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Appendix F 
Comment Letters and Responses to Public Comments 

F.1 Organization of Public Comments 
The City of Palo Alto and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) circulated the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA) for the Newell Road Bridge 

Replacement Project (Project) for public review from May 31, 2019 to July 30, 2019. Oral comments on 

the Draft EIR/EA received at public hearings and written comments from individuals, organizations, 

and public agencies received during the circulation period are included in this appendix. The entities 

and individuals below provided comments.  

Table F-1. List of Public Comments on the Draft EIR/EA 

Comment 

Letter  Commenter 

Date Comment 

Received 

A-1 City of East Palo Alto July 30, 2019 

A-2 San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority July 30, 2019 

A-3 San Francisco Bay Regional Quality Control Board July 30, 2019 

A-4 Santa Clara Valley Water District July 30, 2019 

O-1  MidPen Housing Corporation July 17, 2019 

O-2 MidPen Housing Corporation July 25, 2019 

O-3 Palo Alto Ped/Bike Advisory Committee, Palo Alto PTA, Silicon Valley 

Bicycle Coalition 

June 18, 2019 

I-1 Eileen Altman June 18, 2019 

I-2 Ben Ball June 19, 2019 

I-3 Ben Ball July 24, 2019 

I-4 Steve Bisset July 12, 2019 

I-5 Claire Elliot July 18, 2019 

I-6 Angie Evans June 6, 2019 

I-7 Janie and Mike Farn June 24, 2019 

I-8 Rabbi Yitzchok Feldman June 12, 2019 

I-9 Peter Forgie June 22, 2019 

I-10 Paul Gumina (on behalf of Shen Yang) July 30, 2019 

I-11 Xenia Hammer June 14, 2019 

I-12 Xenia Hammer June 20, 2019 

I-13 Xenia Hammer July 22, 2019 

I-14 Jerry Hearn June 11, 2019 

I-15 Hamilton Hitchings June 16, 2019 

I-16 Franklin Pitcher Johnson July 30, 2019 



California Department of Transportation 
City of Palo Alto 

 Appendix F 
Comment Letters and Responses to Public Comments 

 

 

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project  
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 

F-2 
April 2020 

Project # BRLS-5100 (017) 

 

Comment 

Letter  Commenter 

Date Comment 

Received 

I-17 Megan McCaslin June 21, 2019 

I-18 Bill Michel June 20, 2019 

I-19 Susan Mittmann June 19, 2019 

I-20 Trish Mulvey June 20, 2019 

I-21 Eric Nordman July 22, 2019 

I-22 Norm Picker July 26, 2019 

I-23 Jamie Rapperport and Elspeth Farmer July 30, 2019 

I-24 Jeff Reese and Linda Waters Not available 

I-25 Andrew Rich June 19, 2019 

I-26 Jeff Shore June 20, 2019 

I-27 Jeff Shore July 30, 2019 

I-28 Jay and Sallie Whaley June 19, 2019 

T-1 City of Palo Alto Planning and Transportation Commission June 12, 2019 

T-2 City of Palo Alto Newell Road Bridge Community Meeting June 18, 2019 

T-3 City of East Palo Alto Public Works Transportation Committee June 19, 2019 

T-4 City of Palo Alto Architectural Review Board July 18, 2019 

F.2 Responses to Comments 
The City of Palo Alto and Caltrans thank all commenters for participating and providing input during 

the environmental review process. Comment letters listed below and transcripts from the public 

hearings that occurred during the circulation period are included in the Final EIR/EA and will be 

considered during completion of the environmental review phase of the Project. Section F.2.1 

provides master responses to commonly received public comments. Section F.2.2 provides 

responses to all public comments received.  

F.2.1 Master Responses 

Master Response 1 

Public Comment: A wider bridge and/or realigned bridge would increase vehicle cut-through 

traffic and would increase vehicle speeds, leading to unsafe conditions. 

Response: The existing and future analysis for traffic is based on the growth rate of the Project 

vicinity, which was derived from the general plans and travel demand models (the models account 

for the future land uses and rerouting, hence the concern of rerouting traffic is part of the analysis). 

