcastle, CA 95658 
                                     916.719.5472   ▪  ggilbert@autumnwind.us 

 
 
October 23, 2014 
 
 
Mr. Mr. William Kopper, Esq. 
417 E Street 
Davis, CA  95616 
 
RE:  Talmage Road/Southbound U.S. 101 On‐Off Ramp Realignment Project DEIR; City of Ukiah– Air 
Quality Review and Comments  
 
 
 Dear Mr. Kopper: 
 
Autumn Wind Associates, Inc. has reviewed the above‐referenced DEIR at your request, and provides 
these comments for your consideration regarding Talmage’s air quality analysis and findings.  

 

 
I. Talmage DEIR Ignores Mitigation Discussion and Options 

 
At DEIR pg. 96, operational emissions are determined to be significant and unavoidable, with no 
consideration of mitigation.  Because Talmage will potentiate increased traffic beyond conditions that 
currently have led to exceedances of the local air district’s threshold for NOx emissions, the project must 
employ available, reasonable, feasible measures to mitigate those emissions.  Similarly, the air basin is 
designated non‐attainment for PM10, and the project will increase operational PM10 emissions and 
particularly from heavy‐duty diesel vehicles that emit toxic air contaminants that will use the improved 
interchange in greater numbers.   
 
Feasible mitigations are available to reduce Talmage’s NOx and PM10 emission impacts; such reductions 
are necessary to mitigate Talmage’s NOx emissions formative of ozone (with ozone levels having 
exceeded ambient air standards in the Ukiah area), and prevent further violations of PM10 standards 
under CA Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS).   

 
Offsite mitigation measures to reduce Talmage’s NOx and PM10 emission impacts are readily available, 
and precedent exists for assessing fees to commercial land uses in the area that must rely on the 
interchange.  The City already mitigates the cost of infrastructure improvements (such as Talmage 
interchange) that supports new or existing commercial development (e.g. Costco), via collection of what 
are generically known as “fair share” road improvement fees.  If the City can assess fees to build roads 
that will increase traffic and emission impacts, why has the City failed to assess a fair‐share fee for 
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mitigating operational emissions from Costco and those other commercial entities that will rely on the 
expanded interchange?  The City must consider implementation of an air quality mitigation fee for the 
Talmage project, no differently than it already utilizes special assessments for roadway improvements, 
supplemental fire protection for new development, etc.  Air quality standards that are threatened or are 
already exceed health‐based standards should be treated with no less importance than threatened or 
exceeded fire safety or traffic standards.     
 
Mitigations to reduce Talmage’s significant emissions are available and could, for example, include low‐ or 
zero‐emission school buses, refuse vehicles, or other heavy‐duty vehicles that will use or service the 
expanded Talmage interchange in ever‐greater numbers across its planning lifetime.  Guidance to mitigate 
operational emissions of new land use development is provided by the CA Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association and the CALEEMOD land use emissions model, and should have been evaluated for Talmage.1  
Diesel refuse trucks that emit NOx and PM10 containing toxic air contaminants will, for example, routinely 
serve the Costco whose development has been conditioned to the expansion of the Talmage interchange, 
and, similarly, diesel school buses will serve existing and new populations that will be served by the 
Costco and other retail and commercial operations adjacent to or in the area of  to the interchange.  Zero‐ 
or low‐emission refuse trucks and school buses are available and would help reduce Talmage’s “significant 
and unavoidable” air emission impacts, while protecting against ozone standards “nonattainment” and 
improvement of the air basin’s “nonattainment” designation for PM10. 

 
Similarly, “fair share” (“air share”…) fees to mitigate the project’s emissions should have been considered 
for use by the local air district to manage cost‐effective emission reductions that will be provided to offset 
Talmage area emissions (consistent with CEQA’s interest in co‐located mitigation benefit).  Other air 
districts have routinely collected and managed project‐specific CEQA mitigation fees to produce related 
emission reductions for years.2  As noted at pg. 48 of “Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures” 
guidance document produced by the CA Air Pollution Control Officers Association, “At the discretion of 
the reviewing agency, emission reductions may be created with offsite mitigation projects”3‐‐‐‐as noted 
again here, precedent clearly exists for use of effective, offsite air emission mitigation methods to reduce 
Talmage’s operational emissions impacts.  

 
 

II. Talmage Interchange Ignores SB 743 and Is Likely To Increase, Not Decrease, Operational 

Emissions 

 

                                                            
1 See SMAQMD’s  coverage of CAPCOA and CALEEMOD mitigations contained in Table of Measures, “Recommended 
Guidance for Land Use Emission Reductions Version 3.1 (for Operational Emissions); 
http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/RecommendedGuidanceLandUseEmissionReductions.pdf 
2 See SMAQMD Mitigation Fee;  http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/mitigation.shtml.  See “Table of Measures”, pg. 5, 
SMAQMD’s “Recommended Guidance for Land Use Emission Reductions Version 3.1 (for Operational Emissions);  
http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/RecommendedGuidanceLandUseEmissionReductions.pdf.  See PCAPCD’s CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook; Appendix C, and particularly measure 8‐B; http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/air/landuseceqa  
3 CAPCOA; “Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures;  A Resource for Local Government to Assess Emission 
Reduction Measures From Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures”; August, 2010.  
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The 1.3 multiplier in the DEIR’s traffic analysis used to estimate the project’s increased operational 
emissions reflects a historical, business‐as‐usual4  approach focused solely on traffic flows; this 
perspective has been contradicted by SB 743 (Steinberg) enacted into law prior to issuance of the 
Talmage DEIR.  As noted in recent CEQA guidance provided by the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research, “By focusing solely on delay, environmental studies typically required projects to build bigger 
roads and intersections as “mitigation” for traffic impacts.”5  The 1.3 traffic multiplier ignores SB 743’s 
recognition that building more highway capacity can be expected to lead not to fewer emissions, but, 
rather, to greater growth in trips and related emissions than has been historically analyzed with focus 
exclusively on traffic density, flow, and intersection levels of service.  SB 743 recognizes that Talmage’s 
increased highway capacity is growth‐ and trip‐inducing.  Talmage is, then, simply another business‐as‐
usual highway capacity expansion project that declares an operational emission impact significant and 
unavoidable, disclaim any duty to mitigate those impacts, and then can be expected, pro forma, to 
override the impact in the final stage of the Lead Agency’s CEQA findings process.   

 
III. Talmage Vehicle Trip Estimates Are Inconsistent With Costco Trip Estimates and Are 

Likely Underestimated  

 
At Talmage DEIR pg. 94, contradictory discussion ensues regarding operational vehicle emission estimates 
for the proposed interchange.  The section concludes that with project development there will be a net 
reduction in emissions over the 2012 no‐build condition, to levels below the local air district’s criteria 
pollutant thresholds of significance (see Table 4.6‐5).  It then references the City’s approved Costco EIR, 
stating that new Costco trip emissions apportioned to the Talmage interchange are expected to cause 
significant impacts that will exceed applicable thresholds: 

 
“…the emissions generated by vehicles using the proposed project would still exceed the 
significance thresholds for those three criteria pollutants.  Accordingly, the complete trips 
accommodated by the proposed project would emit amounts of NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 that 
would exceed adopted MCAQMD significance thresholds.”  

 
Based on Costco emissions analysis already approved by the City, and consistent with SB 743’s 
determination that increased highway capacity projects routinely increase, not decrease, growth in traffic 
and related emissions, the City’s implicit assumption that Talmage’s expansion will lead to reduced traffic 
queuing and idling emissions to reduce its vehicle emissions over time is disingenuous.  What will reduce 
those emissions noted in Table 4.6‐5 are regulated, required improvements in new vehicle emission 
standards over time, and the reality is that increased vehicle use from Talmage’s growth‐inducing effects, 
coupled with increases in traffic from Costco and other anticipated land use growth in the area, are likely 
to overrun cited 2032 emission benefits.     

                                                            
4 CARB defines business‐as‐usual to mean, “the normal course of business or activities for an entity or a project before 
the imposition of greenhouse gas emission reduction requirements or incentives.”  CARB: “Preliminary Draft Regulation 
for a California Cap‐and‐Trade Program,” Section 95802 (a)(18), Dec., 2009; page 7.   
5 ) Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, “Updating Transportation Impacts Analysis in the CEQA Guidelines – 
Preliminary Discussion Draft of Updates to the CEQA Guidelines Implementing Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg, 2013) 
5“DRAFT Policy Brief on Highway Capacity and Induced Travel,” (April 2014)., p. 5‐6. 
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Additionally, at Talmage DEIR pg. 94, operational vehicle trip emissions and modeling assumptions made 
by the Lead Agency appear to have been selectively parsed and are underestimated as a result, based on 
use of Caltrans modeling methodology.  At pg. 94 under discussion for Impact 4.6‐B (regarding the 
project’s potentially significant operational emissions impact) the DEIR states   
 

“However, for 2032 this modeling does not show the total emissions from the new trips that 
would travel through the project, since the Caltrans‐approved model for transportation 
improvements only looks at the emissions of vehicles passing through the project area and 
compares the emissions from a “build” alternative and a “no build” alternative.  The modeling 
shows the emissions of projected new traffic (i.e. 1.3 times times the number of trips as currently 
occurs…) as it travels through the project site.”   

 
The first sentence in the paragraph above is confusing and appears inconsistent with CEQA objectives.  
CEQA requires use of the most up‐to‐date assumptions and modeling that will most accurately reflect 
actual, anticipated conditions, and yet no explanation is given regarding why the “modeling does not 
show the total emissions from the (project’s) new trips”.  The City must provide substantive explanation 
and justification for use of what is likely an under‐representative methodology underpinning its emissions 
estimates.    
 
It is likely that the DEIR has underestimated the interchange’s maximum, future (2032) project‐related 
operational trips by use of the 1.3 multiplier while ignoring contradictory evidence from the Costco EIR.  
With reliance on the 1.3 multiplier the  City has assumed that improvements to the interchange, handling 
both normal population‐increase traffic growth with the addition of new traffic resulting from the growth‐
inducing effects of the upgraded interchange, will never go beyond more than a one‐third increase over 
existing traffic counts.  However, the DEIR disagrees with Costco EIR traffic findings, and it contradicts 
legislative and air quality agency‐related transportation analyses6 linking increasing highway capacity (e.g. 
Talmage) to people shifting from other modes to driving, drivers making longer trips, or drivers making 
more frequent trips.7  The DEIR has failed to reasonably evaluate the proposed interchange’s capacity 
expansion that can be expected to lead to growth‐inducing impacts (with increased vehicle trips and 
vehicle miles traveled), and transportation mode choices favoring vehicle use that will result from near‐ to 
mid‐term decreased congestion at the Talmage interchange. 

 
To be consistent for the purposes of estimating project‐related vehicle emissions, trip data found in the 
City’s Talmage DEIR must be consistent with that used in the City’s approved Costco EIR since a large 
portion of Costo‐related emissions will result from vehicles using the Talmage interchange.  More than 
slight discrepancies in vehicle trip data will lead to unreliable emission impact estimates, contrary to 

                                                            
6 The Talmage project will increase highway capacity by reconfiguring and adding new lanes to the Hwy 101‐Talmage 
interchange; such capacity increases are now understood to lead to greater increases in VMT and vehicle use than has 
been traditionally assumed in CEQA environmental reviews.  According to CEQA guidance prepared for implementation of 
SB743, “research indicates that adding new traffic lanes in areas subject to congestion tends to lead to more people 
driving further distances” (pg 9);  Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, “Updating Transportation Impacts Analysis 
in the CEQA Guidelines – Preliminary Discussion Draft of Updates to the CEQA Guidelines Implementing Senate Bill 743 
(Steinberg, 2013) 
7“DRAFT Policy Brief on Highway Capacity and Induced Travel,” (April 2014)., p. 2. 
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CEQA’s interest in conservative, accurate environmental assessment.  In this case, the Talmage DEIR 
traffic counts vary appreciably from those used for emissions estimates in the Costco EIR, with Talmage 
DEIR counts as much as 30% lower (year 2030 at Talmage, with Costco traffic).  Are the estimates in 
Talmage DEIR comparatively too low or are the Costco counts too high?  In all likelihood, both are 
respectively too low since Costco used average trip distances generated by MCOG that failed to account 
for the substantially larger 3‐county rural Costco market area.  Nevertheless, artificially low trip rates used 
to estimate emissions for the Talmage interchange in the Talmage DEIR are not consistent with those 
estimated for the interchange in the Costco environmental review process. 
 
At Talmage DEIR, pg. 94, the Lead Agency concludes with an inappropriate arithmetic rationale that seems 
to draw into question its confidence in its own trip‐related emissions estimates (gained by use of the 
outdated Caltrans 1.3 multiplier discussed above).  Setting aside the estimates derived with the Caltrans 
trip rate methodology, it states 

 
“According to the traffic analysis done as part of that Costco EIR, 42 percent of the new trips 
generated by that project would access Costco to and from Highway 101, and, therefore, would 
travel through the project.  If the emissions reported in Costco were similarly adjusted and 
reduced by 58 percent (to exclude trips that accessed the Costco from streets other than those 
traversing the proposed project site) the emissions generated by vehicles using the proposed 
project would still exceed the significance thresholds for those three criteria pollutants.” 

 
The City seems to be saying that even if its emission estimates are inaccurate with use of the Caltrans 
methodology, the DEIR’s conclusion of significant emissions impact is reasonable based on a quick parsing 
of Costco estimates.  Unfortunately, this back‐of‐the‐envelope approach with another EIR’s emissions 
estimates is of little or no value since it fails to satisfy CEQA’s requirement for comprehensive and 
accurate estimates of Talmage emissions.  Talmage DEIR emissions should be consistent with Talmage‐
related emissions within the Costco EIR, or the Lead Agency should substantively explain its inconsistent 
traffic counts.  Further, its analysis and review process should employ up‐to‐date, modern‐day impact 
review information, methods, and models that recognize recent advances in critical, underlying traffic 
management assumptions (e.g. SB 743 and related OPR CEQA guidance).  Both environmental review 
projects (Talmage Interchange, Costco) belong to the City, and the inappropriate reliance on under‐
representative Caltrans traffic count methodology ignores current legislative and air agency guidance 
indicating that an upgraded Talmage interchange will likely lead to more traffic, more vehicle trips, and 
greater VMT‐‐‐while generating emission quantities beyond those estimated in the Talmage DEIR. 
 

 
IV. Talmage Interchange Construction Emissions Appear To Be Underestimated 

 
The version of the Road Construction Emissions Model used to estimate emissions for the Talmage project 
was out of date prior to issuance of the DEIR.  According to the DEIR (pg. 92) version 6.3.2 was used.  
However, this version was updated to 7.1.0 a year prior to the August 2014 Talmage DEIR issuance date.  
Numerous changes affecting emissions estimates were made in that year period, including revisions to 
construction equipment, horsepowers, and duty factors; incorporation of EMFAC 2011 and OFFROAD 
2011 emission factors; worker commute emissions calculations, etc.  Without use of the most recent 
version of the Road Construction Emissions Model reasonably available prior to issuance of the Talmage 
DEIR, road construction emissions estimates are virtually certain to be over‐ or under‐estimated. 
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Additionally, no information is found in the Air Quality element of the Talmage DEIR indicating that off‐
ramp demolition emissions were included in estimates for new road construction.  The Road Construction 
Emissions Model does not estimate demolition emissions; demolition emissions will occur with changes to 
existing ramps and particularly with removal of asphalt at the southbound off‐ramp of roughly 700’ in 
length.  Neither does the DEIR include emissions estimates for demolition of concrete at the overpass.  
Demolition emissions are estimated separately from new construction in the analysis of total project 
construction emissions. 
 
DEIR pg. 92 reflects use of one acre of project size for estimating road‐building emissions; in the absence 
of discussion of road work that will occur at the southbound offramp lane, it is very likely that the total 
area of disturbance will exceed a total of 43,560 square feet since the existing ramp appears to run more 
than several hundred feet northerly.  If the total project work area is underestimated, road‐building 
emissions estimates will be inaccurately low.    

 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Greg Gilbert 
Autumn Wind Associates.  
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Response to Letter from Greg Gilbert (Autumn Wind Associates, Inc.)  
 
6-1 The commenter states that the DEIR should have assessed possible mitigations 

for the significant air quality impact, including requiring “fair share” fees to fund 
programs that would reduce vehicle emissions.  The significant air quality impact 
associated with the proposed Project is the result of pollutant emissions from 
future increased traffic generated by area growth.  The proposed Project has no 
authority to limit that growth and pollutant emissions.  As noted in the DEIR, 
project-related emissions during operation are from mobile sources that would use 
the Project as part of their trip. Any future reduction in mobile emissions would 
result from improved engine efficiency or less polluting fuel sources. Such 
changes would be the result of State or federal policies and regulations, and the 
City does not have the authority to require such changes. The commenter 
suggests that the City assess a fair-share mitigation air quality mitigation fee to 
mitigate the air quality impacts of the Project. Under this Project, however, the City 
only has authority to impose mitigation on the applicant, and the applicant of this 
Project is the City itself. As such, requiring air quality mitigation fees for this 
Project would essentially require the City to pay a fee to itself for its own Project. 
To the extent the commenter suggests the City impose an air quality mitigation 
fee on development projects that might use the Project, those development 
projects are separate projects analyzed in their own environmental review 
documents and subject to air quality mitigation measures of their own where they 
would result in significant air quality impacts or make cumulatively considerable 
contributions to significant cumulative air quality impacts. The City can and does 
assess the potential air quality impacts of individual projects requiring CEQA 
review. However, the City has no authority to impose fair share air quality 
mitigation fees on those projects now, as part of this Project. As such, there are 
no feasible measures to mitigate the proposed Project’s air quality impacts to a 
less-than-significant level and the impact remains significant and unavoidable. 

 
6-2 The commenter suggests certain mitigation measures to reduce significant air 

quality impacts, including requiring low- or zero-emission school buses, refuse 
vehicles, or other heavy-duty vehicles that will use Talmage Road interchange. 
School buses are owned and maintained by the school district and refuse vehicles 
also owned and maintained by a third party, Ukiah Waste Solutions. While the 
City can encourage them to do so, the City has no control over and cannot legally 
force these third party operators who might use Talmage Interchange to purchase 
low- or zero-emission vehicles. The mitigation suggestion is therefore infeasible. 
(See CEQA Guidelines, § 15364.)  

 
 Notably, state-wide programs to reduce emissions from school buses and heavy-

duty vehicles already exist and are being implemented in Mendocino County. The 
California Air Resources Board approved the Truck and Bus regulation in 2008 to 
significantly reduce particulate matter and oxides of nitrogen emissions from 
existing diesel vehicles operating in California. The AB 923 Motor Vehicle 
Program provides funding for replacement of older school buses with new lower 
emissions school buses. As of 2014, the Mendocino County Air Quality 
Management District has provided funding for seven school buses for various 
school districts within the county totaling $796,820. In addition, the State Lower 
Emissions School Bus Program (LESBP) has provided funding for the 
replacement of fifteen additional school buses. With respect to heavy-duty 
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vehicles, the Carl Moyer Program provides incentive funding for the replacement 
or retrofit of older diesel engines with newer cleaner engines. As of 2014, the 
Mendocino County Air Quality Management District has distributed in excess of 
$2,500,000 under this Program for the replacement or retrofit of 82 diesel engines 
for both private sector and government fleets. 

  
 The City is intent on reducing vehicle emissions within its jurisdiction. Currently, 

the City’s fleet of 129 licensed vehicles includes 5 hybrid vehicles, 2 GEM (all 
electric) vehicles, and 1 CNG (natural gas) street sweeper.   A major means of 
realizing this intention is the recent preparation of a Draft Climate Action Plan 
(CAP) for the City. The CAP has been approved by the City Planning Commission 
but not yet adopted by the City Council.  The City’s CAP contains a number of 
strategies and actions for the City to reduce GHG and other air pollutant 
emissions.  Many recommended actions are listed, including the City upgrading its 
fleet to include more electric, hybrid, and alternative fuel vehicles and promoting 
telecommuting and alternative work strategies for City employees.  Other 
recommended actions include ones to promote Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) plans for local large employers.  

 
6-3 The commenter suggests the City pay fair share fees to the Mendocino County Air 

Quality Management District as mitigation for air quality emissions impacts of the 
Project. Assessment of fair-share fees to the MCAQMD to mitigate air quality 
impacts is not an appropriate form of mitigation, unless it is linked to a specific 
mitigation program. (See Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson (2005) 130 
Cal.App.4th 1173, 1188 [mitigation fees must be part of a reasonable plan of 
actual mitigation that the relevant agency commits itself to implementing]; Save 
Our Peninsula Comm. v. Monterey County Bd. Of Supervisors (2001) 87 
Cal.App.4th 99, 141 [same].) Unlike the examples of the SMAQMD and the 
PCAPCD, the MCAQMD does not have an adopted air quality fee mitigation 
program into which the City could pay fair-share mitigation fees.  Mitigation 
requiring payment of fair-share fees would, therefore, be infeasible. (See CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(1); see also, Gray v. County of Madera (2008) 
167 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1122 [a fee requirement is not adequate mitigation when a 
program setting fee requirements and committing to specific mitigation measures 
has not been adopted].) 

 
6-4  The commenter claims the DEIR’s traffic analysis is inconsistent with guidance 

addressing Senate Bill 743. In August 2014, the California Office of Planning and 
Research circulated a “Preliminary Discussion Draft of Updates to the CEQA 
Guidelines Implementing Senate Bill 743” (Steinberg, 2013) to obtain public 
comments.  The comment period ended on November 21, 2014.  OPR is 
reviewing the comments it received, and, if warranted, will consider revisions to 
the draft guidelines.  Once finalized and adopted, the new guidelines will be 
phased in.  Initially, they would apply within “transit served areas,” and by January 
1, 2016 they would apply statewide. The act states that the guidelines only apply 
to new projects that have not commenced environmental review when the 
guidelines are adopted. Subdivision (d) of CEQA Guidelines section 15007 further 
provides that “[p]ublic agencies shall comply with new requirements in 
amendments to the Guidelines beginning with the earlier of the following two 
dates: (1) The effective date of the agency’s procedures amended to conform to 
the new Guideline amendments; or (2) The 120th day after the effective date of 
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the Guideline amendments.” Thus, the City would not be subject to any new 
Guidelines until 120 days after they’re effective (which will not occur until after the 
Natural Resources Agency has completed a formal rulemaking process and the 
Office of Administrative Law has completed its review). Because no formal 
rulemaking process has begun, the effective date of any new regulations has not 
yet occurred. Moreover, the DEIR is not required to address any new 
requirements under the new Guidelines implementing SB 743 pursuant to 
subdivisions (b) and (c) of section 15007. The former provides that “[a]mendments 
to the Guidelines apply prospectively only. New requirements in amendments will 
apply to steps in the CEQA process not yet undertaken by the date when 
agencies must comply with the amendments.” Subdivision (c), in turn, provides 
that “[i]f a document meets the content requirements in effect when the document 
is sent out for public review, the document shall not need to be revised to conform 
to any new content requirements in Guideline amendments taking effect before 
the document is finally approved.”   

 
 Nevertheless, it is valuable to understand how use of these possible future 

guidelines could affect the DEIR conclusions. The proposed guidelines, if 
adopted, would make several major changes to how transportation impacts may 
be assessed under CEQA. Under the new proposed Section 15064.3 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines, transportation impacts of projects would no longer be 
measured on the basis of how vehicle delay caused by a project would affect the 
level of service (LOS) at an intersection or on a roadway, but would instead be 
measured on the basis of the vehicle miles traveled that the project generates and 
on the project's effects on transit, non-motorized travel, and traveler safety.   
Nevertheless, delay and level of service may still be assessed in the CEQA 
document by the lead agency with respect to consistency with that agency’s 
adopted plans (e.g., minimum LOS standards as set forth in the agency’s general 
plan).   

 
 Instead of identifying impacts based on the effects on LOS, impacts for 

transportation projects such as this interchange improvement Project would be 
based on whether the Project increases roadway capacity for automobiles in a 
congested area or adds a new roadway to the network thereby inducing additional 
automobile travel compared to existing conditions.  The preliminary guidelines go 
on to state that a transportation project whose primary purpose is improving safety 
or operations generally would not have a significant transportation impact.  The 
proposed Project does add roadway capacity, but the added capacity is needed to 
address existing operational and safety constraints as well as to address 
additional projected traffic generated by predicted area growth to the year 2032.   

 
 The commenter states that the DEIR’s cumulative traffic analysis ignores SB 

743’s recognition that building more highway capacity leads to greater growth and 
greater pollutant emissions. The commenter, however, ignores that the additional 
highway capacity associated with this Project is needed to address traffic as a 
result of future growth, which Caltrans predicts will increase by a factor of 1.3 
through the Project area by 2032. This area-wide growth is not a consequence of 
the Project. As stated in the DEIR, if that increase occurs as projected and the 
Project is not constructed, then there will be increased congestion through the 
Project area.  This increased congestion would result in increased emission of air 
pollutants and GHG that would increase the severity of the significant impacts on 
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air quality and GHG emissions described in the DEIR.  In addition, by facilitating 
access to major Ukiah area retailers (and facilitating such access is one of the 
goals of the act), the Project may reduce overall indirect vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT).   

 
 As described under the No Project Alternative (DEIR, page 162), emission of air 

pollutants and GHG would have a greater impact if the Project were not built. 
 
 Finally, even if indirect VMT did increase due to the Project, emissions from that 

increase could, at worst, be a significant air quality and GHG impact.  The DEIR, 
however, already concludes that these indirect Project impacts are significant and 
unavoidable.   

 
6-5 The commenter suggests that the project will expand highway capacity thereby 

increasing pollutant emissions and that the City will disclaim any duty to mitigate 
those impacts and approve the project with a statement of overriding 
considerations. The commenter’s opinion is noted for the record.  As described in 
the DEIR, the proposed Project improvements were called for in the City’s 
General Plan as necessary for the general plan-designated development of the 
Redwood Business Park/Airport Industrial Park.  The growth is projected to come 
from development allowed under the City’s General Plan, the Ukiah Valley Area 
Plan, and the County’s General Plan, as accounted for in Caltrans-projected 
regional traffic increase along the Highway 101 corridor.  This growth is not 
caused by the proposed Project.  However, for CEQA purposes, the DEIR 
assessed the indirect impacts of this projected traffic increase as it travels through 
the Project.  If the Project is not constructed, much, if not all, of this traffic would 
still travel through the Project area while other vehicles might travel to more 
distant shopping areas. As described under the No Project Alternative (DEIR, 
page 162), emission of air pollutants and GHG would have a greater impact if the 
Project were not built. 

 
6-6 The commenter suggests that, based on the Costco EIR traffic analysis, the 

Project DEIR underestimates future traffic to a level that 2032 emissions would 
exceed the benefits of new regulations that are projected to reduce emissions by 
that date.  The Talmage DEIR accurately reports that emissions in 2032 from 
traffic travelling through the Project site would be less than existing condition 
emissions.  However, because the destinations of these future trips remains 
unknown, the modeling done for interchange improvements identifies emissions 
only from those existing and future vehicles passing through the Project site.  The 
Costco EIR analysis was referenced in the Talmage DEIR to show that the 
complete trips generated by the Costco project (some of which would travel 
through the Project site) would generate emissions exceeding the adopted 
significance threshold. The commenter is correct that the DEIR concludes that the 
overall emissions would exceed significance criteria.  On this basis, though the 
Project would not directly cause the emissions, the DEIR conservatively 
concluded the impact to be significant and unavoidable.   

 
 The commenter is correct that the main cause of future emission reductions would 

result from changes in engine efficiency and the composition of fuels.  However, 
the improvement in intersection operations within the Project site would reduce 
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congestion and vehicle delay, and this improved operation would also result in 
some reduction in emissions. 

 
6-7 The commenter states that indirect vehicle emissions of all vehicles using the 

Project in 2032 should have been modeled.  The air quality analysis was based 
on the traffic study prepared for the Talmage DEIR.  Emissions from all vehicles 
passing through the Project site were modeled, which is consistent with the 
Caltrans-approved model.  The CTEMFAC-5 is used to calculate mobile source 
air toxics and CO2 emissions.  To calculate emissions from a project the model 
relies on the traffic volumes, speeds, and delays through the project site.  As the 
Project would not cause these trips and it is unknown to and from where these 
trips would go, it is speculative to model the total length of the new trips added by 
2032.  (See State CEQA Guidelines, § 15145.) The traffic assessment was based 
on the Caltrans 1.3 growth factor assumption regarding increases in traffic that 
would use the Project by 2032. That said, as stated in the previous response, the 
Costco EIR analysis was referenced in the Talmage DEIR analysis to 
conservatively account for the possible total trip length of some of the new traffic 
that could use the Project after its completion and in 2032.  Again, the impact was 
deemed significant and unavoidable. 

 
6-8 The commenter states that the Talmage DEIR’s 2032 traffic projection is 

underestimated and inconsistent with traffic projections done for the Costco EIR.  
This interchange improvement DEIR does not contradict the analysis in the 
Costco EIR. Rather, it updates traffic counts and relies on the more up-to-date 
future traffic projections that Caltrans has made for the area.  See Response 4-10 
and Response 5-18 to 5-25 regarding the appropriateness of the traffic projections 
in the Talmage DEIR compared to those made in the Costco EIR. See also 
Responses 6-4 and 6-5 above regarding the issue of potential emissions from 
increasing interchange capacity. 

 
6-9 The commenter states that the Project DEIR does not adequately assess near- to 

mid-term congestion (with concurrent emission of pollutants) induced by improving 
the interchange’s capacity.  As described on page 94 of the Talmage DEIR, short-
term emissions from additional traffic once the Project becomes operational would 
be less than significant.  As described in previous Responses 6-4 and 6-5, future 
emissions are based in part on Caltrans-projected traffic volume increases in the 
area.  As stated on page 154 of the DEIR, the Project would accommodate 
already planned and approved development on the Redwood Business 
Park/Airport Industrial Park and would not induce additional development in the 
area.  The Project would accommodate the projected trips from planned area 
development.  Accordingly, it would not increase VMT.  In fact, as previously 
stated in Response 6-4, it could decrease future VMT. 

 
6-10 The commenter states that the DEIR’s 2032 traffic projection is underestimated 

and inconsistent with traffic projections done for the Costco EIR.  Again, see 
Response 4-10 Response 5-18 to 5-25 on why the Talmage DEIR Project trips 
are different from and more appropriate than the Costco trip projections.  The 
DEIR used the most current growth projections that Caltrans provided. 
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6-11  The commenter again states that the project will increase roadway capacity 
leading to an increase in VMT. Please see previous Responses 6-4 and 6-5 
regarding this same comment. 

 
6-12 The commenter states that modeling of all 2032 trips is needed to quantitatively 

know the amount of pollutants that may be emitted in 2032 and that the traffic 
projections are inaccurate.  Further, the commenter opines that the project should 
be reviewed per SB 743 regarding traffic impacts from increased roadway 
capacity.  As explained in Response 6-7, because the Project will not cause new 
traffic trips, the emissions from the complete trips that could use the Project by 
2032 are not Project-related and remain speculative.  To ensure that the DEIR 
provided the most conservative analysis, the emissions reported in the certified 
Costco EIR were discussed and incorporated into the analysis.  Thus, contrary to 
the commenter’s claim, the DEIR does not underreport the emissions for the 
Project by excluding emissions associated with the traffic projections from the 
Costco EIR.  On that basis, the indirect air quality impact in the DEIR was found to 
be significant and unavoidable.  See previous Response 4-10 and Response 5-18 
to 5-25 regarding the relationship of Costco traffic and the Project.  See previous 
Response 6-4 regarding the issue of the Project increasing VMT and the Project’s 
relationship to SB 743. 

 
6-13 The commenter states that the DEIR should have used a more current version of 

the Road Construction Emissions Model.  When the original Project assessment 
was conducted, the version of the Road Construction Emissions Model, current at 
that time was Version 6.3.2.  Since that analysis was completed, the new model, 
Version 7.1.5.1 was released. This newest version was run, and it showed no 
exceedances of the Mendocino County Air Quality Management District’s CEQA 
thresholds of significance.  The average daily emissions are higher than the 
original estimates reported in the DEIR, mostly because the newer model assigns 
more equipment usage. The emissions are shown in the following table.  More 
data on the modeling is included in Appendix C of the FEIR. 
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Maximum Road Construction Emission Model Results 

Emission Estimates for – 
Talmage Rd Interchange 

Project Phases 

ROG 
(lbs/day) 

CO 
(lbs/day) 

NOx 
(lbs/day) 

Total 
PM10 

(lbs/day) 

Total 
PM2.5 

(lbs/day) 

CO2 
(lbs/day) 

Daily 
Maximum 1.2 6.8 11.1 10.5 2.5 1,180 Grubbing/Land 

Clearing Daily 
Average 0.1 0.7 1.1 1.1 0.3 118 

Daily 
Maximum 6.2 29.0 59.8 13.3 5.1 5,891 

Grading/Excavation Daily 
Average 2.5 11.6 23.9 5.3 2.0 2,356 

Daily 
Maximum 5.7 28.6 55.0 13.0 4.8 5,829 Drainage/Utilities/Sub-

Grade Daily 
Average 0.4 10.0 19.3 4.6 1.7 2,040 

Daily 
Maximum 2.9 15.0 24.3 1.6 1.5 2,692 

Paving Daily 
Average 5.0 2.3 3.6 0.2 0.2 404 

Maximum (pounds/day) 6.2 29.0 59.8 13.3 5.1 5,891 
Average (pounds/day) 5.0 24.5 47.9 11.2 4.2 4,918 

MCAQMD Threshold Of 
Significance Average 

(pounds/day) 
54 None 54 82 54 None 

Total (tons/construction project) 0.4 1.7 3.5 0.4 0.2 355.4 
 
6-14  The commenter states that the DEIR does not indicate whether ramp and bridge 

demolition activities were included in the construction emissions modeling.  The 
model was adjusted to be conservative and to address demolition activities.  The 
acreage input was increased to 2.1 acres, and extra equipment was added to 
address the partial demolition of the bridge and ramp. The amount of equipment 
and the time of use in each phase of the construction includes the demolition and 
construction of the new ramp alignment. See Appendix C of this FEIR for the 
modeling.   

 
6-15 The commenter states that the construction emissions modeling did not include 

work at the southbound offramp lane. As shown in Appendix C, the disturbance 
area was increased to 2.1 acres to be conservative and ensure that all roadwork 
was included. 
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Response to Letter from James Houle 
 
7-1 The commenter asks questions about the costs of the proposed interchange 

Project, how it will be paid for, and whether the Costco project will generate 
sufficient tax revenues to pay for the improvements.  See Response 5-40. City 
decision-makers will determine whether or not to spend money to finance the 
Project.  How the City spends its revenues is a City policy decision.    These fiscal 
issues do not affect the physical environment and would not cause environmental 
impacts.  Accordingly, these questions are not addressed in the DEIR.  However, 
the commenter’s questions and concerns expressed are herein part of the record 
and may be considered in the City decision-maker’s deliberations about the 
Project. 
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2013 Comment Letters Submitted on the 2013 Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 
Mr. William Kopper (see previous Comment 4-1) incorporated all comments submitted on 
the 2013 Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) as comments on the DEIR.  The 
Draft MND was withdrawn by the City in August 2013, and subsequently the City 
prepared the DEIR to more fully assess Project impacts and possible project alternatives. 
Six comment letters on the Draft MND were submitted during the public review period for 
that document.  They are presented as Comment Letters 8 though 13 below.  Responses 
are provided to comments that questioned the analysis in the Draft MND and its attached 
Initial Study when those comments are pertinent to the new analyses presented in the 
DEIR.   
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Response to Letter on the Previous Draft MND from William D. Kopper  
 
8-1 The commenter stated that the City should have prepared an EIR for the 

proposed Project. The comments on the previous Draft Mitigated Negative 
Declaration describe the need for the City to prepare an EIR.  These comments 
are not relevant since the City decided subsequent to the submittal of this letter to 
prepare an EIR rather than pursuing the original proposal to adopt an MND. 

 
8-2 The commenter stated that the Project should be included and assessed as part 

of the Costco EIR. See Response 4-3 regarding the issue of the relationship of 
this DEIR to the approved Costco Project. 
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Response to Letter on the Previous Draft MND from Steve Pettyjohn (The 
Acoustics & Vibration Group, Inc.)  
 
9-1  The commenter suggested that the noise study done for the previous Draft MND 

did not provide the noise information needed for an independent evaluation.  The 
commenter is directed to the new, expanded noise analysis contained in the DEIR 
(pages 98 through 116).  This DEIR analysis addresses noise from future vehicle 
use of the Project as described by the traffic analysis prepared for the DEIR and 
also includes a cumulative noise impact analysis.  Appendix G of the DEIR 
contains details on noise measurements and methodology to allow independent 
evaluation of noise impacts.  The DEIR noise analysis also contains a full 
discussion of Project construction noise.  Accordingly, the prior comments on the 
original Initial Study were addressed in the new noise analysis prepared for the 
DEIR.  This analysis accurately identifies Project noise impacts and needed 
mitigation measures.  It is further noted that no comments regarding the DEIR 
noise analysis were submitted by any of the individuals or agencies commenting 
directly on the DEIR. 

 
9-2 The commenter stated that the Draft MND noise study did not provide information 

for the existing and the existing plus project conditions at sensitive receptors near 
the Project site. The new noise analysis done for the DEIR does include noise 
measurements that describe the existing noise environment.  It also includes the 
results on noise modeling to show projected future (2032) noise levels and the 
effects on noise-sensitive receptors (see Table 4.7-8 on page 115 of the DEIR for 
a summary of existing and future noise levels at sensitive receptors). As the 
comment refers to an earlier report, it does not concern the current DEIR noise 
analysis. 

 
9-3 The commenter stated that the Draft MND noise study did not describe or map 

well the noise measurement locations.  As described on pages 103 through 106 of 
the DEIR, measurements made at Sites LT-2, LT-4, ST-3/ST-4, and ST-6 
documented noise levels at locations representative of residential land uses near 
U.S. 101 and the southbound off-ramps to Talmage Road.  The noise analysis 
done for the DEIR accurately shows the location of noise measurement locations 
as well as all other information needed to independently assess the results of the 
noise modeling (see additional information about selection of noise measurement 
locations and the noise analysis contained in the full noise report contained in 
DEIR Appendix G).  As the comment refers to an earlier report, it does not 
concern the current DEIR noise analysis. 

 
9-4 The commenter questioned the use of up to one year being an adequate 

description of “short term impacts” when assessing noise impacts. The City’s 
maximum exterior noise standards do not regulate noise levels from temporary 
construction activities at non-residential receivers.  As described on page 107 of 
the DEIR, the City Municipal Code does not establish maximum construction 
noise limits, and the qualitative noise limits apply only to construction within a 
residential zone.  A footnote on page 108 of the DEIR explains why the one-year 
duration is considered by the expert noise consultant to be a reasonable threshold 
for Project construction noise and the City agrees with this determination. Also, 
please see the subsequent Response 11-27 regarding this same concern. 
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Response to Letter on the Previous Draft MND from Daniel T. Smith, Jr. (Smith 
Engineering & Management) 
 
10-1 The commenter suggested that the original Initial Study for the Draft MND should 

have been changed to reflect potentially significant impacts resulting from then 
proposed design features. This listing of claimed design deficiencies relates to the 
prior MND. The commenter has updated this listing in his letter submitted on the 
DEIR.  See the previous Responses 5-3 to 5-11 for responses regarding the 
potential safety concerns involved with the merge-down on eastbound Talmage 
Road from two lanes to one.  See Response 5-16 regarding potential safety 
concerns of the single lane southbound offramp to a four-lane cross section 
approaching the off-ramp’s intersection with Talmage Road.  Finally, it is true that 
Caltrans will need to approve the Project. See Comment Letter 2 from Caltrans 
wherein they describe the ongoing coordination between that agency and the City 
in designing the Project.  As stated in that letter, Caltrans anticipates issuance of 
an encroachment permit for the Project in 2015. 

 
10-2 The commenter stated that Caltrans’ endorsement does not account for safety 

concerns resulting from the Project design.  Caltrans has reviewed the DEIR and 
participated in the design and design exception process.  Caltrans is fully aware of 
the development of the projected traffic volumes and the existing interchange 
design that requires certain design exceptions to increase its capacity while 
minimizing traffic hazards.  The DEIR traffic analysis concluded that the Project 
would have capacity to serve 2032 traffic capacity in a safe manner.  The 
commenter disagrees.  See the responses to his specific comments on the DEIR 
inadequacies in Comment Letter 5 above as well as his more specific comments 
regarding safety concerns on the Draft MND below.  As stated in responses to 
comments on Comment Letter 5, the traffic analysis accurately assesses traffic 
capacity and safety issues. 

 
10-3 The commenter stated that there is a discrepancy between the traffic counts used 

for the Draft MND and the Costco EIR.  See Responses 5-18 to 5-25 to comments 
from this same commenter regarding similar comments about the variation in 
counts and analysis done for this DEIR and ones done for the Costco EIR. As 
explained in those previous responses, the Talmage DEIR analysis is based on 
more current counts and traffic projections, and the analysis was done consistent 
with Caltrans’ recommendations for the traffic analysis. Again, the Talmage DEIR 
analysis assesses long-term impacts of future traffic based on traffic growth 
projections, and those projections incorporate traffic that would be generated by 
the Costco project. 

 
10-4 The commenter stated that the interchange would need to be widened to 

accommodate future traffic volumes.  See Response 5-30 to a comment from this 
same commenter about the possible future need to widen the overcrossing.  
Widening of the overcrossing will not be required by 2032 given projected traffic 
volumes using the Project. 

 
10-5 The commenter stated that the proposed Project and the Costco project should 

have been assessed in the same EIR.  The DEIR explains how the proposed 
interchange improvements Project is a separate project from the approved Costco 
project.  See pages 22 to 24 of the DEIR for the full explanation of why the 
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interchange Project is a separate project with independent utility from the Costco 
project.  Also, see previous Response 4-3 regarding this same issue. Additionally, 
this DEIR assesses the indirect traffic impacts from projected traffic growth using 
the Project by 2032.  It also assesses the indirect effects of the additional noise, 
energy, GHG emissions and air pollutant emissions from this future traffic.  Finally, 
the DEIR assesses the cumulative impacts of the Project plus the Costco project 
and other proposed or approved, but not developed, projects in the Project area. 

 
10-6 This comment summarized the commenter’s previous comments on the Draft 

MND.  See the previous five responses that address his comments.  The 
conclusion that the previous IS/MND is inadequate is not pertinent to this DEIR.  
More pertinent traffic-related comments are included in the commenter’s submittal 
on the DEIR (the previous Comment Letter 5) and responses are provided to the 
comments in that letter addressing DEIR adequacy. 
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Response to Letter on the Previous Draft MND from Dale La Forest (Dale La Forest 
& Associates) 
 
11-1 The initial comment was an introduction to the commenter’s following 46 specific 

comments on the adequacy of the noise analysis prepared for the original Draft 
MND.  It is noted as a general response that this letter contains comments on the 
previous Draft MND. No comments specific to the DEIR noise analysis were 
submitted by this commenter or any of the other individuals or agencies 
commenting directly on the DEIR. 

 
 The noise analysis done for the Draft MND was revised and expanded for the 

DEIR.  Based on that new analysis, construction noise impacts were found to be 
less than significant unless night work was required.  In that case the DEIR 
recommends mitigation requiring a City permit, and that permit will include 
conditions to limit the nighttime noise.  The Walmart DEIR also required 
compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance and the need for City approval for 
work that occurred after the hours specified in the Noise Ordinance. The Walmart 
EIR also required posting of information for contractors informing them of 
construction time limits. As this interchange Project would be done per Caltrans 
approvals, it is expected that all contractors would be required to ensure that 
workers abide by the Noise Ordinance and any permit conditions required for 
nighttime work.  The Walmart EIR also recommended that 1) construction 
equipment use the best available noise control techniques wherever feasible; 2) 
impact tools be hydraulically or electrically powered, or, if not feasible, fitted with a 
muffler and jackets; 3) stationary noise sources be located as far from sensitive 
receptors as possible; and 4) amplified music (boom boxes) not be allowed at the 
job site.  As this construction Project would be done under contract to the City with 
Caltrans approval, it is expected that best noise control technology would be used 
for construction equipment, including impact tools.  Any stationary generators 
would need to be moved as construction along the ramps and roadway 
progresses.  Given the noisy Project environment, and the type of construction 
involved, it is not expected that boom boxes would be used, or, if they were that 
they would be audible at sensitive receptors. The DEIR found that construction 
noise would be less than significant given the one recommended mitigation 
addressing nighttime construction.  Additional mitigations are not warranted. 
However, to ensure that construction noise limitations are clear, an additional 
mitigation will be added requiring 1) construction equipment use the best available 
noise control techniques wherever feasible; 2) impact tools be hydraulically or 
electrically powered, or, if not feasible, fitted with a muffler and jackets; 3) 
stationary noise sources be located as far from sensitive receptors as possible; 
and 4) amplified music (boom boxes) not be allowed at the job site.  See Chapter 
4 of this Final EIR for this EIR addition. 

 
 With regard to the noise measurements done for the Walmart EIR, they were 

done at a different time of season and year.  The noise measurements done for 
this DEIR are considered the most current data on existing noise levels, and they 
are accurate.  Ambient noise measurements were made during two noise 
surveys; the first noise survey occurred in January 2013, and the second occurred 
in November 2013. The two noise monitoring surveys were conducted to quantify 
ambient noise levels at representative noise-sensitive land uses located in the 
project vicinity. Noise levels measured during the November 2013 noise 
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monitoring survey were consistent and reliable.  Further, the November 2013 
noise monitoring survey confirmed that the January 2013 noise data taken as part 
of the analysis prepared for the IS/MND were credible, repeatable, and applicable 
to the DEIR assessment. Also see Response 11-5 below. 

 
11-2 The commenter stated that the project would conflict with the City’s Municipal 

Code and that the MND noise study underestimated future noise and that it failed 
to adequately describe the future traffic that would use the Project.  As noted on 
page 112 of the DEIR, the Ukiah City Code establishes limits on the hours during 
the day that construction activity is permitted to occur. However, it is possible that 
nighttime work could occur resulting in a potentially significant nighttime noise 
impact. Mitigation Measure 4.7-A.1 requires that the applicant shall obtain a 
permit from the Ukiah Director of Public Works if nighttime work is necessary, as 
required by the City Code. The permit shall include the following: 1) allow 
construction noise between 7 P.M. and 7 A.M. only for construction activities that 
Caltrans states needs to be done at night; 2) construction equipment idling shall 
be limited to five (5) minutes; 3) if nighttime work is to exceed one week, then 
temporary noise baffles would be installed between the noise source and 
sensitive receptors; 4) if nighttime work is to exceed one week, then provide hotel 
vouchers to occupants of the nearest sensitive receptors; and 5) any other noise-
reducing measures the City considers warranted. With the implementation of this 
measure, the impact would be less than significant. 

 
The DEIR and supporting noise and vibration technical analysis, included as 
Appendix G of the DEIR, conclude that construction activities would not result in 
significant noise or vibration impacts on commercial businesses in the Project 
vicinity. 
 
Substantial permanent noise increases would not occur as a result of the Project.  
Impact 4.7-C of the DEIR (pages 114 through 116) summarizes the significance 
criteria used in the evaluation of substantial permanent noise increases.  Traffic 
noise modeling results indicate that noise increases would range from 0 to 2.2 
dBA at receptors in the Project vicinity. The noise increases attributable to the 
proposed improvements and additional traffic volumes expected along the 
roadways would not exceed the 3 dBA threshold of significance.    
 

 As noted in Response 11-1, additional noise measurements were completed for 
this DEIR, were accurate and compared well with the data collected for the 
IS/MND, and are considered the most current data on existing noise levels in the 
Project vicinity. 
 

 The traffic noise modeling discussion contained on page 114 of the DEIR 
summarizes the methods and data used in the traffic noise modeling done to 
describe future traffic noise. Peak hour traffic volume data was used for existing 
conditions (2012) and future conditions in 2032. Travel speeds and vehicle mix 
were input into the model based on observations made during the noise 
monitoring surveys. The full report contains the TNM adjustment factors and input 
and output files.  

 
11-3 The comment stated that the Draft MND noise study failed to disclose important 

details about the ambient noise level measurement technique used in that study.  
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The DEIR noise analysis report includes the requested data about the sound level 
meters, how and where noise measurements were made, what the meteorological 
conditions were, and the neighborhood noise circumstances.  See Appendix G of 
the DEIR.  

 
11-4 The comment stated that noise measurements at three of the Draft MND noise 

study's four locations were too short in duration to reliably reveal what the ambient 
noise level conditions were. See pages 103 through 106 of the DEIR and 
Appendix G of the DEIR regarding this same issue. The November 2013 Noise 
Monitoring Survey included three additional short-term noise measurements 
conducted over a period of 40 minutes (four 10-minute intervals) at each site.  

 
11-5 The comment stated that the Draft MND short-term noise measurements were 

inconsistent and unreliable.  Noise levels measured during the November 2013 
noise monitoring survey were consistent and reliable as a review of the data 
shows that the data were similar during each of the two surveys.  Further, the 
November 2013 noise monitoring survey confirmed that the January 2013 noise 
data taken as part of the analysis prepared for the IS/MND were credible, 
repeatable, and applicable to the DEIR assessment. Measurements made during 
the surveys followed the general noise measurement guidance recommended by 
Caltrans in the Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS). Further, Caltrans review of 
the noise measurements and analysis did not reveal any significant issues or 
deviations from the TeNS guidance. 

 
11-6 The comment stated that Draft MND noise levels at the short-term measurement 

locations were obtained at the wrong time of day.  See pages 103 through 106 of 
the DEIR and Appendix G of the DEIR regarding this same issue. Both the 
January 2013 and November 2013 noise monitoring surveys included long-term 
and short-term noise measurements.  Per standard acoustical methodology, the 
short-term noise measurements were made in concurrent time intervals with the 
data collected at the long-term reference measurement sites. This method 
facilitates a direct comparison between both the short-term and long-term noise 
measurements and allows for the identification of the worst-hour noise levels, as 
well as noise levels during the quietest hours at land uses in the Project vicinity 
where long-term noise measurements were not made. According to the City’s 
expert acoustical consultants, this is a credible method for estimating noise levels 
throughout large project areas where the noise sources are similar. The 
commenter claims that the noise analysis should have focused on peak hour 
traffic, as that would be the worst-hour noise levels. The analysis calculated traffic 
noise levels assuming AM and PM peak traffic conditions.  

 
11-7 The comment stated that the noise measurements done for the Draft MND were 

different than reported for the area in the Walmart EIR.  See Response 11-1 
regarding this same issue.  The noise measurements done for the DEIR are 
considered the most current data on existing noise levels, and the results of the 
measurements are accurate.  Noise levels at elevated positions such as reference 
measurement LT-1 (microphone 12 feet above the ground) are typically higher 
than measurements made at short-term sites (microphone 5 feet above the 
ground to represent human ear height) because of the absorption of the sound 
energy by the ground. See the description of the methodology used to calculate 
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noise levels at the measurement locations in the noise study contained in 
Appendix G of the DEIR. 

 
11-8 The comment stated that the Draft MND noise measurements were taken at the 

wrong time of the year.  See Response 11-5 regarding this same issue. 
 
11-9 The comment stated that the noise measurements done for the Draft MND were 

inaccurate when compared to measurements done for the Walmart EIR.  See 
Responses 11-1 and 11-5 regarding this same issue. Furthermore, the analysis 
performed for the Project confirms there is no merit to the claim of seasonal noise 
differences made by the commenter as there was no variation in noise 
measurements noted between the January 2013 and November 2013 surveys 
done in different seasons for the DEIR.    

 
11-10 The comment stated that the Draft MND noise study was inadequate because it 

did not include 24-hour noise level measurements at homes closest to the 
freeway offramp.  See pages 103 through 106 of the DEIR and Appendix G of the 
DEIR regarding this same issue. Measurements made at Sites LT-2, LT-4, ST-
3/ST-4, and ST-6 documented noise levels at locations representative of 
residential land uses near U.S. 101 and the southbound off-ramps to Talmage 
Road.   The day-night average noise levels (Ldn) were calculated based on the 
measured data at long-term sites or estimated (as described previously) at each 
of the short-term measurement sites.          

     
11-11 The comment stated that the Draft MND noise study was inadequate because it 

did not explain how short-term noise measurements were converted to describe 
long-term noise levels.    See Response 11-6 and notes on DEIR Tables 4.7-4 
and 4.7-5 that describe how the method of using data from the short-term and 
long-term noise measurements allows for the identification of the worst-hour noise 
levels, as well as, noise levels during the quietest hours at land uses in the Project 
vicinity where long-term noise measurements were not made. Noise 
measurements at the long-term measurement locations were 24-hour 
measurements. The calculation of noise levels described in the DEIR and DEIR 
Appendix G uses standard acoustical engineering approaches that combine short-
term and long-term measurements. 

 
11-12 The comment questioned how the noise levels in the Draft MND were calculated. 

See Responses 11-6 and 11-11 regarding this same issue. The Ldn noise levels 
at Sites ST-1 and ST-3 were estimated by comparing average noise levels (Leq) 
during corresponding time periods.  In each instance, the Ldn was calculated to 
be 63 dBA.   

 
11-13 The comment stated that there was an error in Table 4 of the Draft MND noise 

study. Table 4 of the IS/MND noise study contained a typographical error.  This 
error was corrected on page 104 of the DEIR and within Appendix G of the DEIR .  

 
11-14 See Response 11-6 regarding this same comment. 
 
11-15 This comment referred to the older noise study done for the Draft IS/MND.  The 

tables and graphics in the DEIR have been revised to fix these earlier problems.   



 
 

Talmage Road/Southbound U.S. 101 On-Off Ramp Realignment Project Final EIR Page 151 
City of Ukiah  Leonard Charles and Associates 
 

The measurement locations are accurately mapped in the DEIR (see Figure 4.7-
1). 

 
11-16 The comment stated that the Draft MND noise study did not disclose assumptions 

and input data that was used.  The DEIR noise analysis report includes the 
requested data about the traffic noise model inputs. (See Appendix G of the 
DEIR).  As described in Appendix G (page 13) of the EIR, traffic data was 
provided by the EIR traffic consultants.  The traffic data was the same as reported 
in the traffic section of the DEIR. 

 
11-17 The comment stated that the Draft MND noise study did not correctly predict noise 

levels nor did it include noise generated by the Costco project. See Responses 
11-1, 11-2, and 11-5 regarding this same issue.  The DEIR noise study is based 
on the Caltrans-projected 1.3 growth rate in traffic by 2032, which includes 
projected traffic associated with development of the Costco site.  The Walmart 
project is no longer proposed, and, therefore, not assessed (see Response 4-9 
regarding the Walmart project). 

 
11-18 The comment stated that the noise study done for the Walmart EIR 

underestimated traffic and traffic noise and that the Costco EIR also 
underestimated traffic that would be generated by that project.  See Responses 
11-1, 11-2, 11-5, and 11-16 regarding this same issue.    As previously described 
in Response 4-9, the Walmart project is no longer proposed, and, therefore, not 
assessed in this EIR.  Any questions about that project are not pertinent to this 
EIR since the project is not proposed.  The counts that were done for this DEIR 
were done at the times of year and the days recommended by Caltrans and are 
considered reliable counts of existing conditions. See Responses 5-18 through 5-
25 regarding the issue of traffic projections done for this EIR as compared to 
traffic projections done for the Costco EIR.  The traffic projections done for the 
Project EIR are consistent with Caltrans direction and accurate. 

 
11-19 The comment stated that the Draft MND inaccurately predicted future noise and 

that noise studies done for the Walmart EIR showed greater noise at one noise 
measurement location on the Project site than predicted in the Draft MND noise 
study.  See Responses 11-1, 11-2, and 11-5 regarding this same issue. As 
previously described in Responses 4-9 and 11-18, the Walmart project is no 
longer proposed, and, therefore, not assessed in this EIR.  Any questions about 
that project are not pertinent to this EIR since the project is not proposed. 

 
11-20 The comment stated that the Draft MND inaccurately predicted future noise at 

several locations on the Project site than predicted in the Draft MND noise study.  
See Response 11-6 regarding this same issue.  Using the methodology described 
in detail in Appendix G of the DEIR, the DEIR noise analysis calculated future 
traffic a.m. and p.m. hour noise levels given the increase in traffic predicted by 
Caltrans for the year 2032. 