Therefore, the analysis included anticipated growth and development for both the City of Palo Alto 

and East Palo Alto. As discussed in Section 2.1.4.3, Environmental Consequences, shown in Tables 

2.1.4-5 through 2.1.4-7, of the Draft EIR/EA and included in the Newell Road Bridge Replacement 

Project Supplemental Traffic Evaluation Report (TJKM 2019a), the City of Palo Alto and Caltrans 

prepared a Traffic Infusion on Residential Environment (TIRE) analysis. The TIRE analysis evaluated 
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whether the Project would contribute to increased traffic on nearby residential roadway segments, 

which could affect the safety and comfort of human activities, such as walking, bicycling, and playing 

on or near a roadway, and on the freedom to maneuver personal vehicles in and out of residential 

driveways. Although growth within the area is anticipated to result in increased traffic in this area 

generally, the TIRE index (which takes into account overall traffic volumes on a roadway) would 

remain the same under the No Build Alternative as it is under all build alternatives. The Project 

itself, under any of the build alternatives, would not contribute to a noticeable increase in traffic 

volumes.  

The City of Palo Alto is working with Caltrans to determine striping for the bridge. The City has 

presented two options that could be implemented under Build Alternatives 2, 3, or 4, one of which 

would provide a curb between the bicycle lane and the sidewalk, and the other of which would 

provide a mixed-use path with a curb between the vehicle lane and mixed-use path. In both options, 

the vehicular traffic lane width would be 10 feet. The change from a 9-foot-wide vehicle lane 

(existing) to a 10-foot-wide vehicle lane is not anticipated to increase traffic speeds. This is a 

reasonable conclusion when considering that the stop sign-controlled intersections at the Project 

location, which would remain under all three of these build alternatives, are not conducive to 

increasing speeds. Under Build Alternative 1, the two-lane, bi-directional bridge would be changed 

to a one lane, bi-directional bridge, necessitating the installation of several traffic lights. The traffic 

analysis concluded that this would result in increased critical delay of more than 4 seconds at both 

the Newell Road/Edgewood Drive and the Newell Road/Woodland Avenue (north leg) intersections, 

causing the Level of Service (LOS) to deteriorate during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours at both of 

these intersections (TJKM 2019a). With these intersection controls and anticipated increase in 

delay, it is also reasonable to conclude that speeds would not increase under Build Alternative 1. 

Master Response 2 

Public Comment: Bicycle and pedestrian circulation, traffic, and analysis should be added to the 

Final EIR/EA.  

Response: The Project would enhance the existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Additional 

analysis (such as Level of Stress analysis) was not a part of the Project because the Project was 

found to enhance all modes of transportation and would not deteriorate any existing pedestrian or 

bicycle facilities.  

Section 2.4.1.2, Affected Environment, and 2.1.4.3, Environmental Consequences, of the EIR/EA 

discuss bicycle and pedestrian traffic and circulation. The City and Caltrans completed counts in 

2016 for bicycles and pedestrians, and these counts were used as the basis for the analysis in the 

Draft EIR/EA. Based on comments received in response to the Draft EIR/EA, and due to the opening 

of the nearby Bicycle/Pedestrian Overcross Bridge that connects Palo Alto/East Palo Alto to East 

Palo Alto north of US Highway 101, updated vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle counts were collected 

in August 2019. Please refer to the Technical Memorandum – Comparison of Peak Hour Volumes at 

Newell Road / Woodland Avenue for Vehicles, Pedestrians, and Bikes (TJKM 2019b). Pedestrian 

volumes have generally increased from 16 to 35 trips in the a.m. peak hour and 10 to 32 trips in the 

p.m. peak hour. Bicycle trips have generally increased from 14 to 64 trips in the a.m. peak hour and 

6 to 32 trips in the p.m. peak hour. The observed bicycle volumes in 2019 are well below the 

practical capacity of Class 2 bicycle lanes or Class 3 shared travel lanes. Comparison to the 2016 

counts and the analysis confirmed the traffic impacts would remain less than significant under the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) based on the 2019 volume counts. 
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F.2.2 Responses to Public Comments 

On the following pages are copies of the comment letters and responses to each comment. The 

comment letters are included in the order shown in Table F-1. Each written comment has one or 

more numbers inserted in the margin. These numbers correspond to the written responses that 

follow each comment. Note that in some cases, responses to comments refer the reader to a master 

response, a different comment’s response, or to a section of the Draft EIR/EA. 
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Letter A-1. City of East Palo Alto, 7/30/19 

Response to Comment A-1.1 

The City of East Palo Alto’s support for the Project is noted. The City of Palo Alto and Caltrans 

appreciate the City of East Palo Alto’s continued involvement in the Project.  