 
11-21 The comment stated that the Draft MND noise study did not explain how long-

term noise levels at and near the Project site were predicted.  See Responses 11-
6 and 11-11 regarding this same issue. 
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11-22 The comment stated that the noise levels predicted for the Project were less than 
shown in the City General Plan Noise Element.  See Response 11-1 regarding 
this same issue.  The noise measurements done for this DEIR are considered the 
most current data on existing noise levels and the results of the measurements 
are much more accurate than generalized predictions of noise contours contained 
in the General Plan, as those contours do not account for shielding provided by 
terrain or structures.  A sensitive receptor that is behind a hill, another structure, or 
dense foliage will experience less noise exposure than a receptor that has a 
straight-line, unobstructed exposure to the noise source. The noise contour data 
contained in the General Plan is intentionally conservative to identify and appraise 
potential noise and land use compatibility issues within the community. The future 
noise level calculations were made for General Plan build-out scenarios based on 
estimates of traffic volumes 15 to 20 years in the future. Such information is only 
used to screen proposed projects to determine which project would require 
additional project specific studies.    

 
11-23 The comment stated that based on other studies, the Draft MND noise study 

underestimated future noise levels.  See Responses 11-1, 11-2, 11-5 and 11-22 
regarding this same issue. 

 
11-24 The comment stated that the Draft MND noise analysis did not include noise from 

construction trucks.  As noted in Table 4.7-6 of the DEIR, trucks generate noise 
levels similar to other heavy equipment necessary to construct the interchange 
improvements. The construction noise levels predicted in the analysis assumed 
heavy-duty trucks would be necessary to deliver materials and supply to the 
Project site. 

 
11-25 The comment stated that the Draft MND noise analysis assumed work would be 

done only during daytime hours.  See Responses 11-1 and 11-2 regarding this 
same issue. 

 
11-26 The comment stated that the City’s Municipal Code does not prohibit nighttime 

construction noise and that such noise could occur; the impact of this nighttime 
noise was not addressed in the Draft MND noise analysis.  See Responses 11-1 
and 11-2 regarding this same issue.  Generally, proposed construction would not 
occur at night.  In the case that some nighttime operations would be needed when 
ramps would need to be closed to allow construction, the project will require a 
City-issued permit per Mitigation Measure 4.7-A.1.  That mitigation measure 
requires temporary noise baffles to protect sensitive receptors if the nighttime 
construction would exceed one week and for the City to provide hotel vouchers to 
the nearest sensitive receptors.  As the DEIR states (page 113), these sensitive 
receptors live next to a freeway where residents are used to high ambient noise 
levels, and not in a quiet residential neighborhood.  This fact plus the expected 
infrequency of the need for nighttime work plus the noise reduction mitigations 
would reduce the construction noise to a less-than-significant level. 

 
11-27 The comment stated that construction noise was incorrectly assessed in the Draft 

MND given the significance threshold on one year for construction noise.  Impact 
4.7-A (DEIR pages 109 through 113) provides a discussion of maximum 
instantaneous noise levels and hourly average noise levels expected from Project 
construction activities.  Such noise levels could be expected to last for moments, 
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days, weeks, or months.  The City’s maximum exterior noise standards do not 
regulate noise levels from temporary construction activities at non-residential 
receivers, however.  As described on page 107 of the DEIR, the City Municipal 
Code does not establish maximum construction noise limits, and the qualitative 
noise limits apply only to construction within a residential zone.  The impact is less 
than significant because the Project would not result in a substantial temporary 
noise increase defined as construction noise levels that exceed 60 dBA Leq and 
the ambient noise environment by at least 5 dBA Leq for a period of more than 
one year. The rationale of the City’s standard is as follows. First, a one-year 
duration defines what would be considered “temporary”. One year is 
representative of the amount of time typically required to construct most projects 
and consistent with most people’s expectations for a Project’s duration. In the 
noise consultants’ professional opinion, one year is a reasonable amount of time 
for persons of normal sensitivity to be subject to daytime construction noise. 
Second, the 60 dBA Leq noise level threshold is derived from speech interference 
studies. Noise levels above 60 dBA Leq begin to result in speech interference and 
persons must raise their voices to be clearly heard. Exterior noise levels 
exceeding 60 dBA Leq can also result in activity interference indoors. Third, the 
construction noise must also be 5 dBA Leq above the ambient to be clearly 
noticeable. The noise level limits and construction duration, combined, are used to 
assess the potential for a substantial temporary noise increase. In this case, 
Project construction is only anticipated to take approximately five months. (See 
DEIR, pp. 20, 109.) 

 
11-28 The comment stated that construction noise limits used by other jurisdictions 

should have been applied for the Draft MND analysis. See the discussion in 
Impact 4.7-A (page 109 through 110 in the DEIR) regarding this same issue.  
Appropriate noise thresholds, as summarized in Response 11-27, are used in the 
analysis of temporary construction noise. 

 
11-29 The comment stated that residents near the project site would not be able to know 

what noise they would be exposed to given the data in the Draft MND noise study. 
See the discussion in Impact 4.7-A regarding this same issue.  Maximum 
instantaneous noise levels and hourly average noise levels expected from project 
construction activities are presented at distances of 50 feet from the noise source 
in Tables 4.7-6 and 4.7-7 to provide information for those residents immediately 
adjoining the construction site.  The noise data is also presented at a distance of 
200 feet from the noise source assuming that the distance between the 
construction activities and receptors would vary throughout the approximate 5-
month construction period. 

 
11-30 The comment stated that the Draft MND noise study was flawed because it did not 

assess multiple pieces of construction equipment operating at the same time. As 
noted in Table 4.7-7 of the DEIR (page 112), average noise levels by construction 
phase assume multiple pieces of construction equipment operating 
simultaneously.  The maximum instantaneous noise levels generated by multiple 
pieces of construction equipment are not likely to occur at the same time,  (i.e., it 
is unlikely that the maximum instantaneous noise level from one piece of 
construction equipment would occur during the exact same instance as the 
maximum instantaneous noise level from another piece of construction 
equipment). Therefore, the maximum instantaneous noise level resulting from a 
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single piece of construction equipment (as shown in Table 4.7-6 – page 111) is 
representative of the maximum instantaneous noise levels expected at a receptor 
located 50 from the noise source. 

 
11-31 The comment stated that the Draft MND noise analysis relied upon incorrect 

estimates of construction equipment noise.  The construction noise data utilized in 
the noise assessment was taken from studies published by the National 
Cooperative Highway Research Program and United States Environmental 
Protection Agency. These sources of data are credible, are commonly used by 
others, and provide a reasonable estimate of noise levels that would be expected 
with the construction of the Project. The commenter selected noisy equipment 
types to show possible inconsistencies, and then compared different acoustical 
descriptors (maximum instantaneous (Lmax) noise levels against average (Leq) 
noise levels).   The examples used by the commenter inaccurately describe 
projected noise levels for the Project, and the DEIR provides an accepted EIR 
analytical approach.  

 
11-32 The comment stated that the Draft MND noise analysis did not accurately assess 

construction noise from simultaneous use of several pieces of equipment and 
equipment that generates impulsive noise.  See Responses 11-28, 11-30, and 11-
31 regarding this comment.  All heavy construction includes sounds that may be 
considered impulsive.  The technical report in Appendix G and the DEIR noise 
section include an adequate discussion of construction noise on an average and 
maximum instantaneous level. Neither Caltrans nor the City of Ukiah have 
regulations that require “impulsive” noise to be penalized by 5 dB. 

 
11-33 The comment stated that construction noise mitigation was required for the Santa 

Rosa Walmart project and should have been in the Draft MND.  Impacts and 
mitigation measures differ by project depending on numerous variables.  The 
predicted construction noise levels, the ambient noise levels at receptors, and the 
duration of construction activities are carefully considered to identify significant 
temporary noise increases due to construction. The commenter compares 
different acoustical descriptors (maximum instantaneous (Lmax) noise levels 
against average (Leq) noise levels).  As described on page 110 of the DEIR, 
typical hourly construction noise averages for the Project would be 67 dBA to 76 
dBA at the nearest sensitive receptors, which is less than the average levels the 
commenter notes for the Santa Rosa Walmart project.  Short-term construction 
noise impacts due to this Project were determined to be less than significant with 
the implementation of mitigation. Though less than significant, additional 
mitigations have been added as part of this FEIR to further reduce the impact as 
discussed in Response 11-1. 

 
11-34 The comment again stated that the use of one year as a threshold level for 

construction noise was unsupported in the Draft MND.  See Response 11-27 
regarding this comment. 

 
11-35 The comment stated that an applicable threshold of significance for construction 

noise was not provided in the Draft MND for homes more distant from the Project 
site.  See Response 11-27.  It follows that construction noise impacts would also 
be less than significant with mitigation at receptors located further from the 
construction site. 
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11-36 The comment stated that the Draft MND noise study did not assess noise impacts 

to interior and exterior residential spaces per the City’s maximum transportation 
noise exposure standards.  The City of Ukiah’s maximum transportation noise 
exposure standards are normally used to assess the compatibility of new noise-
sensitive land uses with the existing and future noise environment at the site.  The 
commenter suggests that the study is inadequate even though existing noise 
levels at residential land uses near the project site currently exceed the 60 dBA 
Ldn exterior noise threshold and 45 dBA Ldn interior noise level threshold.  Again, 
these thresholds are used in the siting of new noise-sensitive land uses, not for 
assessing temporary or permanent noise increases due to the proposed Project.  
On the contrary, the noise analysis contained in the DEIR is accurate. 

 
11-37 The comment stated that the Draft MND noise study used the wrong threshold of 

significance for permanent noise increases to residential areas that are already 
impacted by excessive traffic and other noise.  See page 108 of the DEIR.  Based 
on studies of test subject’s reactions to changes in environmental noise levels for 
similar noise sources, the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON) 
developed the following recommendations for thresholds to be used in assessing 
the significance of project-related noise level increases for transportation noise 
sources. Where background noise levels without the project would be less than 60 
dB Ldn, a 5 dB or greater noise level increase due to the project would be 
considered significant. Where background noise levels without the project would 
be in the range of 60-65 dB Ldn, a 3 dB or greater noise level increase due to the 
project would be considered significant. Finally, where background noise levels 
without the project would exceed 65 dB Ldn, a 1.5 dB or greater noise level 
increase due to the project would be considered significant. This graduated scale 
is based on findings that people in quieter noise environments would tolerate 
larger increases in noise levels without adverse effects, whereas people already 
exposed to elevated noise levels exhibited adverse reactions to noise for smaller 
increases. 

 
11-38 The comment stated that given existing noise levels near the freeway, the use of 

a 3 dB noise increase as a Draft MND threshold of significance was inappropriate.  
See Response 11-37 regarding this same issue.  A 3 dB increase in noise levels 
is perceived by humans as a “just-perceptible” increase in noise and is an 
appropriate threshold to judge the significance of permanent noise increase 
attributable to the project. As described in the “Existing Noise Environment” 
section of the noise technical report in Appendix G of the DEIR, these sensitive 
receptors live next to a freeway where residents are used to high ambient noise 
levels, and not in a quiet residential neighborhood. See also Response 11-45. 

 
11-39 The comment stated that the noise levels should have been expanded to reflect 

the time of year noise measurements were made and/or to reflect levels predicted 
in the City’s General Plan.  See Responses 11-5 and 11-37 regarding this same 
issue. 

 
11-40 The comment stated that the existing noise level at one measurement location 

exceeds the permissible maximum established in the City’s General Plan. See 
Response 11-36 regarding this same issue. 
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11-41 The comment stated that the Draft MND noise study did not assess low-frequency 
noise.  See Response 11-27 regarding this same issue.  The significance 
threshold used in the analysis of construction noise is appropriate for the 
proposed Project. Low-frequency noise is measured based on a C-weighted 
scale. Neither Caltrans nor the City has adopted any maximum C-weighted scale 
against which to measure whether such noise is significant or not. Even if such 
thresholds were available, measurements based on a C-weighted scale would not 
provide any meaningful analysis for this Project. Human hearing is represented by 
the A-weighted noise levels, which were measured and modeled in this analysis.   
CEQA analyses are based on A-weighted noise level analysis.  No additional 
analysis is necessary or required.  

 
11-42 The comment stated that Project construction noise would exceed Caltrans noise 

standards.  See Responses 11-27 and 11-32 regarding these same issues.   
 
11-43 The comment again stated that Project construction noise would significant impact 

residents exceeding a “reasonable” threshold of significance.  See Response 11-
27 regarding this same issue.   

 
11-44 The comment again stated that the Draft MND noise study should have used an 

alternative threshold of significance for construction noise impacts.  See 
Response 11-27 regarding this same issue.   

 
11-45 The comment stated that the Draft MND noise study did not accurately predict 

future noise given the Walmart Expansion project and the Costco project. See 
Table 4.7-8 regarding this same issue.  Traffic noise levels are calculated to 
increase by 1.3 dBA Ldn, a less-than-significant increase where noise levels 
background noise levels without the Project would exceed 65 dB Ldn. See also 
Response 11-17. 

 
11-46 The comment stated that the Draft MND noise study did not assess noise impacts 

on an adjacent business.  See Response 11-2, 11-17, and 11-18 regarding this 
same issue.  In addition, the City’s maximum exterior noise standards do not 
regulate noise levels from temporary construction activities at non-residential 
receivers.  As described on page 107 of the DEIR, the City Municipal Code does 
not establish maximum construction noise limits, and the qualitative noise limits 
apply only to construction within a residential zone.   

 
11-47 The comment stated that the Draft MND was inadequate and should have been 

revised.  The noise analysis contained in the IS/MND was revised for the DEIR.  
This new analysis is deemed to be an accurate accounting of noise impacts from 
the proposed Project. 

 



 



Subject Comment Comment Author and Contact Info

Air

Due to nonattainment for State PM10, this project is subject to Regional 

Conformity.  The project has to follow the Guidelines and meet all requirements 

for CEQA. The following report has been reviewed and my comments are as 

follows: Shalanda Christian, Shalanda_Christian@dot.ca.gov, (530) 741‐4030
∙         Include a table of Contents
∙         Include a list of Tables
∙         Include a List of Figures
∙         Include Vicinity or Project location Map
∙         Include Project Description Map
∙         Include Project Description.  Discuss the Build Alternative and No 

Build Alternative
∙         Correct typo “pass‐though” on page 1
∙         Indicate which version of Road Construction Emission Model  was 

used to yield results
∙         Indicate the version of CTEMFAC was used to yield results.
∙         Please include the existing and future (2020 & 2030) ADT numbers to 
support data in Table 6 (page 11)
∙         Suggests adding Boiler Plate Language (Standard language) for Global 
Climate Change and GHG section of the report.

Biology Here are my comments for MEN 101 at Talmage Road project: Kelli Angell, Kelli_Angell@dot.ca.gov, (530) 741‐4486
1. A walk‐through of the study area was conducted by consultant biologists in the 
fall (September 7, 2012) to categorize the habitats within the study area. Protocol 
and seasonal surveys for special status plants were not conducted within the 
study area during their blooming period. It is recommended that special status 
plant surveys be conducted during the blooming period to verify their 
presence/absence.
2. The Initiation of Environmental Technical Studies document (ESR) states that 

trees will be removed for the proposed project; however, the NES states that no 

trees will be removed. Will the removal of trees be required?

Cultural

Here are my comments on the documents for Cultural Resources. Overall the 

documents are well written and my comments are for the most part minor. Erick Wulf, Erick_Wulf@dot.ca.gov, (530) 741‐4084
1. Since this was a CEQA only project with no federal nexus (assuming this is 
correct), the appropriate document would be a Historic Resource Compliance 
Report rather than a Historic Property Survey Report.

Caltrans Review of the Talmage Road Interchange Improvements Project Initial Study with Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration
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2. It would have been good for the consultant to contact the Caltrans District 1 
archaeologists early in the process in order to determine what Caltrans may have 
done in the area and to begin the consultation process early. As well as to 
determine if there were any sensitive issues with the area (assuming this was not 
been done, it may have been done, but there was no mention of that in the 
reports.)
3. Check to make sure the maximum depth for all project work will not exceed 3 
feet in depth, including the signals.
4. Additional effort needs to be conducted and documented in regards to Native 

American Consultation. I recommend sending the draft report to everyone on the 

NAHC list and following up with phone call(s) to make sure they received the 

reports and have no comments. This is especially important considering recent 

events with Native American groups in that area.
5. The survey coverage map should include the area up to the intersection.

6. The APE map needs to be signed by all.
7. For the ASR, elaborate on the potential for buried resources and possible 
project effects, especially considering what Caltrans has been finding in Little Lake 
Valley as part of the Willets Bypass Project.
8. Other than these comments the documentation looks good. The only real 
major concern is the Native American consultation.
In the IS/MND  it should be an Historic Resource Compliance Report instead of a 
Historic Property Survey Report since the document is CEQA only, and the survey 
coverage map should include up to the intersection since that is part of the 
project.

Hazardous Waste
Hazardous waste has reviewed the above referenced documents and has the 
following comments:

Mark Melani, Mark_Melani@dot.ca.gov, 530‐741‐4556

‐The completed sampling is adequate for the project, as proposed, for hazardous 
waste issues.
‐ The conclusions of the report could do a significantly better job in explaining 

material handling, off‐site disposal/reuse options and potential worker safety 

requirements. As the report was prepared and signed by a professional, I would 

recommend the City have the conclusions tailored to more reasonably reflect site 

conditions. Based on the data I would anticipate very few restrictions, other than 

compliance with CCR Title 8, Section 1532.1 lead in construction” to be required.

Landscape Architect

Attached are my comments and a sheet showing that there is an existing 

irrigation system at this off/on‐ramp.  When the existing southbound off‐ramp 

gets obliterated, care will need to take place to preserve the conduit pipe that 

goes under the off‐ramp so that the irrigation system is still useable.  This 

information would be good to forward to whomever is doing the design.
Laura Lazzarotto, laura.lazarotto@dot.ca.gov, (707)445‐7878
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Response to Letter on the Previous Draft MND from Caltrans 
 
12-1 The comment stated that the Draft MND’s air quality study should have been 

formatted to meet CEQA requirements.  As requested, the air quality analysis 
done for the DEIR meets all CEQA requirements. 

 
12-2 The commenter requested that the Draft MND air quality report contain maps and 

tables of contents. The requested data is provided either in the body of the DEIR 
or Appendix F of the DEIR.  

 
12-3 The comment asked for a typo to be corrected. The report has been rewritten – 

see DEIR Appendix F. 
 
12-4  The comment asked what version of the Road Construction Emission Model was 

used in the Draft MND air study. Version 6.3.2 was used.  Since that analysis was 
completed, the new model, Version 7.1.5.1 was released and the analysis has 
been updated in response to this comment. See Response 6-13.  

 
12-5 The comment asked what version of CTEMFAC was used in the Draft MND air 

study. CTEMFAC Version 5.0 was used as described on page 94 of the DEIR. 
 
12-6 The comment stated that the Draft MND air quality report should have addressed 

greenhouse gas emissions and climate change.  See Section 4.12 of the DEIR 
(pages 142 to 148) for a full discussion of GHG emissions and climate change 
that was not included in the IS/MND. 

 
12-7 The comment recommended special status plant surveys during their bloom 

periods be done for the Draft MND.  As described on page 55 of the DEIR, there 
is no habitat on the Project site that would support special status species.  
However, a mitigation was recommended to ensure that prior to construction, 
surveys will be done to identify nests of any special status species of birds that 
may have moved to the site since the DEIR surveys were conducted.  Though 
such nests are not expected, the recommended mitigation provides protections for 
those nests if they are present.  

 
12-8 The comment requested clarification of whether trees would be removed for the 

Project.  No trees would need to be removed for the proposed Project.  As 
described on page 164 of the DEIR, 35 trees would need to be removed for 
Alternative 2, which is the environmentally superior alternative.  

 
12-9 The comment requested that the title of the Historic Resource Compliance Report 

be retitled. The report has been retitled as requested – see DEIR Appendix D. 
 
12-10 The comment recommended contact with Caltrans archaeologists.  The cultural 

resource studies were conducted per all pertinent State requirements and 
protocols.  See the revised cultural resource reports contained in DEIR Appendix 
D. 

 
12-11 The comment asked the Draft MND preparers to ensure that grading did not 

exceed three feet in depth.   It is possible that some excavation (e.g., digging 
holes for light standard poles) may exceed three feet.  While there is no evidence 
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of cultural resources on the site, Mitigation Measures 4.4-A.1 and 4.4-A.2 provide 
for proper handling of any cultural resources or human remains that might be 
uncovered during these excavations as well as site grading. 

 
12-12 The comment recommended additional contacts with Native American 

representatives. As requested, additional contacts were made for individuals on 
the NAHC list – see DEIR Appendix D for a full list of the contacts. 

 
12-13 The comment requested that the Draft MND survey coverage map be extended.  

As shown in Map 3 in Appendix D of the DEIR, coverage was extended to the 
intersection on the south side of Talmage Road and to the extent of unpaved soils 
on the north side. 

 
12-14 The comment stated that the Draft MND APE map needed to be signed by all 

individuals listed on the map.  The other two individuals listed on the map were 
unavailable to sign the map at the time the DEIR was prepared.  The most 
important reviewer for map accuracy is the Caltrans reviewing archaeologist, and 
he did sign the map.  The City Public Works Director and the reviewing Caltrans 
engineer will need to sign it prior to final Caltrans approval of the encroachment 
permit, but those signatures are not needed to ensure accuracy of the map nor to 
meet CEQA requirements.  It is noted that Caltrans did not make a comment on 
this map when reviewing the DEIR. 

 
12-15 The comment stated that the Draft MND analysis of cultural resources should 

have been expanded to address resources that might be uncovered during 
construction.  The DEIR contains Mitigation Measures 4.4-A.1 and 4.4-A.2 to 
address potential impacts to any buried cultural resources. 

 
12-16 The comment stated that the commenter expected that few restrictions would be 

required for handling and transporting hazardous waste other than compliance 
with applicable laws.  The discussion of hazardous materials was expanded for 
the DEIR; see Section 4.10 on pages 127 through 132 of the DEIR.  As stated on 
page 130 of the DEIR, compliance with all federal, State, and local laws and 
regulations governing use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials would 
reduce the impact associated with such materials to a less-than-significant level.  
This is the same conclusion that this commenter reaches in Comment 12-16. 

 
12-17 The comment requested more information about an irrigation system at the 

Project site and how it might be affected by the Project. According to the City’s 
engineers (GHD), there is no existing irrigation system, and trees growing within 
the area between the southbound onramp and the freeway are not irrigated.  If 
Alternative 2 (the environmentally superior alternative) is constructed, then 
additional irrigation is required for new trees planted as part of the recommended 
mitigation presented on page 165 of the DEIR. 

 
12-18 This comment was a summary of previous mitigation measures contained in the 

Draft MND.  They have been replaced by different or modified mitigations in the 
DEIR. 

 
12-19 The comment noted that the Project would have less-than-significant visual 

impacts rather than no impact as originally reported in the Draft MND. The DEIR 
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concurred and found these impacts to be less than significant (see pages 119 
through 121 of the DEIR). 

 
12-20 This comment includes suggested language changes for the Draft MND.  The 

commenter notes that the Project would have a less-than-significant visual impact 
rather than no impact as the Draft MND stated.  Again, the DEIR is consistent with 
this recommended finding. 

 
12-21 This comment is a portion of the Initial Study included in the Draft MND.  It 

suggests one word change, which is consistent with the biological analysis 
contained in the DEIR (see pages 55 though 57 of the DEIR). 

 



From: Wood, Veronica R@DOT [mailto:Veronica.Wood@dot.ca.gov]  Sent: 
Wednesday, September 04, 2013 8:12 AM To: Charley Stump Cc: 
Matt.Kennedy@ghd.com; Murphy, Rodney L@DOT Subject: FW: Talmage Road/US101 
On-Off Ramps Realignment Project	
  
	
  	
  
Hi	
  Charley,	
  
	
  	
  
Here	
  are	
  a	
  few	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  noise	
  section.	
  
	
  	
  
Please	
  let	
  me	
  know	
  if	
  you	
  have	
  any	
  questions.	
  
	
  	
  
Thank	
  you,	
  
Veronica	
  Wood	
  
Environmental	
  Coordinator	
  
California	
  Department	
  of	
  Transportation	
  
District	
  3	
  
Marysville,	
  CA	
  95901	
  
(530)	
  741-­‐4158 



Comments for the Talmage Interchange Improvement Project 

 

• Remove the statement about the Caltrans North Region noise specialist has determined 
that this project would not meet the definition of a Type 1 project 
 

• Please explain why this project is not a type 1 project. 
 
• If project is determined to be a type 1 project, please follow the CEQA protocol and 

include the appropriate modeling forecast for future noise levels predictions. 
 

• Follow the CEQA guidelines on noise levels exceeding the threshold of 67 db. 

lynnmilliman
Text Box
13-1

lynnmilliman
Text Box
13-2

lynnmilliman
Text Box
13-3

lynnmilliman
Text Box
13-4
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Response to Letter on the Previous Draft MND from Caltrans 
 
13-1 The comment requests a statement about a noise specialist be removed from the 

Draft MND. The statement was removed when preparing the new DEIR per this 
comment. 

 
13-2 The comment requests that the Draft MND explain why the Project is not a Type 1 

project. The Project is not considered to be a Type 1 project because 
improvements do not result in a new highway facility in a new location, a 
substantial horizontal or vertical alteration in the existing roadway alignments, or 
otherwise meet the definition of the Type 1 project. Therefore, the Project does 
not require a Noise Study Report as defined by regulation 23 CFR 772. 

 
13-3 The comment requested that the proper CEQA protocol be followed if the Project 

is a Type 1 project.  See Response 13-2 regarding this comment.   
 
13-4 The comment requested that the proper CEQA protocol be followed if the Project 

is a Type 1 project.  See Response 13-2 regarding this comment.   
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Public Hearing Comments and Responses to Those Comments 
 
A public hearing on the DEIR was held before the Ukiah City Council on October 15, 
2014.  Two members of the public submitted oral comments.   
 
14-1 James Houle questioned how the Project would feasibly be financed.  These 

comments were similar to those he made in his comment letter (Comment Letter 
7).  He did not offer any comments about the adequacy of the DEIR or ask any 
questions concerning that document.  Therefore, no response is required. How 
the City finances the Project is a matter of City policy and not an environmental 
issue subject to CEQA. 

 
14-2 Greg Hoyt asked where the new trees would be planted to replace those 

removed if Alternative 2 is selected to be the final project. As stated in a verbal 
response at the public hearing, the DEIR recommends that the 64 new trees be 
planted in the four gaps between current tree stands located to the west of the 
southbound offramp (see Mitigation Measure PA 2-1 on page 165 of the DEIR). 
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CHAPTER 4   
REVISIONS TO THE DEIR 
 
The following chapter presents changes to the text of the DEIR that are warranted given 
errors found by the City and the comments presented in Chapter 3.  Changes are shown 
in the following manner: 
 

• Additions to the text are shown as underlined text like this added text. 
 

• Deletions from the text are shown as strike-out text, like this strike-out. 
 
Based on City review and comments received, the following DEIR text revisions are 
warranted.  These revisions are intended to clarify the DEIR analyses.  However, none of 
these revisions would result in a new potentially significant impact nor substantially 
increase the significance of any impact. 
 
1. Chapter 2.0 – Introduction  
  
 The following is added to page 17: 
 

“The primary Responsible Agency for this project is the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans). Caltrans will use the information and analysis in the EIR 
to support its permitting process for changes to the highway interchange, 
including issuance of an Encroachment Permit. “ 
 

2. Chapter 3.0 – Project Description, Figure 3.1-3  
  
 Figure 3.1-3 is revised to describe the scale to be approximately one inch equals 

approximately 135 feet.  
 
3. Chapter 4.0, Section 4.5 – Traffic and Circulation 
  

a. A description of the design exception process is added to the Regulatory 
Framework discussion on page 73 of the DEIR, prior to the heading “Ukiah 
General Plan”: 

 
“All proposed State highway projects are designed, and/or reviewed by 
Caltrans, in the context of the Highway Design Manual (HDM) (Caltrans 2012). 
If local or site-specific conditions require deviation from the HDM, Caltrans has 
established a process by which exceptions to the design standards are 
documented and approved in Chapter 21, Exceptions to Design Standards, in 
the Project Development Procedures Manual. For each design exception a 
“fact sheet” is completed. The purpose of the fact sheet is to document 
engineering decisions leading to the approval of each exception to a design 
standard. Caltrans has responsibility for review and approval of each design 
exception.” 
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4. Chapter 4.0, Section 4.7 – Noise 
 
 The following mitigation measure is added under Impact 4.7-A on page 113 of the 

DEIR: 
 
 Mitigation Measure 4.7-A.2: During construction, the Project contractor shall 1) fit 

construction equipment with the best available noise control techniques wherever 
feasible; 2) require that impact tools be hydraulically or electrically powered, or, if 
not feasible, fitted with a muffler and jackets; 3) locate stationary noise sources as 
far from sensitive receptors as possible; and 4) forbid amplified music (boom 
boxes) at the job site. 

 
5. Chapter 5.0, Section 5.4 – Alternatives  
 

a. Figure 5.4-1 is revised to describe the scale to be approximately one inch 
equals 75 feet. 

 
 b. The second sentence of the last paragraph on page 166 of the DEIR, is 

revised to read: 
 

  “When compared to the proposed project, the alternative would reduce the 
amount of delay at Intersections Nos. 1, and 2 and while slightly increasing the 
delay at Intersection No. 3.” 
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CHAPTER 5 
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a public agency to adopt a 
monitoring program when approving a project or changes to a project, in order to mitigate 
or avoid significant effects on the environment (Public Resources Code section 21081.6).  
The program is based on the findings and the required mitigation measures presented in 
an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that has been prepared on the project and certified 
by the lead agency.  The reporting program must be designed to ensure compliance 
during project implementation. 
 
Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, a Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) must cover 
the following: 

• The MMP must identify the entity that is responsible for each monitoring and 
reporting task, be it the City of Ukiah (as lead agency), other agency (responsible or 
trustee agency), or a private entity (i.e., the project sponsor). 

• The MMP must be based on the project description and the required mitigation 
measures presented in the environmental document prepared for the project and 
certified by the lead agency. 

• The MMP must be approved by the lead agency at the same time of project 
entitlement action or approvals. 

 
MMPs are typically designed in chart and checklist format for ease of monitoring. 

PURPOSE AND USE OF THE MONITORING PROGRAM 
 
The purpose of the monitoring program is to provide the City of Ukiah with a simple 
guideline of procedures to ensure that the mitigation measures required under the Final 
EIR are implemented properly. 
 
Since each required mitigation measure must be implemented, a monitoring chart was 
created, which is attached to this report.  This chart provides the following information 
and direction for use. 
 

1. The required mitigation measures are listed in the first column, corresponding to 
the list of measures provided in the Draft and Final EIR. 

 
2. The second column lists the agency or entity responsible for implementing the 

mitigation measure. 
 

3. The third column describes when the mitigation will be implemented and the 
monitoring period. 
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4. The fourth column provides a location for the monitor to sign-off that the mitigation 
has been successfully implemented. 
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Mitigation Measure Monitoring 
Responsibility 

Timing Sign Off 

Geology and Soils 
4.1-A.1 The final improvement plans shall incorporate all 

design and construction recommendations 
contained on pages 8-12 in the Limited Materials 
and Preliminary Geotechnical Report prepared by 
Rau and Associates dated May 2013 consistent with 
the standards identified in the California Building 
Code, Caltrans standard structural requirements, 
and Caltrans Standard Specifications (latest Edition) 
and pertaining to the following: 

 1. Reprocessing of Certain Subgrade Soils and 
Fill Soils, including unconsolidated subgrade 
soils for pavement support and Strip 
Foundation Support for Low Retaining Walls. 

 2. Grading and Site Preparation 
 3. Pavement Structural Sections 
 4. Retaining Wall Foundations 
 5. Pier Foundations for Signals or Street Lights 
 6. Surface and Subsurface Drainage 
 
 The Rau and Associates or other geotechnical 

engineer retained by the City shall review and sign 
the final plans and specifications for the project and 
approve them as conforming to their 
recommendations prior to grading. The project 
geotechnical engineer shall provide geotechnical 
observation during the grading and construction, 
which will allow the geotechnical engineer to 
compare the actual with the anticipated soil 
conditions and to check that the contractors’ work 
conforms to the geotechnical aspects of the plans 

City of Ukiah Planning 
and Community 
Development 
Department, City 
Building Services 
Division 

Plans and specifications 
approved prior to issuance of 
encroachment permit. 
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and specifications. The geotechnical engineer of 
record will prepare letters and as-built documents, to 
be submitted to the City, to document their 
observances during constructions and to document 
that the work performed is in accordance with the 
project plans and specifications. 

4.1-B.1 The City shall prepare an Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan consistent with all the general site and 
good housekeeping requirements, the listed erosion 
control requirements, and the sediment control 
requirements of Division 9, Chapter 7 of the City 
Code. The plan shall be prepared by a registered 
civil engineer, or other professional who is licensed 
and qualified. As required by the code, the plan shall 
include the following information and contain the 
following mandatory measures: 
• A description and delineation of the vegetative 

measures to be taken to minimize erosion and 
sedimentation; 

• A description and delineation of the proposed 
temporary and permanent measures to 
appropriately and effectively minimize soil 
erosion and sedimentation and to protect 
manufactured or disturbed slopes from erosion 
by mechanical means, such as with mulches, 
diversion dikes, etc.; 

• Delineation of the proposed drainage control 
measures and temporary and permanent 
measures to be taken to retain sediment on the 
site; 

• The extent and manner of the cutting of trees 
and the clearing of vegetation, and their 
disposal, and the measures proposed for the 
protection of undisturbed trees and vegetation; 

City of Ukiah Planning 
and Community 
Development 
Department 

Plan approved prior to issuance 
of encroachment permit. 
Monitoring ongoing during 
construction. 
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• The proposed methods for the disposal of 
excess materials and for dust control; 

• A description of the measures to maintain the 
devices shown on the plan during grading 
operations and construction on the site; 

• The extent of disturbed ground that would exist, 
the streets that would be paved, and drainage 
devices that would be installed prior to the start 
of each rainy season; 

• Seeding mixtures and rates, types of sod, 
method of seedbed preparation, expected 
seeding dates, type and rate of lime and 
fertilizer application, and kind and quantity of 
mulching for both temporary and permanent 
vegetative control measures; 

• Use of the most recent version of the CASQA 
BMP handbook, section 3 as a guide as to what 
measures should be taken for any particular set 
of circumstances. 

• Erosion Control Measures (Section 9703) 
o Complete soil stabilization within five 

days of clearing or inactivity in 
construction; 

o Design the Project as such to avoid 
disturbing land in sensitive areas and to 
preserve existing vegetation wherever 
possible; 

o Schedule major grading operations 
during dry months when practical, and 
allow adequate time before rainfall 
begins to stabilize the soil with erosion 
control materials; 

o Conduct seeding and mulching as soon 
as grading is complete; 
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o If seeding or another vegetative erosion 
control method is used, establish the 
vegetative cover within a time frame 
approved by the city engineer, or the 
city engineer may require the site to be 
reseeded or a nonvegetative option 
employed; 

o Use special techniques that meet the 
design criteria outlined in the CASQA 
BMP handbook on steep slopes or in 
drainageways to ensure stabilization; 

o Stabilize soil stockpiles and/or securely 
cover at the end of each workday; 

o In areas where permanent reseeding 
and planting is not established at the 
close of the construction season, use 
additional control measures, such as a 
heavy mulch layer or another method 
that does not require germination, to 
ensure soil stabilization at the site;  

o Where runoff needs to be diverted from 
one area and conveyed to another, 
construct earth dikes, drainage swales, 
slope drains or other suitable practice in 
accordance with the design criteria set 
forth in the most recent version of the 
CASQA BMP handbook; 

o Employ techniques to prevent the 
blowing of dust or sediment from the 
site and that deliver upland runoff past 
disturbed slopes shall be employed 
when determined necessary by the City 
engineer. 

• Sediment Control Measures (Section 9703): 
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o Place linear sediment barriers below the 
toe of exposed and erodible slopes, 
down slope of exposed soil areas, 
around soil stockpiles, and at other 
appropriate locations along the site 
perimeter; 

o Conduct street sweeping as needed to 
remove sediment from streets and 
roadways and to prevent the sediment 
from entering storm drains or receiving 
waters. Washing the street or use of 
cleaning fluids would not be allowed; 

o Protect every storm drain inlet with the 
potential to receive sediment laden 
runoff in accordance with the design 
criteria set forth in the most recent 
version of the CASQA BMP handbook. 
Inspect and maintain inlet protection 
frequently; 

o Install sediment basins or sediment 
traps where sediment-laden water may 
enter the drainage system or 
watercourses and in association with 
dikes, temporary channels, and pipes 
used to convey runoff from disturbed 
areas; 

o Protect adjacent properties by the use 
of a vegetated buffer strip in 
combination with other perimeter 
controls or other appropriate method, as 
described in the most recent version of 
the CASQA BMP handbook 

Biological Resources 
4.3-A.1 Construction shall not cause nest abandonment of City of Ukiah Planning Surveys conducted for work  
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special-status species of birds or destruction of 
active nests of species protected by the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act or Section 3503 of the Fish and 
Game Code (protection of nesting passerines).  The 
following measures shall be implemented to avoid 
disturbing any special status species nesting above 
ground.  Vegetation removal conducted during the 
nesting period shall require a pre-construction 
survey for active bird nests, conducted by a qualified 
biologist.  No known active nests shall be disturbed 
without a permit or other authorization from USFWS 
and/or CDFW.  
1. For earth-disturbing activities occurring during 

the breeding season (March 1 through 
September 1), a qualified biologist shall 
conduct pre-construction surveys of all 
potential nesting habitat for all birds within 500 
feet of earthmoving activities. 

2. If active special status bird nests are found 
during pre-construction surveys 1) a 500-foot 
no-disturbance buffer will be created around 
active raptor nests during the breeding season 
or until it is determined that all young have 
fledged, and 2) a 250-foot buffer zone will be 
created around the nests of other special 
status birds and all other birds that are 
protected by California Fish and Game Code 
3503.  These buffer zones are consistent with 
CDFW avoidance guidelines; however, they 
may be modified in coordination with CDFW 
based on existing conditions at the project 
site. 

3. If pre-construction surveys indicate that nests 
are inactive or potential habitat is unoccupied 

and Community 
Development 
Department 

during breeding season March 
1 through September 1) within 
2 weeks of any vegetation 
removal or earth-disturbing 
activities.  If active nest found, 
monitoring ongoing during 
construction in the breeding 
season. 
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during the construction period, no further 
mitigation is required.  Shrubs and trees that 
have been determined to be unoccupied by 
special status birds or that are located 500 
feet from active nests may be removed. 

4. If vegetation removal activities are delayed or 
suspended for more than two weeks after the 
pre-construction survey, the areas shall be 
resurveyed. 

Cultural Resources 
4.4-A.1 If buried archeological resources, such as chipped 

or ground stone, historic debris, building 
foundations, or human bone, are inadvertently 
discovered during ground-disturbing activities, work 
would stop in that area and within 100 feet of the 
find until a qualified archaeologist can assess the 
significance of the find and, if necessary, develop 
appropriate treatment measures in consultation with 
the City and other appropriate agencies. 

 
4.4-A.2 If human remains of Native American origin are 

discovered during project construction, it is 
necessary to comply with state laws relating to the 
disposition of Native American burials, which fall 
within the jurisdiction of the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC) (PRC 5097). If any 
human remains are discovered or recognized in any 
location other than a dedicated cemetery, there will 
be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or 
any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie 
adjacent human remains until: 

 
•  The county coroner has been informed and has 

determined that no investigation of the cause of 

City of Ukiah Planning 
and Community 
Development 
Department 

If mitigation is needed, the 
measures will be implemented 
as described. 
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death is required; and 
 

•  If the remains are of Native American origin, the 
descendants of the deceased Native Americans 
have made a recommendation to the landowner 
or the person responsible for the excavation 
work for means of treating or disposing of, with 
appropriate dignity, the human remains and any 
associated grave goods as provided in PRC 
5097.98 

 
Or 

 
•  The NAHC was unable to identify a descendant, 

or the descendant failed to make a 
recommendation within 24 hours after being 
notified by the commission. 

 
4.4-A.3 If human remains are discovered during any 

demolition/construction activities, all ground-
disturbing activity within a 100-meter radius of the 
remains shall be halted immediately, and the 
Mendocino County coroner shall be notified 
immediately, according to Section 5097.98 of the 
state Public Resources Code and Section 7050.5 of 
California’s Health and Safety Code. If the remains 
are determined by the County coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be 
adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the 
remains. The City shall consult with the Most Likely 
Descendant, if any, identified by the NAHC 
regarding the treatment and disposition of the 
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remains.  
 
4.4-A.4 Should paleontological resources be identified at 

any project construction site, the construction 
manager shall cease operation within a 100-meter 
radius of the discovery and immediately notify the 
City. The project proponent shall retain a qualified 
paleontologist to provide an evaluation of the find 
and to prescribe mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. In 
considering any suggested mitigation proposed by 
the consulting paleontologist, the City shall 
determine whether avoidance is necessary and 
feasible in light of factors such as the nature of the 
find, project design, costs, land use assumptions, 
and other considerations. If avoidance is 
unnecessary or infeasible, other appropriate 
measures (e.g., data recovery) shall be instituted. 
Work may proceed on other parts of the project site 
while mitigation for paleontological resources is 
carried out. 

Traffic    
4.5-B.1  Signage will be posted on northbound Airport Road 

notifying large trucks that only left turns are 
permitted onto Talmage Road.”  

 

City of Ukiah Planning 
and Community 
Development 
Department 

Signage will be installed prior to 
completion of the Project 

 

Air Quality 
4.6-A.1 The project shall be constructed to include all 

requirements set forth in the MCAQMD Rules 1-410 
and 4-130.  All Best Management Practices shall be 
included in the construction contracts. 

City of Ukiah Planning 
and Community 
Development 
Department 

Best Management Practices 
will be finalized prior to 
issuance of encroachment 
permit. Monitoring ongoing 
during construction. 
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Noise 
4.7-A.1 If nighttime work is necessary, as required by the 

City Code, the applicant shall obtain a permit from 
the Director of Public Works.  The permit shall 
include the following: 1) allow construction noise 
between 7 P.M. and 7: A.M. for construction 
activities that Caltrans states needs to be done at 
night; 2) construction equipment idling shall be 
limited to five (5) minutes; 3) if nighttime work is to 
exceed one week, then temporary noise baffles 
would be installed between the noise source and 
sensitive receptors; 4) if nighttime work is to exceed 
one week, then provide hotel vouchers to occupants 
of the nearest sensitive receptors; and 5) any other 
noise-reducing measures the City considers 
warranted. 

City of Ukiah Planning 
and Community 
Development 
Department, Building 
Services Division 

Permit approved prior to 
issuance of encroachment 
permit. Ongoing monitoring for 
compliance during the 
construction period. 

 

4.7-A.2 The Project contractor will 1) fit construction 
equipment with the best available noise control 
techniques wherever feasible; 2) require that impact 
tools be hydraulically or electrically powered, or, if 
not feasible, fitted with a muffler and jackets; 3) 
locate stationary noise sources as far from sensitive 
receptors as possible; and 4) forbid amplified music 
(boom boxes) at the job site. 

City of Ukiah Planning 
and Community 
Development 
Department, Building 
Services Division 

The mitigation will be included 
as required conditions in the 
Project contract. Ongoing 
monitoring for compliance 
during the construction period. 

 

Energy    
4.13-A During project construction, the City shall require the 

following: 1) engines shall be maintained to meet 
manufacturers’ recommended operating standards; 
and 2) construction equipment shall not be allowed 
to idle for longer than five (5) minutes.  Caltrans 
shall encourage that the contractors’ fleets include 
diesel engines meeting the most current State 
standards for new diesel engine performance and/or 

City of Ukiah Planning 
and Community 
Development 
Department, Building 
Services Division 

The mitigations will be included 
as required conditions in the 
Project contract. Ongoing 
monitoring for compliance 
during the construction period. 
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low-emission, energy-secure, alternatively-fueled 
vehicles. Caltrans shall require project contractors to 
maximize carpooling of their employees. 

 
4.13-B Project design shall include: 1) LED lights for 

illumination and stoplights; and 2) to the degree 
possible, solar panels to power lighting. 
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June 16, 2015 

To Leonard Charles 

Copy to City of Ukiah 

From Matt Kennedy, PE, TE Tel 707.523.1010 

Subject Talmage Interchange DEIR Responses to Traffic 
Comments 

Job no. 84/10930/20 

 

This memorandum summarizes the responses to traffic related comments prepared by GHD as reviewed 

and edited by EIR team for inclusion in the City of Ukiah Talmage Interchange FEIR. 

Response to Comment 4-4 

This is the first of a number of comments that express concern regarding the design exceptions that the 

Project would require and the potential for the design exceptions to create safety hazards.  

As noted on page 77 of the DEIR, the project would not increase hazards to drivers and in fact would result 

in a beneficial impact to safety. This is true for both the proposed Project and Alternative 2, Caltrans’ 

preferred project. The resulting lane geometry would be safe and an improvement over existing conditions 

given the proposed corridor operations, travel speeds, vehicle types, anticipated signing, and traffic volumes. 

The primary safety improvements include providing additional lanes, new signal control for westbound and 

southbound traffic, improved pedestrian crossings, and overall congestion relief. 

To attain the proposed preferred designs for the Proposed Project and Alternative 2, certain design 

exceptions would potentially be required. Appendix E (Traffic Impact Study) of the DEIR identified five design 

exceptions that would potentially be required for the proposed Project, one of which would no longer be 

needed. The four remaining exceptions would be to the following standards: Stopping Sight Distance 

Standards (201.1); Distance between Ramp Intersection and Local Road Intersection (504.3); Lane Drop 

Transitions (206.3); and Side Slopes 4:1 or Flatter (304.1). At the time of preparation of the Traffic Impact 

Study, the preliminary plans for the proposed Project were discussed with Caltrans, at which time Caltrans 

indicated no issues with the design exceptions and that they would likely be approved (DEIR, Appendix E). 

At this time, Alternative 2, the environmentally superior alternative is anticipated to have six design 

exceptions (the design exceptions would be finalized and approved by Caltrans during its review process). 

These design exceptions would be the same four potentially required for the proposed Project, with the 

addition of two more: Angle of Intersection (403.3) and Site Distance and Clear Recovery Zone (902.2). 

The fact that design exceptions may be required to attain the preferred designs for the Proposed Project and 

Alternative 2, however, does not trigger a significant impact related to design hazards or safety.  All 

proposed projects located within the State highway right-of-way are designed, and/or reviewed by Caltrans, 

in the context of the Highway Design Manual (HDM) (Caltrans 2012). The HDM establishes uniform policies 

and procedures to carry out the State highway design functions of Caltrans. The HDM does not provide a 

legal standard, but is considered a credible and widely-used guidance document. In some instances, a 
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proposed project may not be able to be designed to be fully consistent with the HDM. The HDM recognizes 

this potential in HDM Chapter 80, Application of Design Standards, where it discusses how there is not a 

“one-size-fits-all” design philosophy and that highway design criteria and policies in the HDM provide a guide 

for the engineer to exercise sound judgment in applying the standards in the context of local conditions. In 

HDM Chapter 81.6, it further states that “The design guidance and standards in this manual have been 

developed with the intent of ensuring that designers have the flexibility to tailor a project to the unique 

circumstances that relate to it and its location, while meeting driver expectation.” “This guidance allows for 

flexibility in applying design standards and approving design exceptions that take the context of the project 

location into consideration; which enables the designer to tailor the design, as appropriate, for the specific 

circumstances while maintaining safety” (Caltrans 2012). The concept of the HDM being a guidance 

document is further iterated in a memo from Caltrans to all “Highway Design Manual Holders,” dated April 

10, 2014. This memo is included in Appendix B of this FEIR. 

As such, if local or site-specific conditions do require deviation from the HDM, Caltrans has established a 

process by which exceptions to the design standards are documented and approved (Chapter 21, 

Exceptions to Design Standards, in the Project Development Procedures Manual). This could include such 

things as a change in slope of a curve or length of a queuing lane. The need for design exceptions arises 

most often because design standards change over time and existing conditions may not meet current design 

standards, and new designs must conform to existing conditions. The need for a design exception does not 

mean that a proposed design is unsafe. If a requested design exception results in an unsafe condition, 

Caltrans would not approve it. It is not uncommon for a highway project to include, and for Caltrans to 

approve, several design exceptions, especially a project that modifies an existing highway facility that was 

designed to an older standard1.  In a recent letter to the City, Caltrans has confirmed this is the purpose of 

the design exception process and acknowledges that given that the Project is being constructed adjacent to 

and tying into existing infrastructure, the use of design exceptions is a process that is not unexpected. (FEIR, 

Appendix E, Caltrans letter to Charley Stump, City of Ukiah Director of Community Planning & Development, 

May 4, 2015.) According to Caltrans “Proper analysis and adherence to the exception process will ensure 

that a safe project will be constructed for all traveling modes of the public.” (Caltrans, May 4, 2015.) 

The fact that design exceptions would likely be required for the Proposed Project design does not mean the 

Project would result in a significant impact related to design hazards or safety.  The Project as designed, 

including the design exceptions, would not increase hazards to drivers and in fact would result in a beneficial 

impact to safety. Furthermore, Caltrans approval of the design exceptions signifies it has exercised its 

judgment that the design is appropriate for the site conditions and that the design would not create a safety 

or traffic hazard. As noted in the letter dated November 19, 2014 from Caltrans District 1, “[Caltrans] primary 

responsibility is the safety of the traveling public…and Caltrans staff constantly works to provide a safe, 

multimodal and sustainable transportation network.” This letter is included in Appendix E of this FEIR. The 

City may properly exercise its discretion to rely on Caltrans’ judgment and expertise to determine in this EIR 

that a final design will not cause a significant safety hazard. 

                                                           
1 Other projects that have included design exceptions that the EIR Authors have worked on or are aware of include: 

Metal Beam Guard Rail – State Route 299; Smith River Rancheria – US101; Samoa Gateway, Bicycle, & Pedestrian 
Improvements – State Route 255; Sonoma Country Inn Roadway Improvements – State Route 12. 
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Response to Comment 4-5 

The commenter states that the Costco EIR and the earlier Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

for this Project identified the need for design exceptions that could cause safety hazards. The impact 

analysis contained in this EIR is based on a more detailed project design than was available at the time the 

Costco EIR was prepared.  As noted in the previous response the Project would not result in additional 

safety hazards. In fact, the proposed improvements would improve the safety for drivers passing through the 

Project. 

Response to Comment 4-6 

The comment states that the EIR should identify the design exceptions for each project alternative and 

address safety concerns associated with these design exceptions.  With regard to design exceptions that 

may be required for the proposed Project and Alternative 2 and potential safety hazard impacts associated 

with said exceptions, please refer to Response 4-4. Although the review by Caltrans is currently underway, 

the design exceptions have not yet been finalized. Though the specific design exceptions have not yet been 

finalized, the EIR does, however, comply with CEQA in that the Project Description in the Draft EIR provides 

sufficient information regarding the Project design to evaluate the physical environmental impacts of 

implementing the project. (Cal. Oak Foundation v. Regents of University of Cal. (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 227, 

269-270; CEQA Guidelines, § 15124.) Notably, an EIR need not provide final design information, including a 

description of each design exception that may be required, in order to comply with CEQA. (See Dry Creek 

Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 28.) That information would be developed 

during subsequent design phases in coordination with review by Caltrans. At this time, no safety concerns 

have been identified for the design of the proposed Project or Alternative 2. As noted in Response 4-4, the 

purpose of the design exception process is to tailor the design for the specific circumstances surrounding the 

project while maintaining safety. Accordingly, if a requested design exception results in an unsafe condition, 

Caltrans would not approve it. Refer to Response 4-4 for additional information regarding design exceptions 

and safety hazards. 

Response to Comment 4-7 

The comment states that design problems related to the Project are addressed in an attached letter from 

Daniel Smith.  The cited letter from Daniel Smith is presented as Comment Letter 10 later in this report. 

Response to Comment 4-8 

The commenter requests additional information regarding two alternatives identified in a 2005 MCOG study 

that included possible improvements for the project interchange and which were rejected from further 

consideration as alternatives in the DEIR.  As noted on page 159 of the DEIR, significant impacts associated 

with the two referenced MCOG alternatives include significant and unavoidable temporary and permanent 

impacts to U.S. 101 mainline traffic and City streets including pedestrian access across U.S. 101 associated 

with the complete closure of the US-101 / Talmage Road interchange required to construct the “tight 

diamond” and “cloverleaf,” interchange configurations. The closure of the US-101 / Talmage Road 

interchange necessitates detouring traffic to other interchanges in the Ukiah area, and has the potential to 

significantly impact their safe operation and the safe operation of City roadways and intersections. The 
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interchange configurations would also have significantly higher air quality impacts associated with the larger 

scope and area of construction, potentially greater water quality impacts associated with a larger area of 

disturbance, and new impacts to housing as a result of demolition of private residences, and would have 

additional private property acquisition requirements. 

Response to Comment 4-10 

The commenter requests an explanation of why the traffic analysis done for the Costco project identified 

more traffic in 2032 than the Project DEIR did. The methodology used in the Talmage Interchange Traffic 

Impact Study is the most recent modeling approach recommended by Caltrans. This included using the 

Caltrans growth factor of 1.3 to project future traffic conditions, which is specific to the US 101 corridor 

through Ukiah. In addition, more recent traffic counts were collected (Caltrans does not allow the use of 

traffic counts that are more than 2 years old) than were used in the Costco EIR. Use of the Caltrans-

recommended methodology is appropriate for this Project because it is a State highway facility and is 

consequently required to meet Caltrans standards. As such, future growth was not determined looking at 

individual land use projects. Recommended growth factors were used that implicitly include future 

development in the region, including retail establishments such as Costco. The growth factor of 1.3 

(calculated as a 20-year straight-line determinant: 15% growth over 10 years, 30% growth over 20 years) 

that was used is considered by Caltrans and the City to be conservatively representative of the anticipated 

regional traffic growth, and is also conservatively representative of regional growth during the previous 20 

years. Historically, the Ukiah area has experienced growth rates of less than 1% per year. Using a growth 

rate of 1%, over a 20-year period the growth factor would be 1.22%, or 8% less than the Caltrans-

recommended growth factor. 

The methodologies used to project future traffic conditions in the Talmage Interchange Traffic Impact Study, 

therefore, differ from those used in the Costco Traffic Impact Study. The Costco Traffic Impact Study utilized 

the Ukiah Valley Area Plan (UVAP) travel demand forecasting model as the basis for the future traffic 

conditions. Moreover, differences in flow volumes for individual movements under the future conditions for 

these analyses are attributed to peak hour factors used, assumptions made relative to trip distribution, and 

the existing traffic volumes used for the future projections. See also Response 5-18 to 5-25. 

Response to Comment 4-11 

The commenter requests additional information on how bicycle safety would be assured for westbound 

bicyclists both for the proposed Project conditions and under EIR Alternative 2.  The Ukiah Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Master Plan classifies Talmage Road as a regional bicycle facility and bicycle activity corridor, 

and identifies it as a Class III connector bike route.  A Class III facility is an area of the street that is shared 

with motorists and is designated by signs. As noted on page 75 of the DEIR, the Project would not conflict 

with this designation; Talmage Road would remain a Class III facility. 

The Project includes signs, standard lane widths and striped 8-foot wide contiguous shoulders along 

Talmage Road which would accommodate shared use with bicyclists, consistent with the Class III 

designation.  At the southbound interchange off-ramp there would be a signalized stop and crosswalk that 

could be used by pedestrians and bicyclists traveling, east to west, to safely traverse the intersection.  For 

bicyclists traveling west to east, they would follow the rules-of-the-road and merge with traffic. The project 
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improvements would be constructed in a manner that would meet the Class III facility standards, and 

therefore would result in safe conditions for bicyclists. Bicyclists are required to follow the same rules of the 

road as motor vehicles. Bicyclists could use the new and existing traffic signals to safely traverse the 

intersections, and could also have the option of using the pedestrian crosswalks. 

For Alternative 2. westbound cyclists, just like drivers of other vehicles, would use the traffic signals to safely 

traverse the intersection of the southbound off-ramp and Talmage Road, and they would also have the 

option of using the pedestrian crosswalk. 