Response to Comment A-1.2 

The City of East Palo Alto’s summary of the four build alternatives is noted. Please see Master 

Response 1 for an explanation of cut-through traffic. Table S-1, Summary of Environmental Impacts 

and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, Chapter 2, Affected Environment, 

Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, and Chapter 

3, California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation of the Draft EIR/EA provide a comparison of the 

build alternatives.  

Response to Comment A-1.3 

The preliminary geometry for both alternatives satisfies local, state, and American Association of 

State Highway and Transportation Officials standards. Detailed design has not progressed 

sufficiently to determine final sight distance for the alternatives. However, appreciable differences 

are not expected. Site lines are adequate for an all-way stop controlled intersection and adequate 

sight lines would be provided to each of the stop approaches.  The current configuration for each 

build alternative provides adequate sight lines per general design standards. Final design for either 

alternative would meet Caltrans Design Standards sight distance and safety standards.  

Response to Comment A-1.4 

Please see Master Response 1. In addition, as discussed in Sections 2.1.4, Traffic and 

Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, and 3.2.16, Transportation/Traffic of the Draft 

EIR/EA, the environmental analysis concludes that the Project would have no significant impact 

under CEQA with respect to increasing a hazard through introduction of a design feature. The 

Project eliminates existing hazards by replacing the functionally obsolete bridge with a bridge that 

meets updated safety standards. In addition, the traffic reports for the Project anticipated growth 

from the general plans and consider future years as part of the analysis. The analysis concludes that 

there would be no significant impact on traffic during operations under CEQA. Therefore, additional 

studies to analyze further safety improvements in the future are not warranted as part of the 

environmental analysis for the Project. During Project operations, the City of Palo Alto will continue 

its current practice of monitoring traffic city-wide. As a Condition of Approval, the City of Palo Alto 

agrees to conduct a one-time post construction study to collect data and evaluate whether additional 

traffic calming measures are recommended. The City of Palo Alto will consider options available at 

that time in coordination with the City of East Palo Alto.  

Response to Comment A-1.5 

As noted by the commenter, the Level of Service (LOS) and critical seconds of delay threshold 

information utilized by the City of East Palo Alto are provided in the appendices of the Supplemental 

Traffic Evaluation Report (TKJM 2019). The LOS and critical seconds of delay criteria used in the 

Draft EIR/EA reflect the thresholds used by the City of Palo Alto as well as the thresholds used in the 

City of East Palo Alto; this has been clarified in Section 2.1.4, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian 
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and Bicycle Facilities and in Section 3.2.16, Transportation/Traffic. Therefore, a separate memo does 

not appear to be required.  

In addition, the following intersections in the City of East Palo Alto were analyzed in the Draft 

EIR/EA: Newell Road/Woodland Avenue, University Avenue/Woodland Avenue, and W Bayshore 

Road/Newell Road. As described in Section 2.1.4, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle 

Facilities, under the design year (Year 2040) scenario, all of the study intersections in the City of East 

Palo Alto, except for University Avenue/Woodland Drive, operate within applicable jurisdictional 

standards of the City of Palo Alto and East Palo Alto (LOS D or better) during the a.m. and p.m. peak 

hours. The Summary Matrix of Impacts on page S-8 does identify the significant and unavoidable 

CEQA impact described in Section 3.2.16, Transportation/Traffic. Please refer to Table S-1, Summary 

of Environmental Impacts and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.  

Response to Comment A-1.6 

The replacement bridge planned for Newell Road adds substantially more space on the bridge for 

pedestrian and bicyclists. Currently, the bridge is only 18-feet wide from barrier to barrier and 

shared by vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists. As a result of comments received, and the need to 

improve access, the City of Palo Alto is advancing two options that will increase the space for 

bicyclists and pedestrians. The first option is designated 5-foot wide sidewalks and 4-foot wide 

shoulders/bike lanes. The second option that was not part of the previously released Draft EIR/EA 

provides 9-foot wide multi-use paths that would be used by pedestrians and bicyclists and would 

elevate them from vehicle traffic by six inches.  The proposed bridge (under any build alternative) 

would provide substantial bicycle and pedestrian improvements over existing conditions. The 

bridge would provide bicycle facilities that are consistent and compatible with the existing facilities 

in the City of Palo Alto as well as with the identified facilities in the East Palo Alto General Plan. The 

proposed build alternatives consider comments received during the scoping period, many of which 

indicated a desire for the bridge to be as narrow as possible. The proposed build alternatives 

respond to public input while accommodating bicycle and pedestrian access in accordance with 

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standards. The 

Project would facilitate bicycle and pedestrian access by raising the adjacent roadways to reduce 

grade changes between the bridge and adjacent roadways, and providing better line-of-sight for all 

modes of transportation. Roadway signage is planned as part of the Project; the City of Palo Alto will 

work with the City of East Palo Alto and Caltrans as part of future design phases to determine the 

type, design, and location of signage to facilitate pedestrian and bicycle access. The City 

acknowledges policies outlined in the City of East Palo Alto General Plan for this corridor. The Project 

would further these policies by improving bicycle and pedestrian access on the bridge.  