Response to Comment 4-12 

The commenter asks for additional information on how pedestrian safety will be provided for the Project. The 

Project includes construction of a new sidewalk along the north side of Talmage Road that would connect to 

existing sidewalks in the pedestrian network in the area, including existing sidewalks on Airport Park 

Boulevard via the crosswalk at Talmage Road/Airport Park Boulevard Intersection. Pedestrians could safely 

cross Talmage Road/Airport Park Boulevard Intersection using the existing pedestrian crosswalk and 

pedestrian signal. Pedestrian sidewalks currently exist intermittently on both sides of Airport Park Boulevard 

south of Talmage Road. 

Response to Comment 4-13 

The commenter asks how the Project is consistent with three General Plan implementation measures that 

address bicycle access and safety. Please see Response 4-11 regarding bicycle access.  The commenter 

asks how the Project is consistent with General Plan Implementation Measure CT-6.2(a), which requires 

streets linking residential areas with schools and shopping areas be designed to include bicycle lanes.  That 

implementation measure states the City will develop a bicycle plan to extend bicycle lanes to “important 

locations” in the City’s planning area.  The City has developed a bicycle plan which lists Talmage Road as a 

Class III facility where bicyclists share the roadway with other vehicles. The Project, as designed, will 

maintain the Class III designation by including signs, standard lane widths and striped 8-foot wide contiguous 

shoulders along Talmage Road which would accommodate shared use with bicyclists. 

Implementation Measure CT-6.3(a) requires that streets linking residential areas with schools and shopping 

areas be designed to include bicycle lanes.  The Project is consistent with the City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Master Plan that designates Talmage Road through the Project area as a Class III facility.  As described 

above in Response 4-11, the proposed Project contains Class III bicycle facilities.  The City’s Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Master Plan, which was prepared subsequent to the City’s General Plan does not recommend 

constructing Class II bicycle lanes on this road.  The proposed Project is consistent with this plan that was 

developed to be consistent with City General Plan policies calling for development of such a plan. 

Implementation Measure CT-6.3(b) calls for considering bicycle operations in designing roads and traffic 

control systems.  The Project was designed to consider bicycle operations and, as stated above, is 

consistent with the recommendations for Talmage Road set forth in the City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Master 

Plan. 
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To summarize, the Project is designed to be consistent with the City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan 

and with three General Plan implementation measures that address bicycle access and safety.  However, a 

final determination of plan consistency is the responsibility of the City decision-makers. 

Response to Comment 5-2 

The commenter states that the DEIR fails to disclose significant safety impacts associated with design 

exceptions. Though the proposed Project would require approval of a limited number of design exceptions by 

Caltrans, there is nothing inherently unsafe about the design exceptions, as claimed by the commenter. As 

discussed in Response 4-4, the need for design exceptions arises most often because design standards 

change over time and existing conditions may not meet current design standards, and new designs must 

conform to existing conditions. The proposed Project is designed and would be reviewed by Caltrans in the 

context of the Highway Design Manual (HDM), including the design exceptions, which will ensure a safe 

design. The HDM “allows for flexibility in applying design standards and approving design exceptions that 

take the context of the project location into consideration; which enables the designer to tailor the design, as 

appropriate, for the specific circumstances while maintaining safety” (Caltrans 2012). As noted in the recent 

letter from Caltrans to the City, which describes the purpose of the design exception process, given that the 

Project is being constructed adjacent to and tying into existing infrastructure, the use of design exceptions is 

a process that is not unexpected. (FEIR Appendix E, Caltrans letter to Charley Stump, City of Ukiah Director 

of Community Planning & Development, May 4, 2015.) According to Caltrans “[p]roper analysis and 

adherence to the exception process will ensure that a safe project will be constructed for all traveling modes 

of the public.” (Caltrans, May 4, 2015.)Please also see Responses 4-4 and 4-6. 

Response to Comment 5-3 

The commenter claims the City, its consultants, and Caltrans have a duty to ensure that the proposed project 

design conforms to design standards as much as reasonably feasible. This assertion is incorrect. As 

discussed in Response 4-4, under certain circumstances, such as here, design standards change over time 

and existing conditions may not meet current design standards. Because new designs must conform to 

existing conditions, the need for design exceptions to the design standards arises. Thus, it is common for a 

highway project to include, and for Caltrans to approve, several design exceptions, especially for a project 

that modifies an existing highway facility that was designed to an older standard. In this case, although the 

review by Caltrans is currently underway, the design exceptions have not yet been finalized. The preliminary 

design exceptions for the proposed Project are discussed in Response 4-4 and Response 5-2. As noted in 

Response 4-4, the purpose of the design exception process is to tailor the design for the specific 

circumstances surrounding the project while maintaining safety. Thus, if a requested design exception 

results in an unsafe condition, Caltrans would not approve it. Please refer to Response 4-4 for additional 

information regarding design exceptions and safety hazards. 

Response to Comment 5-4 

The commenter expresses support for the Caltrans preferred alternative (Alternative 2 in the DEIR).  Both 

the proposed Project and Alternative 2 are identified by Caltrans and the designers as appropriate 

alternatives that adequately address the needs to improve traffic operations and safety at the Talmage Road 
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/ US-101 southbound interchange. Alternative 2 is identified in the DEIR as the Environmentally Superior 

Alternative (refer to page 3 of the DEIR) because it has reduced energy impacts and greater traffic 

operational benefits. 

Response to Comment 5-5 

The commenter again states that the design exceptions would result in safety impacts.  Specific design 

exceptions are being jointly evaluated for the Project by the design engineers, the City, and Caltrans. The 

need for a design exception does not cause a proposed design to be unsafe, as the commenter implies. It is 

not uncommon for a highway project to include several design exceptions, especially a project that modifies 

an existing highway facility that was designed to an older standard. As noted in Response 4-4, the purpose 

of the design exception process is to tailor the design for the specific circumstances surrounding the project, 

while maintaining safety. Thus, if a requested design exception results in an unsafe condition, Caltrans 

would not approve it. Refer to Response 4-6. 

Response to Comments 5-6 to 5-11 

These comments present a series of alleged “facts” by the commenter, with the general theme that the 

eastbound merge, from the southbound off-ramp, is deficient and would be worsened by the proposed 

Project. As shown in the responses to each “fact” presented by the commenter, below, this is not the case. 

Under “Fact 1,” the commenter has accurately quoted the HDM, and the equation to determine taper 

distance has been calculated correctly for the existing conditions. The EIR traffic consultants would add that 

206.3(1) is an Advisory Standard, not a Mandatory Standard. Advisory design standards allow greater 

flexibility in application to accommodate design constraints or be compatible with local conditions on 

rehabilitation projects. 

Under “Fact 2,” the commenter suggests that the existing tapering distance for the merge of the southbound 

to eastbound off ramp lane into the eastbound through lane is about “half” of what it should be for “Through 

Lane Drops” Under the HDM. The commenter is correct in that the tapering distance of the existing 

eastbound merge measures about half of the distance than would be advisory under the current HDM.  

There is no indication, however, that this existing condition is a safety hazard. For context as to how the 

existing eastbound merge functions in the context of collision rates, and therefore its safety, the following 

analysis of the existing off-ramp and merge is provided. A collision analysis performed by Caltrans for the 3-

year time period between April 1, 2009 and March 31, 2012 shows that actual total collision rate is less than 

the statewide average for similar highway facilities, and that the actual “fatal+injury collision” rate is less than 

the statewide average for similar highway facilities. There were no reported merge collisions associated with 

the existing non-standard southbound off-ramp to eastbound Talmage Road blind merge condition. This 

report is included as Appendix B of this FEIR.  

Under “Fact 3,” the commenter shifts to measuring the merge as conceived under the proposed Project. The 

commenter’s description of the eastbound merge being two lanes is not correct, however; there is only one 

lane.  Therefore, the doubling of the required taper distance is not accurate. Rather, the taper distance would 

be roughly the same as under existing conditions. Furthermore, it should be noted that the figure depicting 

the proposed project that is included in the DEIR is conceptual. While it is likely that the merge taper length 
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does not meet the advisory design standard associated with HDM Topic 206.3 Through Lane Drops, it is 

irrelevant how much “closer” the existing configuration might be to conforming to the standard compared to 

the proposed Project because a design exception is proposed to address this feature in the proposed 

Project.  Design exceptions are discussed in further detail under Response 4-4. 

Under “Fact 4,” the commenter makes statements regarding the volume of traffic that must merge into the 

eastbound lane. Detailed traffic models of the proposed Project and Alternative 2 were independently 

developed and corridor traffic analyses and traffic simulations were independently performed by Caltrans 

District 1 Traffic Operations and by the Project traffic consultants using Synchro 8 with SimTraffic. For the 

proposed Project, a detailed traffic model was developed by the Project traffic consultants using Synchro 8 

with SimTraffic and reviewed by Caltrans District 1 Traffic Operations. While an advisory design exception 

would be required for the eastbound merge, both analyses independently demonstrated the proposed 

Project and Alternative 2 safely accommodate all future traffic in all directions, and that the distance provided 

for the eastbound merge is adequate. The Caltrans District 1 analysis of Alternative 2 is included in FEIR 

Appendix B, and the Synchro 8 analysis is presented in Section 4.5 and Appendix E of the DEIR.  

Under “Fact 5,” the commenter indicates that traffic exposed to the “deficient” eastbound merge would be 

greater with implementation of the proposed Project than under existing conditions, because Costco would 

be allowed to be built. It is true that Costco cannot begin operating until the proposed Talmage Interchange 

improvements are constructed. However, the proposed Project would occur regardless of the Costco project 

because it is proposed to accommodate a variety of planned future growth, not just the fraction of growth 

associated with the Costco project. The existing non-standard southbound off-ramp to eastbound Talmage 

Road blind merge condition would be improved with the proposed Project. The design improves traffic safety 

and reduces hazards by eliminating the non-standard southbound off-ramp to eastbound Talmage Road 

blind merge condition and constructing a safer perpendicular approach thereby improving visibility. The 

design also improves traffic safety and reduces hazards by providing standard shoulders that provide 

separation between approaching traffic and the overcrossing structure, improving pavement delineation that 

specifically alerts drivers of their requirement to yield right-of-way to eastbound traffic on Talmage Road, and 

replacing the non-standard metal beam guard railing protecting the overcrossing structure with a new 

standard facility. As discussed above, Synchro 8 with SimTraffic analyses independently demonstrated that 

both the proposed Project and Alternative 2 safely accommodate all future traffic in all directions, and that 

the distance provided for the eastbound merge is adequate. 

Under “Fact 6,” the commenter summarizes the “hazardous consequences of a deficient merge length.” As 

discussed throughout this response, there are no safety issues or hazards associated with the design of the 

proposed merge taper length and Caltrans review and approval of a design exception will ensure safe 

conditions (See Response 4-4). Moreover, the Project includes additional safety design features as noted 

above. 

Response to Comment 5-12 

As noted by the commenter, Caltrans, pursuant to its April 15, 2013 letter, has indicated that the proposed 

basic design for the Project will be approved. The City is currently coordinating with Caltrans regarding the 

final design of the Project, including the design exceptions. As noted in the HDM, the purpose of the design 

exceptions is to tailor the design of the Project to the specific circumstances surrounding the Project, while 
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maintaining safety. Review and approval of the final Project design by Caltrans, consistent with the HDM, will 

assure a safe design. (See Response 4-4.). The commenter is also correct that a Caltrans Encroachment 

Permit is required for any work within the State Right-of-Way regardless of type. In the case of this project, 

approval of an Encroachment Permit constitutes approval of the project design, and approval to begin 

construction activities within the State Right-of-Way. Also, see Response 5-13 below. 

Response to Comment 5-13 

As noted on page 73 of the DEIR, the commenter is correct that the Project would require an Encroachment 

Permit from Caltrans. To provide further clarification, the following change is made to page 17 of the DEIR 

under the heading Responsible and Trustee Agencies: 

“The primary Responsible Agency for this project is the California Department of Transportation 

(Caltrans). Caltrans will use the information and analysis in the EIR to support its permitting process 

for changes to the highway interchange, including issuance of an Encroachment Permit.” 

The commenter is correct that  any necessary design exceptions must be approved by Caltrans prior to 

issuance of an Encroachment Permit. Issuance of an Encroachment Permit is the last step in the Caltrans 

project approval process. Contrary to the commenter’s claims, however, neither the City nor the DEIR 

indicated that the April 15, 2013 letter from Caltrans represents an approval of design exceptions or of the 

final design. The City is currently coordinating with Caltrans on determining the final design of the project, 

with needed design exceptions. As discussed in Response 4-4 and Response 5-12, this process assures a 

safe design. 

Response to Comment 5-14 

The commenter asks that the specific design exceptions be identified.  Please see Responses 4-4 and 4-6. 

Response to Comment 5-15 

The commenter states that the DEIR does not identify the Caltrans permitting process in the regulatory 

Section Framework. A description of the design exception process is hereby added to the Regulatory 

Framework discussion in Section 4.5 Traffic and Circulation, on page 73 of the DEIR, prior to the heading 

“Ukiah General Plan”: 

“All proposed State highway projects are designed, and/or reviewed by Caltrans, in the context of 

the Highway Design Manual (HDM) (Caltrans 2012). If local or site-specific conditions require 

deviation from the HDM, Caltrans has established a process by which exceptions to the design 

standards are documented and approved in Chapter 21, Exceptions to Design Standards, in the 

Project Development Procedures Manual. For each design exception a “fact sheet” is completed. 

The purpose of the fact sheet is to document engineering decisions leading to the approval of each 

exception to a design standard. Caltrans has responsibility for review and approval of each design 

exception.” 
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Response to Comment 5-16 

The comment identifies a unique geometric feature of the Project design regarding the transition from a 

single lane off-ramp to a four lane cross-section.  While the proposed configuration differs from most off-

ramp intersection configurations, it has not been identified by the Project designers, the City, or Caltrans as 

overly complex or unsafe. The use of appropriate advanced signing, pavement markings, pavement 

delineation and increased turn lane lengths to accommodate anticipated queuing is expected to provide a 

safe and non-hazardous driving condition and minimize the need to perform unsafe maneuvers or last 

minute merges. Advanced signing and pavement markings would be very specific regarding the destinations 

associated with each lane, and would inform drivers well in advance of decision-making points of the 

appropriate lanes to queue into. The details of the specific signing, striping and markings would be 

developed in coordination with Caltrans and would not be approved by them if they were deemed unsafe or 

confusing to motorists. 

Response to Comment 5-17 

The comment claims Caltrans must have “reservations” about “overly complex and unconventional feature” 

of the proposed Project design because Caltrans has expressed a preference for Alternative 2. No such 

implication can be read from Caltrans expressed preference. First, the traffic operational advantages and 

environmental advantages are part of the argument supporting Alternative 2 as the Environmentally Superior 

Alternative in the Draft EIR. Second, the City is currently coordinating with Caltrans regarding the final design 

of the Project, including the design exceptions. As noted in the HDM, the purpose of the design exceptions is 

to tailor the design of the Project to the specific circumstances surrounding the Project, while maintaining 

safety. Review and approval of the final Project design by Caltrans, consistent with the HDM, will ensure a 

safe design. (See Response 4-4.) 

Response to Comments 5-18 to 5-25 

Comments 5-18 to 5-25 are a series of statements made regarding the differences in the traffic volumes 

used in the Talmage Interchange DEIR and the Costco EIR which the commenter presents to support a 

claim that the Talmage Interchange DEIR did not adequately account for Costco-related traffic in its 2032 

analysis. 

First, the commenter identifies what it perceives to be inconsistencies between the year 2030 + project 

weekday PM peak hour traffic volumes presented in the Costco EIR with the year 2032 weekday PM peak 

hour traffic volumes for the Project used in the Talmage Interchange EIR at the intersection of Talmage 

Road and U.S. 101 southbound on/off ramps. The commenter claims the Talmage Interchange EIR year 

2032 + project traffic at this intersection is lower than the year 2030 + project traffic at the same intersection 

in the Costco EIR even though the Talmage EIR purports to account for two more years of traffic. The 

commenter then identifies what it perceives to be inconsistencies between the year 2032 weekday PM peak 

hour traffic volumes for the Project used in the Talmage Interchange EIR at the intersection of Talmage 

Road and U.S. 101 southbound on/off ramps and the existing traffic counts and the existing + project traffic 

projections in the Costco EIR. These claims are incorrect. 

First, the Talmage Interchange DEIR Traffic Impact Study does not purport to account for two more years of 

growth in its year 2032 analysis. The time period of growth considered in both the Talmage and Costco 
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traffic studies is 20 years; the Talmage Interchange DEIR’s existing conditions baseline from which the 20 

year period was calculated is simply two years later (2012) than the baseline assumed for the Costco EIR 

(2010). 

Second, the commenter’s claim assumes a direct comparison can be made between the future traffic 

volumes in the Talmage EIR and the Costco EIR simply because they both model future conditions. The 

commenter ignores, however, that the traffic volumes presented in the Costco EIR (Appendix A of the Traffic 

Impact Study) and traffic volumes for the Project used in the Talmage Interchange EIR (Appendix E of the 

Traffic Impact Study) were each determined with different methodologies using different assumptions. The 

Costco Traffic Impact Study utilized the Ukiah Valley Area Plan (UVAP) travel demand forecasting model as 

the basis for the future traffic conditions while Talmage Interchange EIR used the Caltrans growth factor of 

1.3 to project future traffic conditions, which is specific to the US 101 corridor through Ukiah. Use of the 

Caltrans-recommended methodology is appropriate for this Project because it is a State highway facility and 

is consequently required to meet Caltrans standards. (See also, Response to Comment 4-10.) Furthermore, 

differences in flow volumes for individual movements under the future conditions analyses are attributed to 

peak hour factors used, assumptions made relative to trip distribution, and the existing traffic volumes used 

for the future projections. 

Third, with regard to the comparisons between the year 2032 Talmage Traffic Impact Study volumes and the 

baseline and baseline + project traffic volumes in the Costco DEIR (those comments labeled 5-22 and 5-23), 

the two traffic impact studies had different baseline years, and consequently different baseline traffic 

volumes, that established the existing conditions. The Costco EIR Traffic Study used traffic counts from 

2010, while the Talmage Interchange DEIR Traffic Study, used more recent counts from the year 2012. It is 

not appropriate to compare the future traffic volume from one traffic study to the existing conditions or the 

existing plus project conditions of another traffic study, when the baseline assumptions and modeling 

methodologies for each are different. The Talmage Traffic Impact Study appropriately collected current traffic 

counts at the time the study commenced, and at issuance of the Notice of Preparation, to establish the 

baseline conditions. 

Thus, contrary to the commenter’s claims, due to differences in baseline traffic counts, methodology, and 

other factors discussed above, a direct comparison analysis between the Talmage Interchange DEIR and 

the Costco DEIR traffic volumes cannot reasonably be performed. Therefore, the commenter has failed to 

present any meaningful analysis which undermines the traffic analysis in the Talmage EIR and/or 

demonstrates that the Talmage EIR failed to account for Costco-related traffic in its year 2032 traffic 

volumes. 

While the growth rate applied to the calculate the future traffic in the Talmage Interchange EIR Traffic Impact 

Study inherently includes projected area growth, including Costco-related and other Redwood Business 

Park/Airport Industrial Park-related traffic, a sensitivity analysis was performed which demonstrated that 

even if the Costco-generated traffic was added on top of the growth rate traffic already assumed for the year 

2032 analysis (essentially double-counting the Costco traffic), the study intersections would still perform 

acceptably. The traffic model sensitivity analysis evaluated the sensitivity of the traffic model to changes in 

model parameters and to higher traffic volumes than were reported in the Talmage Interchange EIR Traffic 

Impact Study. The sensitivity analysis was performed on the Synchro 8 with SimTraffic models for both the 

Project alternative geometry and Alternative 2 geometry. To evaluate each model’s sensitivity to traffic 
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volumes, the Future condition analysis was used and the growth rate was increased to levels consistent with 

the addition of Costco-related traffic to determine whether the study intersections would perform acceptably 

based on the study thresholds of significance and available lane storage for queuing vehicles. 

For the proposed Project geometry, the results of the sensitivity analysis showed that the geometry and 

traffic operations acceptably accommodate traffic and anticipated queuing for traffic volumes that are 22% 

higher than those analyzed for the future condition and therefore, would accommodate a double counting of 

Costco-related traffic. This condition is equivalent to a growth rate of 1.52, or a 52% increase over existing 

traffic. At the intersection of Airport Park Boulevard and Talmage Road, the additional 22% of traffic equals 

529 vehicles, which is 36 vehicles greater than the traffic generated by the planned Costco project at this 

intersection (Costco Project traffic volumes from Costco EIR Traffic Study Figure 7). At the intersection of 

Talmage Road and U.S. 101 southbound on/off ramps, the additional 22% of traffic equals 441 vehicles, 

which is 109 vehicles greater than the traffic generated by the planned Costco project at this intersection 

(Costco Project traffic volumes from Costco EIR Traffic Study Figure 7). 

For the Alternative 2 geometry, the same sensitivity analysis showed that the geometry and traffic operations 

acceptably accommodate traffic and anticipated queuing for traffic volumes that are 28% higher than those 

used to analyze the future condition, and therefore, would accommodate a double counting of Costco-related 

traffic. This condition is equivalent to a growth rate of 1.58, or a 58% increase over existing traffic). At the 

intersection of Airport Park Boulevard and Talmage Road, the additional 28% of traffic equals 674 vehicles, 

which is 181 vehicles greater than the traffic generated by the planned Costco project at this intersection 

(Costco Project traffic volumes from Costco EIR Traffic Study Figure 7). At the intersection of Talmage Road 

and U.S. 101 southbound on/off ramps, the additional 28% of traffic equals 561 vehicles, which is 229 

vehicles greater than the traffic generated by the planned Costco project at this intersection (Costco Project 

traffic volumes from Costco EIR Traffic Study Figure 7). The results of sensitivity analyses are included in the 

Appendix B of this FEIR. 

Finally, the commenter questions (Comment 5-24) the adequacy of the Costco EIR traffic volumes and 

distribution. As indicated in Response 4-10, the Costco EIR was found to be adequate by the City of Ukiah 

when the City Council certified the EIR in 2013, and on May 1, 2015, the Mendocino County Superior Court 

upheld the Costco EIR finding that traffic impacts in the Costco EIR were analyzed and mitigated 

appropriately. 

In summary, the Talmage Interchange DEIR appropriately and conservatively looked at future growth and 

both the proposed Project and Alternative 2 would perform acceptably with the inclusion of Costco project 

volumes. 

Response to Comment 5-26 

This comment summarizes the comments subsequently made in more detail in Comments 5-27, 5-28, and 5-

29.  Refer to the response to those comments below. 

Response to Comment 5-27 

The commenter states that there are operational benefits to Alternative 2. As indicated in Responses 4-4, 5-

4 through 5-11, 5-16 and 5-17, there are some traffic operational advantages of Alternative 2.  The traffic 
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operational advantages are discussed in support of Alternative 2 as the Environmentally Superior Alternative 

in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-28 

The commenter states that one of the LOS analyses was inaccurately prepared.  The commenter has 

misinterpreted the calculation sheet. While the volume is shown in the analysis calculation, no control delay 

is assigned to the eastbound Talmage through movement in the calculation. There is no uniform control 

delay for the eastbound movement. The analysis essentially assumes the eastbound movement has a 

continuous green light without interruptions. This assumption is reflected in the calculation sheet which 

shows and uniform control delay of 0.0 seconds and an approach delay of 0.1 seconds for the eastbound 

through movement. 

Response to Comment 5-29 

The commenter states that Alternative 2 is superior as regards amount of delay at all intersections.  The 
commenter is correct regarding the traffic operational advantages of Alternative 2 and the second sentence 
of the last paragraph on page 166 of the DEIR, is revised to read: 

“When compared to the proposed project, the alternative would reduce the amount of delay at 

Intersections Nos. 1, and 2 and while slightly increasing the delay at Intersection No. 3. 

Response to Comment 5-30 

The commenter states that Alternative 2 is a more sound design choice.  The City agrees that the “sound 

design choice” is an important consideration in the decision-making process for this project. The detailed 

design aspects of the project, however, will be addressed during the project approval process, not as part of 

determining adequacy of the EIR. The City is currently coordinating with Caltrans regarding the final design 

of the project, including the design exceptions. As noted in the HDM, the purpose of the design exceptions is 

to tailor the design of the project to the specific circumstances surrounding the project, while maintaining 

safety. Review and approval of the final project design by Caltrans, consistent with the HDM, will ensure a 

safe design. (See Response to Comment 4-4.)The Environmentally Superior Alternative discussion in the 

Draft EIR did note the operational advantages of Alternative 2. 

Response to Comment 5-31 

The commenter states that Costco-generated traffic should have been added to the 1.3 growth rate used to 

calculate 2032 traffic volumes.  Regarding the use of the Caltrans-recommended growth factor in the 

Talmage Intersection DEIR Traffic Impact Study to predict future traffic growth, refer to Responses 4-10 and 

5-18 to 5-25.  The Costco project was approved by the City for development in the Redwood Business Park, 

and the City considered the Costco project consistent with allowed Redwood Business Park/Airport Industrial 

Park land uses.  Traffic in 2032 from the Costco project and any future development of the industrial park are 

included in the traffic projections done for the Talmage DEIR. As discussed in Response to Comments 5-18 

to 5-24, while the growth rate applied to the calculate the future traffic in the Talmage Interchange EIR Traffic 

Impact Study inherently includes projected area growth, including Costco-related and other Redwood 

Business Park/Airport Industrial Park-related traffic, a sensitivity analysis was performed which demonstrated 
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that even if the Costco-generated traffic was added on top of the growth rate traffic already assumed for the 

year 2032 analysis (essentially double-counting the Costco traffic), the study intersections would still perform 

acceptably. 

Response to Comment 5-32 

The commenter asks about the future need to widen the interchange.  The potential widening of the 

overcrossing was part of the project evaluated in the Draft IS/MND. Subsequent analysis by the Project 

designers and Caltrans found that the widening is not necessary to accommodate future traffic growth and 

operations, and was therefore not included in the project and alternatives evaluated in this EIR. As shown in 

Appendix E (Traffic Impact Study) of the DEIR, the project and alternatives operate acceptably under future 

conditions.  Because the widening is no longer needed, it is not necessary to evaluate which alternative 

would best accommodate widening of the overcrossing. Regarding the use of the Caltrans-recommended 

growth factor and Costco related trips, refer to Response to Comment 4-10 and Response to Comments 5-

18 to 5-24. 

Response to Comment 10-3 

The commenter stated that there is a discrepancy between the traffic counts used for the Draft MND and the 

Costco EIR.  See Responses 5-18 to 5-25 to comments from this same commenter regarding similar 

comments about the variation in counts and analysis done for this DEIR and ones done for the Costco EIR. 

As explained in those previous responses, the Talmage DEIR analysis is based on more current counts and 

traffic projections, and the analysis was done consistent with Caltrans’ recommendations for the traffic 

analysis. Again, the Talmage DEIR analysis assesses long-term impacts of future traffic based on traffic 

growth projections, and those projections incorporate traffic that would be generated by the Costco project. 

Regards 

Matt Kennedy, PE, TE 
Project Manager 
 

6/30/2017 





State of California California State Transportation Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

 
“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system  

to enhance California’s economy and livability” 

M e m o r a n d u m Serious drought. 
 Help Save Water! 
 

 
The Caltrans Program Review, and more recently the SSTI report, identified a need to provide 
more flexibility in Caltrans’ highway design standards and procedures, especially in the context 
of urban environments and multimodal design.  

Caltrans is continually improving its standards and processes to provide flexibility while 
maintaining the safety and integrity of the state’s transportation system.  This commitment is 
evident in the recent update to the Highway Design Manual (HDM) to facilitate the design of 
Complete Streets, recognizing that the State highway system needs to be multimodal, not just for 
cars and trucks.   

Caltrans’ philosophy and flexible approach toward designing multimodal transportation projects 
on the State highway system is reflected in the HDM, Chapter 80, which states in part: 

“The Project Development process seeks to provide a degree of mobility to 
users of the transportation system that is in balance with other values.” 
  
“A ‘one-size-fits-all’ design philosophy is not Departmental policy.”  
 
“The highway design criteria and policies in this manual provide a guide for 
the engineer to exercise sound judgment in applying standards, consistent with 
the above Project Development philosophy, in the design of projects.  This 
guidance allows for flexibility in applying design standards and approving 
design exceptions that take the context of the project location into 
consideration; which enables the designer to tailor the design, as appropriate, 
for the specific circumstances while maintaining safety.” 
 

For improvements on local systems, the responsible local entities have long been delegated 
authority to exercise their engineering judgment when utilizing applicable standards, including 
those for bicycle facilities established by Caltrans pursuant to Streets and Highways Code 
sections 890.6 and 890.8.  This delegation and delegation process is outlined in the Caltrans 
Local Assistance Procedures Manual, Chapter 11, page 11-26.  See 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/lam/prog_p/ch11-2012-10-05.pdf. 

To: HIGHWAY DESIGN MANUAL HOLDERS  

 

Date: 

 
April 10, 2014 
 

File:  

From: TIMOTHY CRAGGS 
Chief 
Division of Design  
 

 

Subject: DESIGN FLEXIBILITY IN MULTIMODAL DESIGN
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“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation 
system to enhance California’s economy and livability” 

To support the philosophy of flexibility in design, Caltrans recently published “Main Street, 
California, a Guide for Improving Community and Transportation Vitality.”  This guide 
emphasizes investments on California highways that function as a local main street and can 
improve multimodal travel and contribute to livable and sustainable communities.  The guide is 
available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/mainstreet/main_street_3rd_edition.pdf. 

In addition, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 
provides a wealth of knowledge in the guides that it develops at the national level.  For example, 
AASHTO’s “Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities” a.k.a. AASHTO Bike Guide, 
provides information on how to accommodate bicycle travel and operations in most riding 
environments.  The publication presents sound guidelines that result in facilities that meet the 
needs of bicyclists and other highway users.  The guide provides flexibility to encourage designs 
that are sensitive to local context and incorporate the needs of bicyclists, pedestrians, and 
motorists. 

Other references relative to urban street and bicycle facility design can also be valuable 
resources.  Publications such as the National Association of City Transportation Officials 
(NACTO) “Urban Street Design Guide” and “Urban Bikeway Design Guide,” and the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) “Designing Urban Walkable Thoroughfares,” are resources that 
Caltrans and local entities can reference when making planning and design decisions on the State 
highway system and local streets and roads.  Caltrans believes that such guidance, coupled with 
thorough documentation of engineering judgments made in the process, can be of assistance to 
communities, particularly in urban areas, to support the planning and design of safe and 
convenient facilities that they own and operate.  Caltrans is currently analyzing these guides to 
identify areas of improvement in our own standards and guidance.  This will be a focus of the 
Department over the next year. 

Given the flexibility provided to owners by existing standards and guidance, it remains of the 
utmost importance, as noted above, for the responsible entity (Caltrans or local authority) to 
document appropriately their engineering decisions for design-immunity purposes.  Adequate 
documentation will ensure the full protection of design immunity provided under law to the 
responsible entity. 

Caltrans and local entities are encouraged to work proactively with their communities to provide 
convenient, safe, and context-sensitive facilities that promote increased use by bicyclists and 
pedestrians of all ages and abilities, and utilize universal design characteristics as appropriate.  
This approach has resulted in successful flexible design solutions in the past and the Department 
endorses its use as a fundamental principle of planning and design. 

For further information, please contact me at (916) 654-3858 or tim.craggs@dot.ca.gov, or 
Ray Zhang, Chief, Division of Local Assistance at (916) 653-1776 or rihui.zhang@dot.ca.gov. 
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State of California California State Transportation Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

 
“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system  

to enhance California’s economy and livability” 

M e m o r a n d u m   Flex your power! 
 Be energy efficient! 
 

To: STEVE HUGHES                                                                   Date:  November 12, 2014 
            Design Office Chief  

                                                                                                 File:  Dist. EA 01-0A760 
                                                                                                           Talmage Interchange   

From: DARRON HILL 
 Assistant Traffic Safety Engineer 
 District 1 Traffic Safety Office 
 
Subject: REQUEST FOR A 3-YEAR COLLISION ANALYSIS 

 
Per your request, a revised collision analysis has been conducted for the 3-year time period 
between 04/01/2009 and 03/31/2012.  The segment reviewed was State Route 101 in 
Mendocino County, from PM R23.318/R23.818 and State Route 222 from PM 
L0.418/R0.09.   
 
01-MEN-222 PM L0.418/R0.09 
There was 1 reported collision within this segment (1 WB, 1 “Property Damage Only” 
(PDO), 1 multi-vehicle, 1 “wet road surface”, 0 “dark-no street light”).  From TASAS Table 
B, this highway segment has an actual total collision rate that is less than the statewide 
average for similar highway facilities.  The actual fatal+injury (F+I) collision rate is less 
than the statewide average for similar highway facilities.  The actual fatal collision rate is 
less than the statewide average for similar highway facilities.   
 
The WB rear-end collision occurred at 1522 in the afternoon, in cloudy, wet conditions.  
Primary Collision Factor (PCF) was listed as “Speeding” due to the driver’s inability to 
brake for stopped traffic on the bridge.  The collision occurred in November 2011.     
  

Actual Average 
Fatal F + I Total Fatal F + I Total 
0.000 0.00 0.11 0.009 0.42 1.11 

 
01-MEN-101 PM R23.318/R23.818 
There were 9 reported SB collision within this 0.5-mile segment (2 Injury, 7 PDO), 5 multi-
vehicle, 2 “wet road surface”, 3 “dark-no street light”).  From TASAS Table B, this highway 
segment has an actual total collision rate that is 3.33 times greater than the statewide 
average for similar highway facilities.  The actual fatal+injury (F+I) collision rate is 2.5 
times greater than the statewide average for similar highway facilities.  The actual fatal 
collision rate is less than the statewide average for similar highway facilities.   
 
The pre-dominant PCF listed in 3 of 9 collisions was “Speeding”, followed by 2 of 9 
collisions listed for “Influence of Alcohol”.  The pre-dominant collision type was equally 
divided (3 of 9) listed as “Hit Object” and “Rear-End”.  6 of 9 collisions were associated 
with the ramp including one solo vehicle collision at the northern entrance to the ramp, two 
on the EB offramp, and three at the offramp intersection with State Route 222.  1 of 3 
collisions at the offramp intersection involved a vehicle turning left in violation of the 
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posted signage.  1 of 3 collisions involved a vehicle striking a pedestrian in the crosswalk 
which resulted in injuries, and the final collision was a rear-end, injury collision into traffic 
waiting to turn right at the stop sign.   
 
Regarding the two EB offramp collisions, the PCF in one was “Influence of Alcohol” and 
the vehicle left the roadway and struck trees in the gore area.  The second collision involved 
a rear-end collision due to congestion in the curve of the offramp. 
 
With regard to the remaining 3 highway collisions, 2 of 3 collisions involved vehicles 
attempting to exit State Route 101 onto the Talmage offramp.  One collision was associated 
with “Congestion”, one collision occurred when a driver attempted to exit the highway from 
the #1 lane causing a “Sideswipe”, and the final collision occurred on the State Route 101 
and was associated with “Influence of Alcohol”. 
  

Actual Average 
Fatal F + I Total Fatal F + I Total 
0.000 0.35 1.40 0.003 0.14 0.42 

 
Below are the “Ramp” collision rates for each individual ramp rather than the total 
southbound “Highway” collision rate provided above.  The collision rates were recalculated 
to compensate for one mis-coded collision on the SB to WB ramp.     
 

  Actual Average 

Segment Fatal F+I Total Fatal F+I Total 

SB Off-Ramp Before Split 0.000 0.00 0.00 0.002 0.08 0.25 

SB Slip Off-Ramp to WB Talmage 0.000 0.35 0.53 0.005 0.13 0.38 

SB Loop Off-Ramp to EB Talmage 0.000 0.00 1.12 0.004 0.20 0.68 

SB On-Ramp 0.000 0.00 0.00 0.001 0.18 0.54 
 
If you have any questions please contact me at (707) 964-0974. 
 
c: 1 – MK BRADY   

2 – DA MORGAN 
3 – DL HILL 
4 – FILE 





Caltrans Proposed Design Alternative for 222/101 Interchange 

January 15, 2014 

SB 101 Off­ramp to WB on Talmage 
General Comments 

 A half signal with two lane approaches for the SB and WB approaches was chosen to minimize 

the WB through queue and relieve large queues on the SB off ramp.   

 The intersection was moved as far West as possible to move the WB limit line as far from the 

bridge vertical curve as possible.  The limit line to peak of bridge is estimated to be 280ft. 

 By moving the intersection West the SB approach becomes angled due to R/W constraints which 

restricts sight distance and causes possible shadowing.  To fix this it was decided to disallow SB 

right turns on red. 

 The SB Off‐ramp is expected to have a short cycle length (< 60 seconds) and will act somewhat 

like a ramp meter for the rest of the intersections. 

Performance:   

As can be seen in the chart below, delay for both intersections is minimal.  The most important column 

is the 95th queue length for Westbound (WB) vehicles.  Census ramp counts from April 2012 show SBR 

volumes as high as 500 vehicles per hour, so I included calculations for a scenario where 500 vehicles 

was used for the base year volume.  

 

  

*SBR: 500 veh used instead of 457 for the base year. 

2 WB and 2 SB (w/ no RTOR for SBR and .88 lane util.)

Control Delay (seconds) 95th Queue (ft)

Growth Factor WB SB Overall WB SB

1.15 10.9 13.7 12.5 70 107

1.3 11.9 15.1 13.7 80 #125

1.3* 13.4 14.4 14 97 135

1.5 14.5 15.6 15.1 112 144

1.3 14.3 14.9 14.6 180/118 229/195

1.3* 15.5 15.8 15.6 188/124 254/219

Sim Traffic (10 Runs)



Caltrans Proposed Design Alternative for 222/101 Interchange 

January 15, 2014 

SB 101 Off­ramp to EB on Talmage/222 and SB 101 On­ramp 
General Comments 

 Both signalized and non‐signalized options were looked at.  The non‐signalized option had less 

control‐delay overall and was chosen. 

 Choosing between having a single Eastbound through (EBT) lane and having 2 EBT lanes came 

down to our expected lane utilization and capacity at Airport.  By going with 1 EBT lane drivers 

have roughly 300 feet to merge left if they want to continue over the bridge.  By going with 2 

EBT lanes, drivers from Airport now have roughly 530 feet to merge left.  

Performance 

In the table below a 1.4 GF was looked at to see if catastrophic failure followed the design year for the 

WBL to SB 101 movement.  With the designed pocket capable of holding roughly 150 feet worth of 

vehicles, the design should hold up well.   

 

 

   

Stop Controlled (2EBT) (SIM TRAFFIC RESULTS ‐ 10 Runs)

Control Delay (seconds) 95th Queue (ft)

G. Factor EBT WBL NBR Overall WBL NBR

1.15 3.2 21.1 1.8 3.5 64 8

1.3 4.7 48.3 2 5.6 98 12

1.4 5.8 79.2 2.1 7.4 124 19



Caltrans Proposed Design Alternative for 222/101 Interchange 

January 15, 2014 

Airport & Talmage 
General Comments 

 With this new alternative the signal at Airport no longer has a need to be coordinated.  This 

means the cycle length is no longer fixed, which should improve performance. 

 Sim‐Traffic results typically show dismal results for EB and NB traffic when compared to Synchro 

delay results (see the graphic below).  This is caused by lane choice/stacking and the values used 

for lane utilization in the HCM calculations.  The default lane utilization factor in Synchro for EBT 

is 95%. For the Airport intersection, changing the lane utilization factors for EBT in Synchro 

produced the following result: 

 

 

No Timing Changes Optimize used

Lane 1 % Lane 2 % Factor EBT ALL EBT ALL

50 50 100% 36 32.7 36 32.7

60 40 83% 54 38.3 46 38

70 30 71% 108 51.4 64 47.5

80 20 63% 169 66.5 80 53.5

Delay (seconds)



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Future PM Peak Hour
1: Airport Park Boulevard & Talmage Road Caltrans Alternative Geometry

Talmage Interchange Analysis Synchro 8 Report
GHD Inc. / Uncoord Caltrans Alt PM_2014-02-12.syn Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 19 346 219 439 318 19 265 0 574 22 41 17
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.2 5.6 5.2 5.2
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.97 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.95
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3331 3433 3506 3433 1583 1770 1778
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1750 3331 3433 3500 3433 1583 1750 1750
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.96 0.94 0.95 0.93 0.84 0.93 0.71 0.98 0.81 0.87 0.85
Growth Factor (vph) 158% 158% 158% 158% 158% 158% 158% 158% 158% 158% 158% 158%
Adj. Flow (vph) 33 569 368 730 540 36 450 0 925 43 74 32
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 88 0 0 3 0 0 0 253 0 15 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 33 849 0 730 573 0 450 0 672 43 91 0
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Prot pm+ov Split NA
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 1 7 7
Permitted Phases 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.6 26.2 23.0 44.6 18.2 41.2 11.7 11.7
Effective Green, g (s) 4.6 26.2 23.0 44.6 18.2 41.2 11.7 11.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.26 0.23 0.44 0.18 0.41 0.12 0.12
Clearance Time (s) 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.2 5.6 5.2 5.2
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 80 866 784 1552 620 647 205 206
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 c0.25 0.21 0.16 0.13 c0.24 0.02 c0.05
v/s Ratio Perm 0.19
v/c Ratio 0.41 0.98 0.93 0.37 0.73 1.04 0.21 0.44
Uniform Delay, d1 46.7 37.0 38.1 18.7 38.9 29.8 40.3 41.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.4 25.7 17.6 0.1 4.2 45.8 0.5 1.5
Delay (s) 50.2 62.7 55.7 18.8 43.1 75.6 40.8 43.0
Level of Service D E E B D E D D
Approach Delay (s) 62.3 39.4 65.0 42.3
Approach LOS E D E D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 54.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.93
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.7 Sum of lost time (s) 21.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 102.7% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 834 109 35 781 0 144
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.93 0.90 0.93 0.96 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1396 186 62 1335 0 249
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 334 245
pX, platoon unblocked 0.79 0.86 0.79
vC, conflicting volume 1396 2280 791
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 970 1453 205
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 89 100 61
cM capacity (veh/h) 558 92 633

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 NB 1
Volume Total 931 652 62 668 668 249
Volume Left 0 0 62 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 186 0 0 0 249
cSH 1700 1700 558 1700 1700 633
Volume to Capacity 0.55 0.38 0.11 0.39 0.39 0.39
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 9 0 0 47
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 12.3 0.0 0.0 14.3
Lane LOS B B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.5 14.3
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.0% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 423 0 0 270 90 52
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.93 0.97 0.91
Hourly flow rate (vph) 731 0 0 462 148 91
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 1
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 781
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 731 1193 731
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 731 1193 731
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 29 78
cM capacity (veh/h) 873 207 422

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1
Volume Total 731 462 238
Volume Left 0 0 148
Volume Right 0 0 91
cSH 1700 1700 282
Volume to Capacity 0.43 0.27 0.84
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 178
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 60.7
Lane LOS F
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 60.7
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 10.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.7% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 977 360 0 0 457
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 2.0 5.6 5.6
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 *0.88 0.88
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3539 3278 2787
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3539 3278 2787
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Growth Factor (vph) 159% 159% 159% 159% 159% 159%
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1635 603 0 0 765
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1635 603 0 0 765
Turn Type NA NA Prot
Protected Phases 2 4 6 7
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 46.4 14.7 20.5
Effective Green, g (s) 46.4 14.7 20.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 1.00 0.32 0.44
Clearance Time (s) 5.6 5.6
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 3539 1038 1231
v/s Ratio Prot c0.46 0.18 c0.27
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.46 0.58 0.62
Uniform Delay, d1 0.0 13.3 10.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.8 2.4
Delay (s) 0.1 14.1 12.3
Level of Service A B B
Approach Delay (s) 0.1 14.1 12.3
Approach LOS A B B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 6.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service A
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.63
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 46.4 Sum of lost time (s) 11.2
Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Intersection: 1: Airport Park Boulevard & Talmage Road

Movement EB EB EB B5 WB WB WB WB NB NB NB SB
Directions Served L T TR T L L T TR L L R L
Maximum Queue (ft) 74 455 437 255 267 287 267 266 110 555 566 79
Average Queue (ft) 28 419 407 201 240 254 146 64 108 529 523 32
95th Queue (ft) 68 465 463 290 307 325 229 159 113 550 545 68
Link Distance (ft) 367 367 202 267 267 502 502 66
Upstream Blk Time (%) 41 41 54 1 23 0 0 99 99 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 149 2 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50 250 275 85
Storage Blk Time (%) 8 63 4 28 0 0 42 35
Queuing Penalty (veh) 23 20 15 99 1 0 91 75

Intersection: 1: Airport Park Boulevard & Talmage Road

Movement SB
Directions Served TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 105
Average Queue (ft) 54
95th Queue (ft) 95
Link Distance (ft) 66
Upstream Blk Time (%) 10
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 2: SB On-Ramp & Talmage Road

Movement EB EB WB WB WB NB B8 B23
Directions Served T TR L T T R T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 268 301 193 212 167 297 409 97
Average Queue (ft) 161 145 51 128 7 179 82 6
95th Queue (ft) 260 274 140 267 59 345 315 45
Link Distance (ft) 267 267 194 194 229 340 151
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 0 11 32 6
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 1 0 77 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 175
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 15
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 9



Queuing and Blocking Report Future PM Peak Hour
Caltrans Alternative Geometry

Talmage Interchange Analysis SimTraffic Report
GHD Inc. Page 2

Intersection: 3: NB Off-Ramp & Talmage Road

Movement EB NB NB B9
Directions Served T L R T
Maximum Queue (ft) 22 308 74 50
Average Queue (ft) 1 97 45 2
95th Queue (ft) 8 226 64 18
Link Distance (ft) 280 236 401
Upstream Blk Time (%) 6
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 25
Storage Blk Time (%) 43 17
Queuing Penalty (veh) 37 25

Intersection: 4: Talmage Road & SB Off-Ramp

Movement EB EB WB WB SB SB
Directions Served T T T T R R
Maximum Queue (ft) 244 289 402 125 716 300
Average Queue (ft) 211 254 162 101 285 152
95th Queue (ft) 227 270 346 158 675 324
Link Distance (ft) 194 194 393 701
Upstream Blk Time (%) 32 83 2 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 253 660 11 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 275
Storage Blk Time (%) 20 6 18 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 60 17 69 4

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 1698
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 19 346 219 439 318 19 265 0 574 22 41 17
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.2 5.6 5.2 5.2
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.97 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3331 3433 3507 3433 1583 1770 1781
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1750 3331 3433 3500 3433 1583 1750 1750
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.96 0.94 0.95 0.93 0.84 0.93 0.71 0.98 0.81 0.87 0.85
Growth Factor (vph) 152% 152% 152% 152% 152% 152% 152% 152% 152% 152% 152% 152%
Adj. Flow (vph) 32 548 354 702 520 34 433 0 890 41 72 30
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 92 0 0 3 0 0 0 279 0 16 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 32 810 0 702 551 0 433 0 611 41 86 0
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Prot pm+ov Split NA
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 1 7 7
Permitted Phases 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.9 31.9 21.4 48.4 19.1 40.5 12.0 12.0
Effective Green, g (s) 4.9 31.9 21.4 48.4 19.1 40.5 12.0 12.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.30 0.20 0.46 0.18 0.38 0.11 0.11
Clearance Time (s) 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.2 5.6 5.2 5.2
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 81 1002 693 1601 618 604 200 201
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 c0.24 c0.20 0.16 0.13 c0.20 0.02 c0.05
v/s Ratio Perm 0.18
v/c Ratio 0.40 0.81 1.01 0.34 0.70 1.01 0.20 0.43
Uniform Delay, d1 49.1 34.2 42.3 18.6 40.8 32.8 42.7 43.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.21 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.2 4.9 36.2 0.6 3.6 39.4 0.5 1.5
Delay (s) 52.3 39.1 74.7 23.1 44.4 72.2 43.2 45.3
Level of Service D D E C D E D D
Approach Delay (s) 39.5 51.9 63.1 44.7
Approach LOS D D E D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 52.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.85
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 106.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.6% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 834 109 35 321 457 144
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.94 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3539 1583 1770 3539 4990 1583
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3500 1583 1750 3500 4990 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.93 0.90 0.93 0.96 0.92
Growth Factor (vph) 156% 156% 156% 156% 156% 156%
Adj. Flow (vph) 1370 183 61 538 743 244
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 41 0 0 0 151
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1370 142 61 538 743 93
Turn Type NA pm+ov Prot NA Prot Perm
Protected Phases 2 8 1 6 8
Permitted Phases 2 8
Actuated Green, G (s) 50.0 81.4 7.8 63.4 31.4 31.4
Effective Green, g (s) 50.0 81.4 7.8 63.4 31.4 31.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.47 0.77 0.07 0.60 0.30 0.30
Clearance Time (s) 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1669 1299 130 2116 1478 468
v/s Ratio Prot c0.39 0.03 c0.03 0.15 c0.15
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.06
v/c Ratio 0.82 0.11 0.47 0.25 0.50 0.20
Uniform Delay, d1 24.1 3.1 47.1 10.1 30.8 27.9
Progression Factor 0.77 0.12 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.6 0.0 2.7 0.1 1.2 1.0
Delay (s) 20.1 0.4 49.8 10.2 32.1 28.9
Level of Service C A D B C C
Approach Delay (s) 17.7 14.2 31.3
Approach LOS B B C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 21.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.68
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 106.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.3% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 423 0 0 270 90 52
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.93 0.97 0.91
Hourly flow rate (vph) 717 0 0 453 145 89
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 1
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 1026
pX, platoon unblocked 0.68 0.68 0.68
vC, conflicting volume 717 1170 717
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 341 1011 341
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 19 81
cM capacity (veh/h) 823 179 474

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1
Volume Total 717 453 234
Volume Left 0 0 145
Volume Right 0 0 89
cSH 1700 1700 248
Volume to Capacity 0.42 0.27 0.94
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 213
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 85.8
Lane LOS F
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 85.8
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 14.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 91.0% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection: 1: Airport Park Boulevard & Talmage Road

Movement EB EB EB B5 WB WB WB WB NB NB NB SB
Directions Served L T TR T L L T TR L L R L
Maximum Queue (ft) 74 436 474 255 275 272 265 249 110 555 566 73
Average Queue (ft) 41 291 322 78 255 254 142 77 108 524 525 26
95th Queue (ft) 72 459 474 254 265 267 268 228 118 545 547 62
Link Distance (ft) 367 367 202 249 249 249 503 503 66
Upstream Blk Time (%) 10 14 13 74 64 2 1 97 98 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 308 264 9 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50 250 85
Storage Blk Time (%) 22 54 2 1 37 27
Queuing Penalty (veh) 59 16 6 2 76 57

Intersection: 1: Airport Park Boulevard & Talmage Road

Movement SB
Directions Served TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 99
Average Queue (ft) 55
95th Queue (ft) 99
Link Distance (ft) 66
Upstream Blk Time (%) 15
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 2: SB On-Ramp & Talmage Road

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB B17 NB NB NB NB B8
Directions Served T T R L T T T L L L R T
Maximum Queue (ft) 265 290 249 167 239 260 398 340 316 329 215 426
Average Queue (ft) 170 182 19 21 226 49 390 293 286 236 175 340
95th Queue (ft) 244 277 96 105 244 204 396 331 327 361 271 560
Link Distance (ft) 249 249 168 168 388 215 215 215 324
Upstream Blk Time (%) 2 3 0 0 94 3 86 89 87 27 7 71
Queuing Penalty (veh) 13 24 0 0 271 8 497 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 220 150 200
Storage Blk Time (%) 5 0 94 25 15
Queuing Penalty (veh) 9 0 54 59 35

Intersection: 2: SB On-Ramp & Talmage Road

Movement B8 B8 B23 B23 B22
Directions Served T T T T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 419 430 216 221 161
Average Queue (ft) 311 301 112 138 69
95th Queue (ft) 541 548 248 291 173
Link Distance (ft) 324 324 145 145 109
Upstream Blk Time (%) 53 30 18 40 33
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: NB Off-Ramp & Talmage Road

Movement WB NB NB B9
Directions Served T L R T
Maximum Queue (ft) 168 308 50 416
Average Queue (ft) 153 299 8 391
95th Queue (ft) 165 306 36 458
Link Distance (ft) 147 236 401
Upstream Blk Time (%) 84 100 93
Queuing Penalty (veh) 365 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 25
Storage Blk Time (%) 100 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 84 2

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 2220
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1 Willowbrook Court, Suite 120  
Petaluma, CA 94954 

Memo 
Date:  June 17, 2015 

To:  Leonard Charles 
Leonard Charles & Associates 

  
From:  Keith Pommerenck, Senior Consultant 
  Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc. 
 
Subject: Talmage Road/Southbound U.S. 101 On-Off Ramp Realignment Project, Ukiah, CA  

FEIR Responses to Comments (IR Job # 13-210) 
 
This memo contains responses from Leonard Charles & Associates and Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc. to 
comments received on the Talmage Road/Southbound U.S. 101 On-Off Ramp Realignment 
Project’s Draft EIR.  The responses to comments are organized by commenter. 
 
Response to Letter on the Previous Draft MND from Greg Gilbert (Autumn Wind Associates, 
Inc.). Responses 6-1 through 6-12 were provided by Leonard Charles & Associates.    
 

 
6-1 The commenter states that the DEIR should have assessed possible mitigations for 

the significant air quality impact, including requiring “fair share” fees to fund 
programs that would reduce vehicle emissions.  The significant air quality impact 
associated with the proposed Project is the result of pollutant emissions from 
future increased traffic generated by area growth.  The proposed Project has no 
authority to limit that growth and pollutant emissions.  As noted in the DEIR, 
project-related emissions during operation are from mobile sources that would use 
the Project as part of their trip. Any future reduction in mobile emissions would 
result from improved engine efficiency or less polluting fuel sources. Such 
changes would be the result of State or federal policies and regulations, and the 
City does not have the authority to require such changes. The commenter suggests 
that the City assess a fair-share mitigation air quality mitigation fee to mitigate the 
air quality impacts of the Project. Under this Project, however, the City only has 
authority to impose mitigation on the applicant, and the applicant of this Project is 
the City itself. As such, requiring air quality mitigation fees for this Project would 
essentially require the City to pay a fee to itself for its own Project. To the extent 
the commenter suggests the City impose an air quality mitigation fee on 
development projects that might use the Project, those development projects are 
separate projects analyzed in their own environmental review documents and 
subject to air quality mitigation measures of their own where they would result in 
significant air quality impacts or make cumulatively considerable contributions to 
significant cumulative air quality impacts. The City can and does assess the 
potential air quality impacts of individual projects requiring CEQA review. 
However, the City has no authority to impose fair share air quality mitigation fees 
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on those projects now, as part of this Project. As such, there are no feasible 
measures to mitigate the proposed Project’s air quality impacts to a less-than-
significant level and the impact remains significant and unavoidable. 

 
6-2 The commenter suggests certain mitigation measures to reduce significant air 

quality impacts, including requiring low- or zero-emission school buses, refuse 
vehicles, or other heavy-duty vehicles that will use Talmage Road interchange. 
School buses are owned and maintained by the school district and refuse vehicles 
also owned and maintained by a third party, Ukiah Waste Solutions. While the 
City can encourage them to do so, the City has no control over and cannot legally 
force these third party operators who might use Talmage Interchange to purchase 
low- or zero-emission vehicles. The mitigation suggestion is therefore infeasible. 
(See CEQA Guidelines, § 15364.)  

 
 Notably, state-wide programs to reduce emissions from school buses and heavy-

duty vehicles already exist and are being implemented in Mendocino County. The 
California Air Resources Board approved the Truck and Bus regulation in 2008 to 
significantly reduce particulate matter and oxides of nitrogen emissions from 
existing diesel vehicles operating in California. The AB 923 Motor Vehicle 
Program provides funding for replacement of older school buses with new lower 
emissions school buses. As of 2014, the Mendocino County Air Quality 
Management District has provided funding for seven school buses for various 
school districts within the county totaling $796,820. In addition, the State Lower 
Emissions School Bus Program (LESBP) has provided funding for the 
replacement of fifteen additional school buses. With respect to heavy-duty 
vehicles, the Carl Moyer Program provides incentive funding for the replacement 
or retrofit of older diesel engines with newer cleaner engines. As of 2014, the 
Mendocino County Air Quality Management District has distributed in excess of 
$2,500,000 under this Program for the replacement or retrofit of 82 diesel engines 
for both private sector and government fleets. 