Response to Comment A-1.7 

As described in Section 2.1.4.4, Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures, Standardized 

Measure SM-TR-1 will require a traffic management plan (TMP) be prepared and approved by the 

City of Palo Alto. The TMP will contain requirements for public noticing, traffic control 

implementation, signage, property and business access, parking, and safety during construction. It 

also will contain information about the construction schedule and detours. Standardized Measure 

SM-TR-1 has been revised to require approval of the TMP from the City of East Palo Alto in addition 

to the City of Palo Alto. The construction period for the replacement of the Pope–Chaucer Bridge 

would not overlap with the construction period for the Project. Replacement of the Project must 
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occur prior to replacement of the Pope–Chaucer Bridge due to hydrology and flooding 

considerations. 

  



Sent via email to michel.jeremias@cityofpaloalto.org 

July 30, 2019 
City of Palo Alto  
Attn: Michel Jeremias  
250 Hamilton Ave, 6th Floor 
Palo Alto, CA 94301 

This letter constitutes comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (Draft EIR/EA) 
for the Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project. The San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority (SFCJPA) 
supports the City’s Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the replacement of Newell Bridge, which must be 
completed prior to our proposed project to replace the Pope-Chaucer Bridge (replacing these bridges simultaneously 
may create traffic impacts) and widen the creek as described in our Draft Environmental Impact Report for the San 
Francisquito Creek Flood Protection, Ecosystem Restoration and Recreation Project Upstream of Highway 101. 

The SFCJPA plans, designs, funds, and implements regional capital improvement projects that protect against 
flooding, restore ecosystems, and enhance recreation for the agencies that founded it twenty years ago: the cities of 
Palo Alto, East Palo Alto and Menlo Park, the San Mateo County Flood Control District and the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District (Valley Water). Nine years ago, the SFCJPA developed the application for Caltrans funding for the 
Newell Road Bridge project now managed by the City of Palo Alto, and the SFCJPA first guaranteed the local 
funding match, which has since been provided by Valley Water. As this was the SFCJPA’s first opportunity to 
review the Newell Road Bridge Draft EIR/EA, we provide the following comments on it at this time.     

1. In Section S.3, the Draft EIR/EA lists two of the five project purposes as “Design a bridge that accommodates
increased flows related to San Francisquito Creek improvements to address anticipated flooding risk” and “Upgrade
the channel width beneath the bridge to allow for the 50-year storm event (7,500 cubic feet per second [cfs]) to pass.”
As described in the SFCJPA’s Draft EIR released prior to the City’s Newell Road Bridge Draft EIR/EA, the
increased flows from the SFCJPA’s proposed project would result the channel having capacity to contain an
approximately 7,500 cfs, or a 70-year event, and we intend to supplement that with a detention basin upstream to
provide 100-year flood protection. So that it is clear to the public and agencies reviewing both environmental
documents, the reference to a 50-year event throughout the Newell Road Bridge Draft EIR/EA should be corrected.

2. The August 12, 2015 Notice of Preparation of an EIR/EA for the Newell Road Bridge project states that in
addition to replacing the bridge, “the proposed Project would also incorporate channel improvements to widen a
bottleneck segment of San Francisquito Creek along the northern bank that stretches approximately 900 feet
downstream of the bridge (Figure 2)."  The LPA in the Draft EIR does not appear to include the 900-foot section
of channel widening, and the Final EIR should describe why this project feature was eliminated.

3. Section 1.5, Permits and Approvals Needed, states that a variance from FEMA would be needed “due to lack of
2 feet of freeboard1 on 50-year bridge design.”  This statement should be modified per comment 1 above, and
Palo Alto and Caltrans should confirm whether and under what conditions a variance from FEMA is needed.

It is very important that the City’s proposed project at Newell Road Bridge be well-coordinated with the SFCJPA’s 
proposed project upstream and downstream of Newell Road.  SFCJPA staff look forward to that coordination, and 
can answer questions regarding the above comments. 

Sincerely, 

Len Materman 
Executive Director 
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Letter A-2. San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority, 7/30/19 

Response to Comment A-2.1 

The role of the San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority (SFCJPA) is noted. The reference to 

the 50-year storm event has been revised globally in the Final EIR/EA to 70-year storm event.  

Response to Comment A-2.2 

Coordination with the SFCJPA, new drainage basin data and changes in hydrology requirements for 

the flood control project allowed for the City of Palo Alto and Caltrans to reduce the channel work 

for the Project. As the SFCJPA reduced the flow requirements, the channel widening was no longer 

required.  This clarification has been added in Section 1.4.5, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated 

from Further Discussion Prior to Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment of the 

Final EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment A-2.3 

As noted in response to comment A.2-1, the reference to the 50-year storm event has been revised 

globally in the Final EIR/EA to a 70-year storm event. With the intended additional upstream 

detention described by the SFCJPA in their environmental document, which would increase the flood 

protection for the creek to the 100-year event, the Federal Emergency Management Agency criteria 

will be reviewed with Caltrans to determine if the variance is required.  

Response to Comment A-2.4 

The City of Palo Alto will continue to coordinate with SFCJPA on construction schedules throughout 

the lifetime of the Project.  

 

  



Sent via electronic mail: No hard copy to follow

July 30, 2019

City of Palo Alto
Attn: Michel Jeremias
250 Hamilton Ave, 6th Floor
Palo Alto, CA 94301
Email: Michel.Jeremias@CityofPaloAlto.org

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Assessment for the Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project, Counties 
of Santa Clara and San Mateo (SCH No. 2015082026)

Dear Mr. Jeremias:

The San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) staff 
appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the subject Draft Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (DEIR/EA) for the Newell Road Bridge 
Replacement Project (Project). The Project would replace the existing Newell Road 
Bridge that crosses over San Francisquito Creek (Creek) and connects the cities of East 
Palo Alto in San Mateo County and Palo Alto in Santa Clara County. The Creek is an 
important migration corridor for steelhead (Onchorynchus mykiss), and the Project area 
has habitat suitable for other federal or State-listed special status species (e.g., 
California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) and Western pond turtle (Emys marmorata)).
The Project has two purposes: (1) to maintain connections and improve safety for 
vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian transportation across the Creek at Newell Road; and 
(2) to increase the Creek’s capacity under the bridge from 5,400 cubic feet per second
(cfs) to 7,500 cfs, which is about the 50-year flood flow. The City of Palo Alto is the lead
agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as assigned by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHA), has prepared the DEIR/EA, and is the lead agency under the
National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA).

Under CEQA, the Water Board is a responsible agency with permitting authority for the 
Project under the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and California Water Code for 
discharges of stormwater, waste, and dredge and fill materials to waters of the U.S. and 
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waters of the State, as well as to locations that could affect waters of the State. In 
addition to our more-detailed comments below, we note that:

• The DEIR/EA does not yet include information sufficient for us to determine whether
the preferred alternative (or any of the alternatives) would comply with the the San
Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality Control Plan’s (Basin Plan’s) requirements,
including whether impacts to waters of the State have been minimized to the
maximum extent practicable; and

• The DEIR/EA does not clearly identify the potential impacts to jurisdictional waters.
Thus, we are unable to determine whether mitigation for impacts to waters of the
U.S. and waters of the State would comply with the State and Regional Water Board
regulations and policies.

Alternatives Overview

The Project includes four “build” alternatives (Alternatives 1–4) and the No Build 
Alternative. Alternative 2, the preferred alternative, includes a two-lane bridge on the 
existing Newell Road alignment. The other build alternatives vary by Newell Road 
alignments, bridge and lane widths, traffic signage, retaining wall heights, and space 
designated for vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. The improvements would extend for 
approximately 500 feet along Newell Road and 350 feet along Woodland Avenue. The 
following elements are some of the key features common to Alternatives 1–4 that would 
result in impacts requiring Water Board review and, as appropriate, authorization:

Remove the existing concrete abutments in the Creek, and build a free span, cast-
in-place, concrete bridge;

Remove the existing sacrete retaining walls along the Creek and construct rock
slope protection or soil nail walls along about 50 linear feet upstream and 
downstream of the bridge;

Redevelop about 30,000 to 36,000 square feet (sq. ft) of impervious surface and,
in Alternative 2, increase road surface area by 1,700 sq. ft (the increases in 
Alternatives 1, 3, and 4, would range from 666 to 2,023 sq. ft); and

For Alternative 2, permanently remove 0.029 acres of stream and 0.022 acres of 
riparian habitat, affect 24 trees, and remove 12 trees. Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 
would remove similar amounts of stream and riparian waters, and affect or remove 
similar numbers of trees, with slight variations from Alternative 2 to each of these 
impacts

The DEIR/EA notes that habitat and land cover types in the Project consist of 0.19 
acres of waters of the State (0.06 acres of stream waters below the ordinary high water 
mark and 0.13 acres as Valley foothill riparian habitat), and 0.90 acres of developed 
land.