  
 The City is intent on reducing vehicle emissions within its jurisdiction. Currently, 

the City’s fleet of 129 licensed vehicles includes 5 hybrid vehicles, 2 GEM (all 
electric) vehicles, and 1 CNG (natural gas) street sweeper.   A major means of 
realizing this intention is the recent preparation of a Draft Climate Action Plan 
(CAP) for the City. The CAP has been approved by the City Planning 
Commission but not yet adopted by the City Council.  The City’s CAP contains a 
number of strategies and actions for the City to reduce GHG and other air 
pollutant emissions.  Many recommended actions are listed, including the City 
upgrading its fleet to include more electric, hybrid, and alternative fuel vehicles 
and promoting telecommuting and alternative work strategies for City employees.  
Other recommended actions include ones to promote Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) plans for local large employers.  

 
6-3 The commenter suggests the City pay fair share fees to the Mendocino County 

Air Quality Management District as mitigation for air quality emissions impacts 
of the Project. Assessment of fair-share fees to the MCAQMD to mitigate air 
quality impacts is not an appropriate form of mitigation, unless it is linked to a 
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specific mitigation program. (See Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson 
(2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1173, 1188 [mitigation fees must be part of a reasonable 
plan of actual mitigation that the relevant agency commits itself to implementing]; 
Save Our Peninsula Comm. v. Monterey County Bd. Of Supervisors (2001) 87 
Cal.App.4th 99, 141 [same].) Unlike the examples of the SMAQMD and the 
PCAPCD, the MCAQMD does not have an adopted air quality fee mitigation 
program into which the City could pay fair-share mitigation fees.  Mitigation 
requiring payment of fair-share fees would, therefore, be infeasible. (See CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(1); see also, Gray v. County of Madera (2008) 
167 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1122 [a fee requirement is not adequate mitigation when a 
program setting fee requirements and committing to specific mitigation measures 
has not been adopted].) 

 
6-4  The commenter claims the DEIR’s traffic analysis is inconsistent with guidance 

addressing Senate Bill 743. In August 2014, the California Office of Planning and 
Research circulated a “Preliminary Discussion Draft of Updates to the CEQA 
Guidelines Implementing Senate Bill 743” (Steinberg, 2013) to obtain public 
comments.  The comment period ended on November 21, 2014.  OPR is 
reviewing the comments it received, and, if warranted, will consider revisions to 
the draft guidelines.  Once finalized and adopted, the new guidelines will be 
phased in.  Initially, they would apply within “transit served areas,” and by 
January 1, 2016 they would apply statewide. The act states that the guidelines 
only apply to new projects that have not commenced environmental review when 
the guidelines are adopted. Subdivision (d) of CEQA Guidelines section 15007 
further provides that “[p]ublic agencies shall comply with new requirements in 
amendments to the Guidelines beginning with the earlier of the following two 
dates: (1) The effective date of the agency’s procedures amended to conform to 
the new Guideline amendments; or (2) The 120th day after the effective date of 
the Guideline amendments.” Thus, the City would not be subject to any new 
Guidelines until 120 days after they’re effective (which will not occur until after 
the Natural Resources Agency has completed a formal rulemaking process and 
the Office of Administrative Law has completed its review). Because no formal 
rulemaking process has begun, the effective date of any new regulations has not 
yet occurred. Moreover, the DEIR is not required to address any new 
requirements under the new Guidelines implementing SB 743 pursuant to 
subdivisions (b) and (c) of section 15007. The former provides that 
“[a]mendments to the Guidelines apply prospectively only. New requirements in 
amendments will apply to steps in the CEQA process not yet undertaken by the 
date when agencies must comply with the amendments.” Subdivision (c), in turn, 
provides that “[i]f a document meets the content requirements in effect when the 
document is sent out for public review, the document shall not need to be revised 
to conform to any new content requirements in Guideline amendments taking 
effect before the document is finally approved.”   

 
 Nevertheless, it is valuable to understand how use of these possible future 

guidelines could affect the DEIR conclusions. The proposed guidelines, if 
adopted, would make several major changes to how transportation impacts may 
be assessed under CEQA. Under the new proposed Section 15064.3 of the State 
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CEQA Guidelines, transportation impacts of projects would no longer be 
measured on the basis of how vehicle delay caused by a project would affect the 
level of service (LOS) at an intersection or on a roadway, but would instead be 
measured on the basis of the vehicle miles traveled that the project generates and 
on the project's effects on transit, non-motorized travel, and traveler safety.   
Nevertheless, delay and level of service may still be assessed in the CEQA 
document by the lead agency with respect to consistency with that agency’s 
adopted plans (e.g., minimum LOS standards as set forth in the agency’s general 
plan).   

 
 Instead of identifying impacts based on the effects on LOS, impacts for 

transportation projects such as this interchange improvement Project would be 
based on whether the Project increases roadway capacity for automobiles in a 
congested area or adds a new roadway to the network thereby inducing additional 
automobile travel compared to existing conditions.  The preliminary guidelines go 
on to state that a transportation project whose primary purpose is improving safety 
or operations generally would not have a significant transportation impact.  The 
proposed Project does add roadway capacity, but the added capacity is needed to 
address existing operational and safety constraints as well as to address additional 
projected traffic generated by predicted area growth to the year 2032.   

 
 The commenter states that the DEIR’s cumulative traffic analysis ignores SB 

743’s recognition that building more highway capacity leads to greater growth 
and greater pollutant emissions. The commenter, however, ignores that the 
additional highway capacity associated with this Project is needed to address 
traffic as a result of future growth, which Caltrans predicts will increase by a 
factor of 1.3 through the Project area by 2032. This area-wide growth is not a 
consequence of the Project. As stated in the DEIR, if that increase occurs as 
projected and the Project is not constructed, then there will be increased 
congestion through the Project area.  This increased congestion would result in 
increased emission of air pollutants and GHG that would increase the severity of 
the significant impacts on air quality and GHG emissions described in the DEIR.  
In addition, by facilitating access to major Ukiah area retailers (and facilitating 
such access is one of the goals of the act), the Project may reduce overall indirect 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT).   

 
 As described under the No Project Alternative (DEIR, page 162), emission of air 

pollutants and GHG would have a greater impact if the Project were not built. 
 
 Finally, even if indirect VMT did increase due to the Project, emissions from that 

increase could, at worst, be a significant air quality and GHG impact.  The DEIR, 
however, already concludes that these indirect Project impacts are significant and 
unavoidable.   

 
6-5 The commenter suggests that the project will expand highway capacity thereby 

increasing pollutant emissions and that the City will disclaim any duty to mitigate 
those impacts and approve the project with a statement of overriding 
considerations. The commenter’s opinion is noted for the record.  As described in 
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the DEIR, the proposed Project improvements were called for in the City’s 
General Plan as necessary for the general plan-designated development of the 
Redwood Business Park/Airport Industrial Park.  The growth is projected to come 
from development allowed under the City’s General Plan, the Ukiah Valley Area 
Plan, and the County’s General Plan, as accounted for in Caltrans-projected 
regional traffic increase along the Highway 101 corridor.  This growth is not 
caused by the proposed Project.  However, for CEQA purposes, the DEIR 
assessed the indirect impacts of this projected traffic increase as it travels through 
the Project.  If the Project is not constructed, much, if not all, of this traffic would 
still travel through the Project area while other vehicles might travel to more 
distant shopping areas. As described under the No Project Alternative (DEIR, 
page 162), emission of air pollutants and GHG would have a greater impact if the 
Project were not built. 

 
6-6 The commenter suggests that, based on the Costco EIR traffic analysis, the 

Project DEIR underestimates future traffic to a level that 2032 emissions would 
exceed the benefits of new regulations that are projected to reduce emissions by 
that date.  The Talmage DEIR accurately reports that emissions in 2032 from 
traffic travelling through the Project site would be less than existing condition 
emissions.  However, because the destinations of these future trips remains 
unknown, the modeling done for interchange improvements identifies emissions 
only from those existing and future vehicles passing through the Project site.  The 
Costco EIR analysis was referenced in the Talmage DEIR to show that the 
complete trips generated by the Costco project (some of which would travel 
through the Project site) would generate emissions exceeding the adopted 
significance threshold. The commenter is correct that the DEIR concludes that the 
overall emissions would exceed significance criteria.  On this basis, though the 
Project would not directly cause the emissions, the DEIR conservatively 
concluded the impact to be significant and unavoidable.   

 
 The commenter is correct that the main cause of future emission reductions would 

result from changes in engine efficiency and the composition of fuels.  However, 
the improvement in intersection operations within the Project site would reduce 
congestion and vehicle delay, and this improved operation would also result in 
some reduction in emissions. 

 
6-7 The commenter states that indirect vehicle emissions of all vehicles using the 

Project in 2032 should have been modeled.  The air quality analysis was based on 
the traffic study prepared for the Talmage DEIR.  Emissions from all vehicles 
passing through the Project site were modeled, which is consistent with the 
Caltrans-approved model.  The CTEMFAC-5 is used to calculate mobile source 
air toxics and CO2 emissions.  To calculate emissions from a project the model 
relies on the traffic volumes, speeds, and delays through the project site.  As the 
Project would not cause these trips and it is unknown to and from where these 
trips would go, it is speculative to model the total length of the new trips added by 
2032.  (See State CEQA Guidelines, § 15145.) The traffic assessment was based 
on the Caltrans 1.3 growth factor assumption regarding increases in traffic that 
would use the Project by 2032. That said, as stated in the previous response, the 
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Costco EIR analysis was referenced in the Talmage DEIR analysis to 
conservatively account for the possible total trip length of some of the new traffic 
that could use the Project after its completion and in 2032.  Again, the impact was 
deemed significant and unavoidable. 

 
6-8 The commenter states that the Talmage DEIR’s 2032 traffic projection is 

underestimated and inconsistent with traffic projections done for the Costco EIR.  
This interchange improvement DEIR does not contradict the analysis in the 
Costco EIR. Rather, it updates traffic counts and relies on the more up-to-date 
future traffic projections that Caltrans has made for the area.  See Response 4-10 
and Response 5-18 to 5-25 regarding the appropriateness of the traffic projections 
in the Talmage DEIR compared to those made in the Costco EIR. See also 
Responses 6-4 and 6-5 above regarding the issue of potential emissions from 
increasing interchange capacity. 

 
6-9 The commenter states that the Project DEIR does not adequately assess near- to 

mid-term congestion (with concurrent emission of pollutants) induced by 
improving the interchange’s capacity.  As described on page 94 of the Talmage 
DEIR, short-term emissions from additional traffic once the Project becomes 
operational would be less than significant.  As described in previous Responses 6-
4 and 6-5, future emissions are based in part on Caltrans-projected traffic volume 
increases in the area.  As stated on page 154 of the DEIR, the Project would 
accommodate already planned and approved development on the Redwood 
Business Park/Airport Industrial Park and would not induce additional 
development in the area.  The Project would accommodate the projected trips 
from planned area development.  Accordingly, it would not increase VMT.  In 
fact, as previously stated in Response 6-4, it could decrease future VMT. 

 
6-10 The commenter states that the DEIR’s 2032 traffic projection is underestimated 

and inconsistent with traffic projections done for the Costco EIR.  Again, see 
Response 4-10 Response 5-18 to 5-25 on why the Talmage DEIR Project trips are 
different from and more appropriate than the Costco trip projections.  The DEIR 
used the most current growth projections that Caltrans provided. 

 
6-11  The commenter again states that the project will increase roadway capacity 

leading to an increase in VMT. Please see previous Responses 6-4 and 6-5 
regarding this same comment. 

 
6-12 The commenter states that modeling of all 2032 trips is needed to quantitatively 

know the amount of pollutants that may be emitted in 2032 and that the traffic 
projections are inaccurate.  Further, the commenter opines that the project should 
be reviewed per SB 743 regarding traffic impacts from increased roadway 
capacity.  As explained in Response 6-7, because the Project will not cause new 
traffic trips, the emissions from the complete trips that could use the Project by 
2032 are not Project-related and remain speculative.  To ensure that the DEIR 
provided the most conservative analysis, the emissions reported in the certified 
Costco EIR were discussed and incorporated into the analysis.  Thus, contrary to 
the commenter’s claim, the DEIR does not underreport the emissions for the 
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Project by excluding emissions associated with the traffic projections from the 
Costco EIR.  On that basis, the indirect air quality impact in the DEIR was found 
to be significant and unavoidable.  See previous Response 4-10 and Response 5-
18 to 5-25 regarding the relationship of Costco traffic and the Project.  See 
previous Response 6-4 regarding the issue of the Project increasing VMT and the 
Project’s relationship to SB 743. 

 
Response to Letter on the Previous Draft MND from Greg Gilbert (Autumn Wind Associates, 
Inc.). Responses 6-13 through 6-15 were prepared by Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc.    

 
6-13 - The commenter states that the DEIR should have used a more current version of 

the Road Construction Emissions Model.  When the original Project assessment 
was conducted, the version of the Road Construction Emissions Model, current at 
that time was Version 6.3.2.  Since that analysis was completed, the new model, 
Version 7.1.5.1 was released. This newest version was run, and it showed no 
exceedances of the Mendocino County Air Quality Management District’s CEQA 
thresholds of significance.  The average daily emissions are higher than the 
original estimates reported in the DEIR, mostly because the newer model assigns 
more equipment usage. The emissions are shown in the following table.  More data 
on the modeling is included in Appendix C of the FEIR. 

 
Revised Table 5 – Maximum Road Construction Emission Model Results 
Emission Estimates for – 
Talmage Rd Interchange 

Project Phases 

ROG 
(lbs/day) 

CO 
(lbs/day) 

NOx 
(lbs/day) 

Total 
PM10 

(lbs/day) 

Total 
PM2.5 

(lbs/day) 

CO2 
(lbs/day) 

Daily Maximum 2.1 12.4 21.0 11.0 3.0 2,325.9 Grubbing/Land 
Clearing Daily Average 0.2 1.2 2.1 1.1 0.3 232.6 

Daily Maximum 7.8 37.6 76.3 14.3 6.0 7,595.8 
Grading/Excavation 

Daily Average 3.1 15.0 30.5 5.7 2.4 3,038.3 
Daily Maximum 5.3 24.8 49.0 12.8 4.6 4,884.9 Drainage/Utilities/Sub-

Grade Daily Average 0.4 2.3 3.6 0.2 0.2 1,709.7 
Daily Maximum 2.9 15.0 24.3 1.6 1.5 2,692.0 

Paving 
Daily Average 5.6 57.2 53.4 11.5 4.5 403.8 

Maximum (pounds/day) 7.8 37.6 76.3 14.3 6.0 7,595.8 
Average (pounds/day) 5.6 27.2 53.4 11.5 4.5 5,384.4 

MCAQMD Threshold Of Significance 
Average (pounds/day) 54 None 54 82 54 None 

Total (tons/construction project) 0.4 1.8 3.5 0.8 0.3 355 

 
 
6-14 - The commenter states that the DEIR does not indicate whether ramp and bridge 

demolition activities were included in the construction emissions modeling.  The 
model was adjusted to be conservative and to address demolition activities.  The 
acreage input was increased to 2.1 acres, and extra equipment was added to 
address the partial demolition of the bridge and ramp. The amount of equipment 
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and the time of use in each phase of the construction include the demolition and 
construction of the new ramp alignment. See Appendix C of this FEIR for the 
modeling.   

 
   
6-15 - The commenter states that the construction emissions modeling did not include 

work at the southbound off-ramp lane. As shown in Appendix C, the disturbance 
area was increased to 2.1 acres to be conservative and ensure that all roadwork 
was included. 

 
 

Comment AB 279 - Provide more explanation as to how the air quality analysis relies on the traffic 
analysis, i.e., explain the methodology in more detail 
 
Response CT-EMFAC 5 is an interpretation of the California Air Resource Board's EMFAC 
model that simplifies the process of developing composite emission factors for highway project air 
quality analysis. The data from the traffic study, including speed, peak hour volume, and delay, are 
entered into the model and  
 
Comment AB 29 - The comment refers to emissions from demolition activities and it doesn’t appear 
that emissions from such activities are addressed in the new analysis. Need to model fugitive dust, etc. 
from demo activities. 
 
Response – As stated in comment 6-14, extra equipment was added to the equipment list to 
accommodate the portion of the bridge that will be demolished.  
 
 
  



 
 
Appendix C 
 
Road Construction Emissions Model Results 
 
 
Modeling of emissions from project construction was done using the Road Construction 
Emissions Model Version 7.1.5.1.  The model includes input defaults for, among other 
factors, the amount of equipment that would be used during construction.  The model 
allows changes to the defaults to account for smaller or larger projects or other known 
and/or unusual conditions.  The Talmage Interchange project is relatively small for a 
highway project.  Accordingly, the amount of equipment used was reduced from the 
default assumption in 8 cases (e.g., excavators would not be used for this project) and 
increased in 2 cases. The number of vehicles anticipated for use in constructing the 
project were reviewed by GHD (the project engineers) and found to be reasonable 
estimates for the project.  The model results are shown on the following pages. 



Road Construction Emissions Model, Version 7.1.5.1  

Emission Estimates for -> Total Exhaust Fugitive Dust Total Exhaust Fugitive Dust

Project Phases (English Units) ROG (lbs/day) CO (lbs/day) NOx (lbs/day) PM10 (lbs/day) PM10 (lbs/day) PM10 (lbs/day) PM2.5 (lbs/day) PM2.5 (lbs/day) PM2.5 (lbs/day) CO2 (lbs/day)

Grubbing/Land Clearing 2.1 12.4 21.0 11.0 1.0 10.0 3.0 0.9 2.1 2,325.9

Grading/Excavation 7.8 37.6 76.3 14.3 4.3 10.0 6.0 3.9 2.1 7,595.8

Drainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade 5.3 24.8 49.0 12.8 2.8 10.0 4.6 2.6 2.1 4,884.9

Paving 2.9 15.0 24.3 1.6 1.6 0.0 1.5 1.5 0.0 2,692.0

Maximum (pounds/day) 7.8 37.6 76.3 14.3 4.3 10.0 6.0 3.9 2.1 7,595.8

AVERAGE (pounds per day) 5.6 27.2 53.4 11.5 3.0 8.5 4.5 2.8 1.8 5384.4

Total (tons/construction project) 0.4 1.8 3.5 0.8 0.2 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.1 355.4

    Notes:                     Project Start Year -> 2015

Project Length (months) -> 6

Total Project Area (acres) -> 2.1

Maximum Area Disturbed/Day (acres) -> 0.5

Total Soil Imported/Exported (yd
3
/day)-> 0

Emission Estimates for -> Total Exhaust Fugitive Dust Total Exhaust Fugitive Dust

Project Phases (Metric Units) ROG (kgs/day)CO (kgs/day) NOx (kgs/day) PM10 (kgs/day) PM10 (kgs/day) PM10 (kgs/day)PM2.5 (kgs/day)PM2.5 (kgs/day)PM2.5 (kgs/day) CO2 (kgs/day)

Grubbing/Land Clearing 0.8                4.4               7.3                4.9                    0.3                    4.5                  1.3                0.3                  0.9                    796.8                   

Grading/Excavation 3.7                17.3             36.5              6.5                    2.0                    4.5                  2.7                1.8                  0.9                    3,478.1                

Drainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade 2.2                10.5             20.7              5.7                    1.2                    4.5                  2.0                1.1                  0.9                    2,067.5                

Paving 1.3                6.8               11.0              0.7                    0.7                    -                 0.7                0.7                  -                   1,223.6                

Maximum (kilograms/day) 3.7                17.3             36.5              6.5                    2.0                    4.5                  2.7                1.8                  0.9                    3,478.1                

Total (megagrams/construction project) 0.3                1.6               3.2                0.7                    0.2                    0.5                  0.3                0.2                  0.1                    313.2                   

    Notes:                     Project Start Year -> 2015

Project Length (months) -> 6

Total Project Area (hectares) -> 1

Maximum Area Disturbed/Day (hectares) -> 0

Total Soil Imported/Exported (meters
3
/day)-> 0

Total PM10 emissions shown in column E are the sum of exhaust and fugitive dust emissions shown in columns F and G. Total PM2.5 emissions shown in Column H are the sum of exhaust and fugitive dust 

emissions shown in columns I and J.

Talmage Road (Revised)

Talmage Road (Revised)

PM10 and PM2.5 estimates assume 50% control of fugitive dust from watering and associated dust control measures if a minimum number of water trucks are specified.

PM10 and PM2.5 estimates assume 50% control of fugitive dust from watering and associated dust control measures if a minimum number of water trucks are specified.

Total PM10 emissions shown in column E are the sum of exhaust and fugitive dust emissions shown in columns F and G. Total PM2.5 emissions shown in Column H are the sum of exhaust and fugitive dust 

emissions shown in columns I and J.



Road Construction Emissions Model Version 7.1.5.1

Data Entry Worksheet

Optional data input sections have a blue background.  Only areas with a 

yellow or blue background can be modified. Program defaults have a white background.  

The user is required to enter information in cells C10 through C25.

Input Type

Project Name Talmage Road (Revised)

Construction Start Year 2015
Enter a Year between 2009 and 2025 

(inclusive)

Project Type 1 New Road Construction

2 Road Widening

3 Bridge/Overpass Construction

Project Construction Time 6.00 months

Predominant Soil/Site Type: Enter 1, 2, or 3 1. Sand Gravel

2. Weathered Rock-Earth

3. Blasted Rock

Project Length 0.30 miles

Total Project Area 2.10 acres

Maximum Area Disturbed/Day 0.50 acres

Water Trucks Used? 2
1. Yes

2. No

Soil Imported 0.00 yd
3
/day

Soil Exported yd
3
/day

Average Truck Capacity 20 yd
3
 (assume 20 if unknown)

The remaining sections of this sheet contain areas that can be modified by the user, although those modifications are optional.

Note: The program's estimates of construction period phase length can be overridden in cells C34 through C37.

 

 Program  

User Override of Calculated       

Construction Periods Construction Months Months 2005 % 2006 % 2007 %

Grubbing/Land Clearing 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Grading/Excavation 2.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Drainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade 2.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Totals 0.00 6.00

NOTE: soil hauling emissions are included in the Grading/Excavation Construction Period Phase, therefore the Construction Period for Grading/Excavation cannot be zero if hauling is part of the project.

Note:  Required data input sections have a yellow background.

2 To begin a new project, click this button to clear 

data previously entered.  This button will only work if 

you opted not to disable macros when loading this 

spreadsheet.

1



Hauling emission default values can be overridden in cells C45 through C46.       

     

Soil Hauling Emissions User Override of

User Input Soil Hauling Defaults Default Values

Miles/round trip 30

Round trips/day 0

Vehicle miles traveled/day (calculated) 0

Hauling Emissions ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 CO2

Emission rate (grams/mile) 0.25 9.41 1.09 0.22 0.15 1694.67

Emission rate (grams/trip) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Pounds per day 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Tons per contruction period 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker commute default values can be overridden in cells C60 through C65.

User Override of Worker

Worker Commute Emissions Commute Default Values Default Values

Miles/ one-way trip 20

One-way trips/day 2

No. of employees: Grubbing/Land Clearing 5

No. of employees: Grading/Excavation 20

No. of employees: Drainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade 14

No. of employees: Paving 10

ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 CO2

Emission rate - Grubbing/Land Clearing (grams/mile) 0.164 0.219 1.956 0.047 0.020 443.518

Emission rate - Grading/Excavation (grams/mile) 0.164 0.219 1.956 0.047 0.020 443.518

Emission rate - Draining/Utilities/Sub-Grade (gr/mile) 0.164 0.219 1.956 0.047 0.020 443.518

Emission rate - Paving (grams/mile) 0.164 0.219 1.956 0.047 0.020 443.518

Emission rate - Grubbing/Land Clearing (grams/trip) 0.558 0.363 4.666 0.004 0.003 95.528

Emission rate - Grading/Excavation (grams/trip) 0.558 0.363 4.666 0.004 0.003 95.528

Emission rate - Draining/Utilities/Sub-Grade (gr/trip) 0.558 0.363 4.666 0.004 0.003 95.528

Emission rate - Paving (grams/trip) 0.558 0.363 4.666 0.004 0.003 95.528

Pounds per day - Grubbing/Land Clearing 0.084 0.105 0.965 0.021 0.009 197.486

Tons per const. Period - Grub/Land Clear 0.001 0.001 0.006 0.000 0.000 1.303

Pounds per day - Grading/Excavation 0.337 0.418 3.858 0.083 0.035 789.946

Tons per const. Period - Grading/Excavation 0.009 0.011 0.102 0.002 0.001 20.855

Pounds per day - Drainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade 0.232 0.288 2.652 0.057 0.024 543.088

Tons per const. Period - Drain/Util/Sub-Grade 0.005 0.007 0.061 0.001 0.001 12.545

Pounds per day - Paving 0.169 0.209 1.929 0.042 0.018 394.973

Tons per const. Period - Paving 0.002 0.002 0.019 0.000 0.000 3.910

tons per construction period 0.016 0.020 0.189 0.004 0.002 38.614



Water truck default values can be overriden in cells C91 through C93 and E91 through E93.

User Override of Program Estimate of User Override of Truck Default Values

Default # Water Trucks Number of Water Trucks Miles Traveled/Day Miles Traveled/Day

Grubbing/Land Clearing - Exhaust 0 0

Grading/Excavation - Exhaust 0 0

Drainage/Utilities/Subgrade 0 0

ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 CO2

Emission rate - Grubbing/Land Clearing (grams/mile) 0.25 9.41 1.09 0.22 0.15 1694.67

Emission rate - Grading/Excavation (grams/mile) 0.25 9.41 1.09 0.22 0.15 1694.67

Emission rate - Draining/Utilities/Sub-Grade (gr/mile) 0.25 9.41 1.09 0.22 0.15 1694.67

Pounds per day - Grubbing/Land Clearing 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tons per const. Period - Grub/Land Clear 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pound per day - Grading/Excavation 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tons per const. Period - Grading/Excavation 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pound per day - Drainage/Utilities/Subgrade 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tons per const. Period - Drainage/Utilities/Subgrade 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fugitive dust default values can be overridden in cells C110 through C112.