While we support a free span bridge design and removal of the existing concrete 
abutments, which are hydraulic constrictions, the DEIR/EA does not yet include
information sufficient to support the Water Board’s future authorization of a project. We 
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have the following comments on aspects of the Project, as presented in the DEIR/EA, 
which may impact waters of the State.

Comment 1. Basis of Design and Potential Impacts to Aquatic Resources

The DEIR/EA covers the regulatory permits potentially needed for the Project pursuant 
to the Clean Water Act (CWA) and California Water Code. As presented in the 
DEIR/EA, both a CWA Section 401 water quality certification from the Water Board and 
a CWA Section 404 Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) will be 
necessary to authorize discharges of fill to waters of the U.S. Should the Corps 
determine that a CWA 404 Permit is not required, Palo Alto and Caltrans may need to 
file a Report of Waste Discharge under the California Water Code if the Project has 
discharges that may impact waters of the State (e.g., streambanks above the ordinary 
high water mark). A Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife may also be necessary since the Project involves the stream channel 
and riparian habitat.

The Water Board adopted the U.S. EPA’s Section 404(b)(1) “Guidelines for 
Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredge or Fill Material,” dated December 24, 1980, in 
the Basin Plan for determining the circumstance under which filling of wetlands, streams 
or other waters may be permitted. The 404(b)(1) Guidelines prohibit all discharges of fill 
material into regulated waters of the U.S., unless a discharge, as proposed, constitutes 
the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) that will achieve the 
basic project purpose.

The Guidelines sequence the order in which proposals should be approached: 
1) Avoid—avoid impacts to waters; 2) Minimize—modify project to minimize impacts to
waters; and, 3) Mitigate—once impacts have been fully minimized, compensate for
unavoidable impacts to waters. When it is not possible to avoid impacts to water bodies,
disturbance should be minimized. Compensatory mitigation for lost water body acreage
and functions through restoration or creation should only be considered after
disturbance has been avoided and minimized to the maximum extent practicable.
Where impacts cannot be avoided, the creation of adequate mitigation habitat to
compensate for the loss of water body acreage, functions, and values must be provided.
Unlike an analysis of alternatives under CEQA, the 404(b)(1) Guidelines do not allow for
the use compensatory mitigation1 as the sole method of reducing environmental impacts
in the evaluation of the LEDPA, without also going through the avoidance and
minimization steps.

The Water Board also will evaluate the Project alternative to determine whether it is 
consistent with the California Wetland Conservation Policy (Governor’s Executive Order 
W-59-93 and Senate Concurrent Resolution No.28), also known as the No Net Loss
Policy. The No Net Loss Policy is intended to ensure that projects preferentially avoid or
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minimize fill or other impacts to waters. Where fill activities are deemed to require 
mitigation, such mitigation must preferentially be located “within the same section of the 
Region, wherever feasible.” Ultimately, the project and its mitigation, evaluated together, 
must result in no net loss of both wetland acreage and functions, where the term 
“wetland” refers to creek waters from the bank to bank and the riparian zone. We 
encourage the Palo Alto and Caltrans to develop alternatives in the DEIR/EA that are 
self-mitigating, such that the Project’s impacts have been minimized and any mitigation 
required has been incorporated into the Project’s design.

The project alternatives analyzed in the DEIR/EA and Technical Study-Newell 
Road/San Francisquito Creek Bridge Replacement Project Alternatives Screening 
Analysis Report (February 21, 2014) (Screening Study) are focused on the Creek’s flow 
capacity and traffic considerations. For example, Alternative 2 was selected as the 
environmentally superior alternative, because:

“[T]he existing alignment of the bridge would not change. In addition, Build 
Alternative 2 would not result in the higher delay at Newell 
Road/Woodland Avenue (North Leg) that Build Alternative 1 would result 
in. Therefore, Build Alternative 2 is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative.” (DEIR/EA, p. 3-56)

While this screening process may be adequate for CEQA purposes, it would not satisfy 
the LEDPA alternatives analysis required for future permitting by the Water Board 
because it does not consider potential impacts to the Creek’s beneficial uses.

The DEIR/EA considers bank stabilization measures using rock riprap or soil nail walls,
but does not yet include information to show how these bank treatments were selected. 
For a complete analysis that could satisfy the Water Board’s LEDPA requirements, the 
DEIR/EA should include further analysis of project alternatives that use soil 
bioengineering techniques wherever possible instead of rock slope protection, a soil nail 
wall, or other approaches resulting in hardscaping the creek banks or bed. We address 
other aspects of these proposed bank treatments in the next comment.

Comment 2. Basis of Design

The Water Board regulates waters of the State in part to protect beneficial uses that 
support the health and success of various species, such as preservation of rare and 
endangered species (RARE), fish spawning (SPWN), cold and warm freshwater habitat 
(COLD, and WARM), and wildlife habitat (WILD) (Basin Plan, Chapter 2 and Table 2.1). 
Though the Project site is in the section of the Creek that is dry during the dry season, 
the Creek is an important steelhead migration corridor and has habitat that supports a 
variety of other aquatic species and wildlife. As mentioned in Comment 1, the DEIR/EA 
does not yet include the basis for the rock slope protection or soil nail wall bank 
stabilization measures proposed for Alternatives 1-4. In order for us to evaluate the 
different project alternatives and their potential impacts to the Creek, the DEIR/EA 
should assess the bridge’s geomorphic function in its current configuration (abutment 
locations, soffit elevation, bridge width, etc.) and evaluate how the different alternatives 
would affect Creek geomorphology, including bank stability and sediment transport. A
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geomorphic analysis is also necessary to demonstrate that any bank stabilization or 
other channel modifications would not result in unintended destabilizing forces after the 
Project is constructed. We recommend evaluating and including in the Project more-
sustainable and fish passage-friendly bank stabilization designs if the geomorphic 
analysis supports such designs. Using such designs is more likely to protect and 
enhance the Creek’s beneficial uses by preserving or improving the Creek’s habitat for 
salmonids and other aquatic species and wildlife at the Project site.

Comment 3. Impacts are Not Yet Fully Characterized

The DEIR/EA states that the permanent impacts to the stream (below ordinary high 
water mark) would be from excavating the banks to remove old structures and install 
new pilings and riprap, and the impacts to riparian habitat would be from removal of 
trees. The impacts would be to about 0.03 acres in Alternative 2, and a range of 0.03 to 
0.05 acres for the other three alternatives analyzed. Please note that we will require 
impacts to linear features, such as a creek, to be reported as impact lengths; please 
add the linear feet of impacts to DEIR/EA’s description. Overall, the DEIR/EA does not 
yet include enough information for us to understand the impacts’ scope, scale, or 
location.

For example, the DEIR/EA (pp. S-5; 1-17) states that rock slope protection or soil nail 
walls would be implemented in “…approximately 50 feet upstream and downstream of 
the bridge. Channel improvements would upgrade the channel width beneath the bridge 
to allow 7,500 cfs conveyance.” Please clarify if this refers to bank stabilization for a 
total of 50 linear feet, or 50 feet both upstream and downstream (100 linear feet) of 
Newell Bridge. Also, the DEIR/EA states that channel widening is necessary, but does 
not yet include information on where widening would be done, other than noting that the 
existing bridge abutments would be removed. Please add information to clarify the 
areas of work, a more-detailed description of proposed channel widening elements,
including their location, and any work proposed beneath the bridge.

In order for us to authorize the Project pursuant to CWA section 401 and California 
Water Code sections 13260 and 13367, we will need to understand the type, volume, 
length, and area of all excavated and fill materials. To facilitate future Project permitting, 
we suggest the DEIR/EA be revised to include this information, if available. This 
information is also essential to characterize the Project’s impacts and appropriate 
mitigation, including compensatory mitigation, if necessary. A map or other figures to 
show the impacts would be helpful. The DEIR/EA includes excellent renderings of road 
and bridge configurations from a street view perspective for Alternatives 1-4; renderings 
of the Creek with a similar level of detail would be helpful to better understand the 
Project’s potential Creek impacts.