User Override of Max Default PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5

Acreage Disturbed/Day Maximum Acreage/Day pounds/day tons/per period pounds/day tons/per period

Fugitive Dust - Grubbing/Land Clearing 0.00 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Fugitive Dust - Grading/Excavation 0.00 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Fugitive Dust - Drainage/Utilities/Subgrade 0.00 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Fugitive Dust

Water Truck Emissions



Off-Road Equipment Emissions

Default 

Grubbing/Land Clearing Number of Vehicles ROG CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2

Override of Default Number of Vehicles Program-estimate Type pounds/day pounds/day pounds/day pounds/day pounds/day pounds/day

Aerial Lifts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Air Compressors 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Bore/Drill Rigs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Cement and Mortar Mixers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Concrete/Industrial Saws 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Cranes 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1 Crawler Tractors 0.74 4.47 9.67 0.37 0.34 825.35

Crushing/Proc. Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 2 Excavators 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forklifts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Generator Sets 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Highway Tractors 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Highway Trucks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Other Construction Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Other General Industrial Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Other Material Handling Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Pavers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Plate Compactors 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Pressure Washers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Pumps 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Rollers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Rough Terrain Forklifts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Rubber Tired Dozers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Rubber Tired Loaders 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Scrapers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1 Signal Boards 0.41 1.41 1.37 0.11 0.10 157.43

Skid Steer Loaders 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Surfacing Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Sweepers/Scrubbers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Trenchers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Welders 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Grubbing/Land Clearing pounds per day 1.1 5.9 11.0 0.5 0.4 982.8

Grubbing/Land Clearing tons per phase 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 6.5



Default

Grading/Excavation Number of Vehicles ROG CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2

Override of Default Number of Vehicles Program-estimate Type pounds/day pounds/day pounds/day pounds/day pounds/day pounds/day

Aerial Lifts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Air Compressors 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Bore/Drill Rigs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Cement and Mortar Mixers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Concrete/Industrial Saws 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0 Cranes 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 1 Crawler Tractors 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Crushing/Proc. Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 3 Excavators 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forklifts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Generator Sets 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1.00 2 Graders 1.11 3.49 10.87 0.61 0.56 671.98

Off-Highway Tractors 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Highway Trucks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1.00 Other Construction Equipment 0.73 3.60 7.83 0.41 0.38 654.35

Other General Industrial Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Other Material Handling Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Pavers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Plate Compactors 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Pressure Washers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Pumps 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 2 Rollers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Rough Terrain Forklifts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Rubber Tired Dozers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1.00 1 Rubber Tired Loaders 0.54 3.12 6.84 0.23 0.21 662.67

1.00 2 Scrapers 1.52 7.26 18.70 0.76 0.70 1609.12

1 Signal Boards 0.41 1.41 1.37 0.11 0.10 157.43

Skid Steer Loaders 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Surfacing Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Sweepers/Scrubbers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1.52 6.30 13.79 1.08 0.99 1345.57

Trenchers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Welders 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Grading/Excavation pounds per day 5.8 25.2 59.4 3.2 2.9 5101.1

Grading tons per phase 0.2 0.7 1.6 0.1 0.1 134.7



Default

Drainage/Utilities/Subgrade Number of Vehicles ROG CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2

Override of Default Number of Vehicles Program-estimate pounds/day pounds/day pounds/day pounds/day pounds/day pounds/day

Aerial Lifts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 1 Air Compressors 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1.00 Bore/Drill Rigs 0.41 3.79 6.06 0.18 0.17 944.07

Cement and Mortar Mixers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Concrete/Industrial Saws 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Cranes 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Crawler Tractors 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Crushing/Proc. Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Excavators 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forklifts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1 Generator Sets 0.56 3.00 4.08 0.30 0.27 487.07

1 Graders 1.11 3.49 10.87 0.61 0.56 671.98

Off-Highway Tractors 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Highway Trucks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Other Construction Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Other General Industrial Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Other Material Handling Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Pavers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1 Plate Compactors 0.04 0.21 0.25 0.01 0.01 34.45

Pressure Washers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 1 Pumps 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Rollers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1 Rough Terrain Forklifts 0.25 2.03 3.05 0.18 0.16 372.57

Rubber Tired Dozers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Rubber Tired Loaders 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1 Scrapers 1.52 7.26 18.70 0.76 0.70 1609.12

1 Signal Boards 0.41 1.41 1.37 0.11 0.10 157.43

Skid Steer Loaders 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Surfacing Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Sweepers/Scrubbers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1.14 4.73 10.34 0.81 0.74 1009.18

Trenchers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Welders 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Drainage pounds per day 5.4 25.9 54.7 2.9 2.7 5285.9

Drainage tons per phase 0.1 0.6 1.3 0.1 0.1 122.1



Default

Paving Number of Vehicles ROG CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2

Override of Default Number of Vehicles Program-estimate Type pounds/day pounds/day pounds/day pounds/day pounds/day pounds/day

Aerial Lifts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Air Compressors 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Bore/Drill Rigs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Cement and Mortar Mixers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Concrete/Industrial Saws 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Cranes 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Crawler Tractors 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Crushing/Proc. Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Excavators 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forklifts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Generator Sets 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Highway Tractors 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Highway Trucks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Other Construction Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Other General Industrial Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Other Material Handling Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1 Pavers 0.47 2.84 5.10 0.26 0.23 481.54

1 Paving Equipment 0.35 2.69 4.06 0.20 0.18 426.17

Plate Compactors 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Pressure Washers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Pumps 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

2 Rollers 0.76 3.02 6.68 0.50 0.46 559.11

Rough Terrain Forklifts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Rubber Tired Dozers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Rubber Tired Loaders 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Scrapers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1 Signal Boards 0.41 1.41 1.37 0.11 0.10 157.43

Skid Steer Loaders 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Surfacing Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Sweepers/Scrubbers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

2.00 3 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.76 3.15 6.89 0.54 0.50 672.79

Trenchers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Welders 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving pounds per day 2.7 13.1 24.1 1.6 1.5 2297.0

Paving tons per phase 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 22.7

Total Emissions all Phases (tons per construction period) => 0.3 1.4 3.1 0.2 0.2 286.0



Equipment default values for horsepower and hours/day can be overridden in cells C289 through C322 and E289 through E322.

 Default Values Default Values

Equipment Horsepower Hours/day

Aerial Lifts 20 8

Air Compressors 96390 8

Bore/Drill Rigs 214 8

Cement and Mortar Mixers 4599 8

Concrete/Industrial Saws 4941 8

Cranes 1372 8

Crawler Tractors 1720 8

Crushing/Proc. Equipment 3010 8

Excavators 585 8

Forklifts 514 8

Generator Sets 184590 8

Graders 69 8

Off-Highway Tractors 86 8

Off-Highway Trucks 9281 8

Other Construction Equipment 911 8

Other General Industrial Equipment 90 8

Other Material Handling Equipment 36 8

Pavers 1165 8

Paving Equipment 665 8

Plate Compactors 142 8

Pressure Washers 456 8

Pumps 615 8

Rollers 1866 8

Rough Terrain Forklifts 338 8

Rubber Tired Dozers 9597 8

Rubber Tired Loaders 2314 8

Scrapers 1055 8

Signal Boards 22436 8

Skid Steer Loaders 47 8

Surfacing Equipment 456 8

Sweepers/Scrubbers 103 8

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 378 8

Trenchers 689 8

Welders 844 8

0

END OF DATA ENTRY SHEET
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Memo Containing Responses from the EIR Noise Consultant 
 
 



1 Willowbrook Court, Suite 120  
Petaluma, CA 94954 

Memo 
Date:  April 17, 2015 

To:  Leonard Charles 
Leonard Charles & Associates 

  
From:  Michael Thill, Principal Consultant 
  Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc. 
 
Subject: Talmage Road/Southbound U.S. 101 On-Off Ramp Realignment Project, Ukiah, CA  

FEIR Responses to Comments (IR Job # 13-210) 
 
This memo contains Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc.’s responses to comments received on the Talmage 
Road/Southbound U.S. 101 On-Off Ramp Realignment Project’s Draft EIR. The responses to 
comments are organized by commenter. 
 
Response to Letter on the Previous Draft MND from Steve Pettyjohn (The Acoustics & 
Vibration Group, Inc.)  
 
9-1  The commenter is directed to the noise analysis contained in the DEIR (pages 98 through 

116). This DEIR analysis addresses noise from future vehicle use of the project and also 
includes a cumulative noise impact analysis. Appendix G of the DEIR contains details on 
noise measurements and methodology to allow independent evaluation of noise impacts. 
The DEIR noise analysis also contains a full discussion of project construction noise. 
Accordingly, the prior comments on the original Initial Study were addressed in the new 
noise analysis prepared for the DEIR. This analysis accurately identifies project noise 
impacts and needed mitigation measures. It is further noted that no comments regarding 
the DEIR noise analysis were submitted by any of the individuals or agencies 
commenting directly on the DEIR. 

 
9-2 The new noise analysis done for the DEIR does include noise measurements that describe 

the existing noise environment. It also includes the results on noise modeling to show 
projected future (2032) noise levels and the effects on noise-sensitive receptors (see 
Table 4.7-8 on page 115 of the DEIR for a summary of existing and future noise levels at 
sensitive receptors). As the comment refers to an earlier report, it does not concern the 
current DEIR noise analysis. 

 
9-3 The noise analysis done for the DEIR accurately shows the location of noise 

measurement locations, selected at locations that were representative of the noise 
environment at the nearest noise-sensitive receptors to the project,  as well as all other 
information needed to independently assess the results of the noise modeling (see DEIR 
Appendix G). As the comment refers to an earlier report, it does not concern the current 
DEIR noise analysis. 
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9-4 A footnote on page 108 of the DEIR explains why the one-year duration is considered a 

reasonable threshold for project construction noise. Also, please see the subsequent 
Response 11-27 regarding this same concern. 

 
Response to Letter on the Previous Draft MND from Dale La Forest (Dale La Forest & 
Associates) 
 
11-1 It is noted as a general response that this letter contains comments on the previous 

IS/MND. No comments regarding the DEIR noise analysis were submitted by this 
commenter or any of the other individuals or agencies commenting directly on the DEIR. 

 
 The noise analysis done for the Draft MND was revised and expanded for the DEIR. 

Based on that new analysis, construction noise impacts were found to be less than 
significant unless night work was required. In that case the DEIR recommends mitigation 
requiring a City permit, and that permit will include conditions to limit the nighttime 
noise. The Walmart DEIR also required compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance and 
the need for City approval for work that occurred after the hours specified in the Noise 
Ordinance. The Walmart EIR also required posting of information for contractors 
informing them of construction time limits. As this interchange Project would be done 
per Caltrans approvals, it is expected that all contractors would be required to ensure that 
workers abide by the Noise Ordinance and any permit conditions required for nighttime 
work.  The Walmart EIR also recommended that 1) construction equipment use the best 
available noise control techniques wherever feasible; 2) impact tools be hydraulically or 
electrically powered, or, if not feasible, fitted with a muffler and jackets; 3) stationary 
noise sources be located as far from sensitive receptors as possible; and 4) amplified 
music (boom boxes) not be allowed at the job site. As this construction Project would be 
done under contract to the City with Caltrans approval, it is expected that best noise 
control technology would be used for construction equipment, including impact tools. 
Any stationary generators would need to be moved as construction along the ramps and 
roadway progresses. Given the noisy Project environment, and the type of construction 
involved, it is not expected that boom boxes would be used, or, if they were that they 
would be audible at sensitive receptors. The DEIR found that construction noise would be 
less than significant given the one recommended mitigation addressing nighttime 
construction. Additional mitigations are not warranted. However, to ensure that 
construction noise limitations are clear, an additional mitigation will be added requiring 
construction equipment use the best available noise control techniques wherever feasible; 
2) impact tools be hydraulically or electrically powered, or, if not feasible, fitted with a 
muffler and jackets; 3) stationary noise sources be located as far from sensitive receptors 
as possible; and 4) amplified music (boom boxes) not be allowed at the job site. See 
Chapter 4 of this Final EIR for this EIR addition. 

 
 With regard to the noise measurements done for the Walmart EIR, they were done at a 

different time of season and year. The noise measurements done for this DEIR are 
considered the most current data on existing noise levels and they are accurate. Ambient 
noise measurements were made during two noise surveys; the first noise survey occurred 
in January 2013, and the second occurred in November 2013. The two noise monitoring 
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surveys were conducted to quantify ambient noise levels at representative noise-sensitive 
land uses located in the project vicinity. Noise levels measured during the November 
2013 noise monitoring survey were consistent and reliable. Further, the November 2013 
noise monitoring survey confirmed that the January 2013 noise data taken as part of the 
analysis prepared for the IS/MND were credible, repeatable, and applicable to the DEIR 
assessment. Also see Response 11-5 below. 

 
11-2 As noted on page 112 of the DEIR, the Ukiah City Code establishes limits on the hours 

during the day that construction activity is permitted to occur. However, it is possible that 
nighttime work could occur resulting in a potentially significant nighttime noise impact. 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-A.1 requires that the applicant shall obtain a permit from the 
Ukiah Director of Public Works if nighttime work is necessary, as required by the City 
Code. The permit shall include the following: 1) allow construction noise between 7 P.M. 
and 7 A.M. only for construction activities that Caltrans states needs to be done at night; 
2) construction equipment idling shall be limited to five (5) minutes; 3) if nighttime work 
is to exceed one week, then temporary noise baffles would be installed between the noise 
source and sensitive receptors; 4) if nighttime work is to exceed one week, then provide 
hotel vouchers to occupants of the nearest sensitive receptors; and 5) any other noise-
reducing measures the City considers warranted. With the implementation of this 
measure, the impact would be less than significant. 

 
The DEIR and supporting noise and vibration technical analysis, included as Appendix G 
of the DEIR, conclude that construction activities would not result in significant noise or 
vibration impacts on commercial businesses in the Project vicinity. 
 
Substantial permanent noise increases would not occur as a result of the Project. Impact 
4.7-C of the DEIR (pages 114 through 116) summarizes the significance criteria used in 
the evaluation of substantial permanent noise increases. Traffic noise modeling results 
indicate that noise increases would range from 0 to 2.2 dBA at receptors in the Project 
vicinity. The noise increases attributable to the proposed improvements and additional 
traffic volumes expected along the roadways would not exceed the 3 dBA threshold of 
significance.   
 

 As noted in Response 11-1, additional noise measurements were completed for this 
DEIR, were accurate and compared well with the data collected for the IS/MND, and are 
considered the most current data on existing noise levels in the Project vicinity. 
 

 The traffic noise modeling discussion contained on page 114 of the DEIR summarizes the 
methods and data used in the traffic noise modeling done to describe future traffic noise. 
Peak hour traffic volume data was used for existing conditions (2012) and future 
conditions in 2032. Travel speeds and vehicle mix were input into the model based on 
observations made during the noise monitoring surveys. The full report contains the 
TNM adjustment factors and input and output files.  
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11-3 The DEIR noise analysis report includes the requested data about the sound level meters, 

how and where noise measurements were made, what the meteorological conditions 
were, and the neighborhood noise circumstances. See Appendix G of the DEIR.  

 
11-4 See pages 103 through 106 of the DEIR and Appendix G of the DEIR regarding this 

same issue. The November 2013 Noise Monitoring Survey included three additional 
short-term noise measurements conducted over a period of 40 minutes (four 10-minute 
intervals) at each site.  

 
11-5 Noise levels measured during the November 2013 noise monitoring survey were 

consistent and reliable as a review of the data shows that the data were similar during 
each of the two surveys. Further, the November 2013 noise monitoring survey confirmed 
that the January 2013 noise data taken as part of the analysis prepared for the IS/MND 
were credible, repeatable, and applicable to the DEIR assessment. Measurements made 
during the surveys followed the general noise measurement guidance recommended by 
Caltrans in the Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS). Further, Caltrans review of the 
noise measurements and analysis did not reveal any significant issues or deviations from 
the TeNS guidance. 

 
11-6 See pages 103 through 106 of the DEIR and Appendix G of the DEIR regarding this 

same issue. Both the January 2013 and November 2013 noise monitoring surveys 
included long-term and short-term noise measurements. The short-term noise 
measurements were made in concurrent time intervals with the data collected at the long-
term reference measurement sites. This method facilitates a direct comparison between 
both the short-term and long-term noise measurements and allows for the identification of 
the worst-hour noise levels, as well as noise levels during the quietest hours at land uses 
in the Project vicinity where long-term noise measurements were not made. The 
commenter claims that the noise analysis should have focused on peak hour traffic, as 
that would be the worst-hour noise levels. CEQA does not require worst-case analysis, 
however. An EIR need not speculate about the worst conceivable impacts that may occur 
if a project is approved. (Towards Responsibility in Planning v. City Council (1988) 200 
Cal.App.3d 671, 681; Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Bd. of 
Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 373.) 

 
11-7 See Response 11-1 regarding this same issue. The noise measurements done for the DEIR 

are considered the most current data on existing noise levels, and the results of the 
measurements are accurate. Noise levels at elevated positions such as reference 
measurement LT-1 (microphone 12 feet above the ground) are typically higher than 
measurements made at short-term sites (microphone 5 feet above the ground to represent 
human ear height) because of the absorption of the sound energy by the ground. See the 
description of the methodology used to calculate noise levels at the measurement 
locations in the noise study contained in Appendix G of the DEIR. 

 
11-8 See Response 11-5 regarding this same issue. 
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11-9 See Responses 11-1 and 11-5 regarding this same issue. There was no seasonal variation 

noted between the January 2013 and November 2013 surveys done for the DEIR.  There 
is no merit to the claim of seasonal differences. 

 
11-10 See pages 103 through 106 of the DEIR and Appendix G of the DEIR regarding this 

same issue. Measurements made at Sites LT-2, LT-4, ST-3/ST-4, and ST-6 documented 
noise levels at locations representative of residential land uses near U.S. 101 and the 
southbound off-ramps to Talmage Road.   The day-night average noise levels (Ldn) were 
calculated based on the measured data at long-term sites or estimated (as described 
previously) at each of the short-term measurement sites.         

     
11-11 See Response 11-6 and notes on DEIR Tables 4.7-4 and 4.7-5 that describe how the 

method of using data from the short-term and long-term noise measurements allows for 
the identification of the worst-hour noise levels, as well as, noise levels during the 
quietest hours at land uses in the Project vicinity where long-term noise measurements 
were not made. Noise measurements at the long-term measurement locations were 24-
hour measurements. The calculation of noise levels described in the DEIR and DEIR 
Appendix G uses standard acoustical engineering approaches that combine short-term 
and long-term measurements. 

 
11-12 See Responses 11-6 and 11-11 regarding this same issue. The Ldn noise levels at Sites 

ST-1 and ST-3 were estimated by comparing average noise levels (Leq) during 
corresponding time periods. In each instance, the Ldn was calculated to be 63 dBA.  

 
11-13 Table 4 of the IS/MND noise study contained a typographical error. This error was 

corrected on page 104 of the DEIR and within Appendix G of the DEIR.  
 
11-14 See Response 11-6 regarding this same comment. 
 
11-15 This comment refers to the older noise study done for the Draft IS/MND. The tables and 

graphics in the DEIR have been revised to fix these earlier problems.  The measurement 
locations are accurately mapped in the DEIR (see Figure 4.7-1). 

 
11-16 The DEIR noise analysis report includes the requested data about the traffic noise model 

inputs. (see Appendix G of the DEIR). As described in Appendix G (page 13) traffic data 
was provided by the EIR traffic consultants. The traffic data was the same as reported in 
the traffic section of the DEIR. 

 
11-17 See Responses 11-1, 11-2, and 11-5 regarding this same issue.  The noise study is based 

on the Caltrans-projected 1.3 growth rate in traffic by 2030, which includes development 
of the Costco site. The Walmart project is no longer proposed, and, therefore, not 
assessed (see Response 4-9 regarding the WALMART project). 

 
11-18 See Responses 11-1, 11-2, 11-5, and 11-16 regarding this same issue.    As previously 

described in Response 4-9, the Walmart project is no longer proposed, and, therefore, not 
assessed in this EIR. Any questions about that project are not pertinent to this EIR since 
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the project is not proposed. The counts that were done for this DEIR were done at the 
times of year and the days recommended by Caltrans and are considered reliable counts 
of existing conditions. See Responses 5-18 through 5-25 regarding the issue of traffic 
projections done for this EIR as compared to traffic projections done for the Costco EIR. 
The traffic projections done for the Project EIR are consistent with Caltrans direction and 
accurate. 

 
11-19 See Responses 11-1, 11-2, and 11-5 regarding this same issue. 
 
11-20 See Response 11-6 regarding this same issue.  Using the methodology described in detail 

in Appendix G of the DEIR, the DEIR traffic analysis calculated future traffic a.m. and 
p.m. hour noise levels given the increase in traffic predicted by Caltrans for the year 2030 

 
11-21 See Responses 11-6 and 11-11 regarding this same issue. 
 
11-22 See Response 11-1 regarding this same issue. The noise measurements done for this 

DEIR are considered the most current data on existing noise levels and the results of the 
measurements are much more accurate than generalized predictions of noise contours 
contained in the General Plan, as those contours do not account for shielding provided by 
terrain or structures.  A sensitive receptor that is behind a hill or structure will experience 
less noise exposure than a receptor that has a straight-line, unobstructed exposure to the 
noise source. The noise contour data contained in the General Plan is intentionally 
conservative to identify and appraise potential noise and land use compatibility issues 
within the community. The future noise level calculations are made for General Plan 
build-out scenarios based on estimates of traffic volumes 15 to 20 years in the future. 
Such information is only used to screen proposed projects to determine which project 
would require additional project specific studies.   

 
11-23 See Responses 11-1, 11-2, 11-5 and 11-22 regarding this same issue. 
 
11-24 As noted in Table 4.7-6 of the DEIR, trucks generate noise levels similar to other heavy 

equipment necessary to construct the interchange improvements. The construction noise 
levels predicted in the analysis assumed heavy-duty trucks would be necessary to deliver 
materials and supply to the Project site. 

 
11-25 See Responses 11-1 and 11-2 regarding this same issue. 
 
11-26 See Responses 11-1 and 11-2 regarding this same issue.  Proposed construction would 

not occur at night. In the case that some nighttime operations would be needed when 
ramps would need to be closed to allow construction, the project will require a City-
issued permit per Mitigation Measure 4.7-A.1. That mitigation measure requires 
temporary noise baffles to protect sensitive receptors if the nighttime construction would 
exceed one week and for the City to provide hotel vouchers to the nearest sensitive 
receptors. As the DEIR states (page 113), these sensitive receptors live next to a freeway 
where residents are used to high ambient noise levels, and not in a quiet residential 
neighborhood. This fact plus the expected infrequency of the need for nighttime work 



Leonard Charles 
Talmage Road/Southbound U.S. 101 On-Off Ramp Realignment Project  

FEIR Responses to Comments  
Page 7 

 
plus the noise reduction mitigations would reduce the construction noise to a less-than-
significant level. 

 
11-27 Impact 4.7-A (DEIR pages 109 through 113) provides a discussion of maximum 

instantaneous noise levels and hourly average noise levels expected from Project 
construction activities. Such noise levels could be expected to last for moments, days, 
weeks, or months. The impact is less than significant because the Project would not result 
in a substantial temporary noise increase defined as construction noise levels that exceed 
60 dBA Leq and the ambient noise environment by at least 5 dBA Leq for a period of 
more than one year. The rationale of the standard is as follows. First, a one-year duration 
defines what would be considered “temporary”. One year is representative of the amount 
of time typically required to construct most projects and consistent with most people’s 
expectations for a Project’s duration. In the noise consultants’ professional opinion, one 
year is a reasonable amount of time for persons of normal sensitivity to be subject to 
daytime construction noise. Second, the 60 dBA Leq noise level threshold is derived 
from speech interference studies. Noise levels above 60 dBA Leq begin to result in 
speech interference and persons must raise their voices to be clearly heard. Exterior noise 
levels exceeding 60 dBA Leq can also result in activity interference indoors. Third, the 
construction noise must also be 5 dBA Leq above the ambient to be clearly noticeable. 
The noise level limits and construction duration, combined, are used to assess the 
potential for a substantial temporary noise increase.  

 
11-28 See the discussion in Impact 4.7-A (page 109 through 110 in the DEIR) regarding this 

same issue. Appropriate noise thresholds, as summarized in Response 11-27, are used in 
the analysis of temporary construction noise. 

 
11-29 See the discussion in Impact 4.7-A regarding this same issue. Maximum instantaneous 

noise levels and hourly average noise levels expected from project construction activities 
are presented at distances of 50 feet from the noise source in Tables 4.7-6 and 4.7-7 to 
provide information for those residents immediately adjoining the construction site. The 
noise data is also presented at a distance of 200 feet from the noise source assuming that 
the distance between the construction activities and receptors would vary throughout the 
approximate 5-month construction period. 

 
11-30 As noted in Table 4.7-7 of the DEIR (page 112), average noise levels by construction 

phase assume multiple pieces of construction equipment operating simultaneously. The 
maximum instantaneous noise levels generated by multiple pieces of construction 
equipment are not likely to occur at the same time,  (i.e., it is unlikely that the maximum 
instantaneous noise level from one piece of construction equipment would occur during 
the exact same instance as the maximum instantaneous noise level from another piece of 
construction equipment), therefore, the maximum instantaneous noise level resulting 
from a single piece of construction equipment (as shown in Table 4.7-6 – page 111) is 
representative of the maximum instantaneous noise levels expected at a receptor located 
50 from the noise source. 
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11-31 The construction noise data utilized in the noise assessment was taken from studies 

published by the National Cooperative Highway Research Program and United States 
Environmental Protection Agency. These sources of data are credible, are commonly 
used by others, and provide a reasonable estimate of noise levels that would be expected 
with the construction of the Project. The commenter selected noisy equipment types to 
show possible inconsistencies, and then compared different acoustical descriptors 
(maximum instantaneous (Lmax) noise levels against average (Leq) noise levels).  The 
examples used inaccurately describe projected noise levels, and the DEIR provides an 
accepted EIR approach.  

 
11-32 See Responses 11-28, 11-30, and 11-31 regarding this comment.  All heavy construction 

includes sounds that may be considered impulsive. The technical report in Appendix G 
and the DEIR noise section include an adequate discussion of construction noise on an 
average and maximum instantaneous level. Neither Caltrans nor the City of Ukiah have 
regulations that require “impulsive” noise to be penalized by 5 dB. 

 
11-33 Impacts and mitigation measures differ by project depending on numerous variables. The 

predicted construction noise levels, the ambient noise levels at receptors, and the duration 
of construction activities are carefully considered to identify significant temporary noise 
increases due to construction. The commenter compares different acoustical descriptors 
(maximum instantaneous (Lmax) noise levels against average (Leq) noise levels). As 
described on page 110 of the DEIR, typical hourly averages for the Project would be 67 
dBA to 76 dBA at the nearest sensitive receptors, which is less than the average levels the 
commenter notes for the Santa Rosa Costco project. Short-term construction noise 
impacts due to this Project were determined to be less than significant with the 
implementation of mitigation (and additional mitigations have been added as part of this 
Final EIR. 

 
11-34 See Response 11-27 regarding this comment. 
 
11-35 See Response 11-27. It follows that construction noise impacts would also be less than 

significant with mitigation at receptors located further from the construction site. 
 
11-36 The City of Ukiah’s maximum transportation noise exposure standards are normally used 

to assess the compatibility of new noise-sensitive land uses with the existing and future 
noise environment at the site. The commenter suggests that the study is inadequate even 
though existing noise levels at residential land uses near the project site currently exceed 
the 60 dBA Ldn exterior noise threshold and 45 dBA Ldn interior noise level threshold. 
Again, these thresholds are used in the siting of new noise-sensitive land uses, not for 
assessing temporary or permanent noise increases due to the proposed project. On the 
contrary, the noise analysis contained in the DEIR is accurate. 

 
11-37 See page 108 of the DEIR. Based on studies of test subject’s reactions to changes in 

environmental noise levels for similar noise sources, the Federal Interagency Committee 
on Noise (FICON) developed the following recommendations for thresholds to be used in 
assessing the significance of project-related noise level increases for transportation noise 
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sources. Where background noise levels without the project would be less than 60 dB 
Ldn, a 5 dB or greater noise level increase due to the project would be considered 
significant. Where background noise levels without the project would be in the range of 
60-65 dB Ldn, a 3 dB or greater noise level increase due to the project would be 
considered significant. Finally, where background noise levels without the project would 
exceed 65 dB Ldn, a 1.5 dB or greater noise level increase due to the project would be 
considered significant. This graduated scale is based on findings that people in quieter 
noise environments would tolerate larger increases in noise levels without adverse 
effects, whereas people already exposed to elevated noise levels exhibited adverse 
reactions to noise for smaller increases. 

 
11-38 See Response 11-37 regarding this same issue.  A 3 dB increase in noise levels is 

perceived by humans as a “just-perceptible” increase in noise and is an appropriate 
threshold to judge the significance of permanent noise increase attributable to the project. 
The sensitive receptors are described in the “Existing Noise Environment” section of the 
noise technical report in Appendix G of the DEIR. 

 
11-39 See Responses 11-5 and 11-37 regarding this same issue. 
 
11-40 See Response 11-36 regarding this same issue. 
 
11-41 See Response 11-27 regarding this same issue. The significance threshold used in the 

analysis of construction noise is appropriate for the proposed Project. Human hearing is 
represented by the A-weighted noise levels, which were measured and modeled in this 
analysis. CEQA analyses are based on A-weighted noise level analysis  Even if a C-
weighted scale had been used, neither Caltrans nor the City has adopted any maximum C-
weighted scale against which to measure whether such noise is significant or not.  

 
11-42 See Responses 11-27 and 11-32 regarding these same issues.  
 
11-43 See Response 11-27 regarding this same issue.  
 
11-44 See Response 11-27 regarding this same issue.  
 
11-45 See Table 4.7-8 regarding this same issue. Traffic noise levels are calculated to increase 

by 1.3 dBA Ldn, a less-than-significant increase where noise levels background noise 
levels without the Project would exceed 65 dB Ldn.  

 
11-46 See Response 11-2, 11-17, and 11-18 regarding this same issue. In addition, the City’s 

maximum exterior noise standards do not regulate noise levels from temporary 
construction activities at non-residential receivers. As described on page 107 of the 
DEIR, the City Municipal Code does not establish maximum construction noise limits, 
and the qualitative noise limits apply only to construction within a residential zone.  

 
11-47 The noise analysis contained in the IS/MND was revised for the DEIR. This new analysis    

is deemed to be an accurate accounting of noise impacts from the proposed Project. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX E 
 
Caltrans letter to Charley Stump, City of Ukiah Director of Community Planning & 
Development, May 4, 2015 
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