Comment 4. Potential Impacts on Natural Communities and Proposed Mitigation

The DEIR/EA evaluated potential environmental impacts to riparian trees that would be 
removed, and on a variety of special status species observed in the Project site or that 
have suitable habitat in or near the Project site. We appreciate the avoidance and 
minimization measures (AMMs) that would protect the Creek from sedimentation and 
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erosion during construction, and other species-specific measures during construction. 
However, the AMMs and proposed mitigation would not be sufficient to address the 
potential adverse impacts to the Creek from the proposed bank stabilization treatments 
or other, as yet unspecified channel bed improvements mentioned above in Comment 
3. In addition, we have the following specific concerns for proposed mitigation measures
(MMs).

MM-BIO-2-Tree Replacement Plan incorporates the City of Palo Alto’s 
requirements for restoring tree canopy cover for impacts to protected trees. We 
recommend that canopy cover metrics also be included in MM MM-BIO-1-
Compensate for Permanent Loss of Valley Foothill Riparian in evaluating the 
Project’s impact to riparian vegetation and developing and implementing 
appropriate performance and success criteria for impacts to riparian vegetation.

MM-MM-BIO-1 proposed to replace native species at a ratio of 3:1 and non-
native species at a ratio of 1:1. Stipulating the replacement ratios is premature, 
because the impacts have not been fully characterized, and the DEIR/EA is not 
clear on where the mitigation vegetation would be planted. While we prefer 
mitigation to be on-site and in-kind, we can accept offsite and/or out-of-kind if 
necessary. In that situation, the amount of mitigation required would increase as 
distance or types differ from the impacted habitat in order to achieve no net loss
of waters pursuant to the regulations and policies presented in Comment 1. As 
such, we are not yet able to determine whether the proposed ratios would comply 
with Basin Plan and related requirements.

The impact significance criterion under Biological Resources-(c)-adverse effect 
on federally protected wetlands and waters of the U.S is outdated. Please note 
that the significance criteria for Biological Resources in the 2019 CEQA Statute 
and Guidelines were updated to read as follows (underline and strikeout text 
shows the changes): 

“Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means?”

Please revise the Biological Resources-(c) significance criterion to fully address 
not only federal waters, but also waters of the State. In addition, the DEIR/EA
alternatives analysis should be reevaluated to ensure it fully considers the 
Project’s potential environmental impacts to waters of the State.

Comment 5. Cumulative Impacts

The Project design flow is for the 50-year flow event (7,500 cfs), yet the DEIR/EA 
technical study reports analyze the 100-year flow event, and the Notice of Preparation 
was for a Project that would accommodate the 100-year flow event at Newell Bridge,
estimated at 8,150 cfs. Please clarify this discrepancy and whether other modifications 
to the Creek in the vicinity of Newell Bridge are being considered to accommodate a 
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future 100-year design flow of 8,150 cfs. In addition, we recommend the DEIR/EA 
include more details on the relationship between this Project and the San Francisquito 
Creek flood control project from Interstate 101 to Middlefield Road, particularly to show 
that the Project would not preclude future improvements. if necessary, to accommodate 
the 100-year flow in the vicinity of Newell Bridge.

Comment 6. Early Consultation

DEIR/EA Table 1-2, Permits and Approvals Needed (p. 1-25), indicates that the Water 
Board would be consulted on the Project design during the final design stage. We 
recommend that Palo Alto and Caltrans consult with us as soon as possible, and, before 
completing CEQA/NEPA environmental review, so that any concerns about potential 
adverse impacts of the Project can be identified and, if possible, eliminated from the 
Project design (See also DEIR/EA, Section 4.2.8 (p. 4-3), which also states that the 
Water Board would not be consulted until the final design stage). This will both facilitate 
permitting and help avoid and reduce potential costs that could result from a future need 
to redesign the proposed Project.

Table 1-2 also indicates that a consultation with the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) pertaining to a variance needed for freeboard less than two feet in the 
Project design would not be completed until the final design stage. We urge an earlier
FEMA consultation, before the DEIR/EA is finalized, to ensure that FEMA will grant a 
variance or to address any changes to the Project that FEMA might require.

Comment 7. Erosion Potential of Creek Banks

The DEIR/EA states that the Creek’s banks are subject to erosion and then uses the 
“Kw” factor from the NPDES Construction Stormwater Permit2 to predict erosion 
potential of the creek banks (p. 2.2.2-4). While the Kw value is useful for determining 
erosion potential on the land surface beyond the tops of the creek banks, a geomorphic
analysis is necessary to determine the erosion potential of the banks. As presented 
above in Comment 2, we will require completion of a geomorphic analysis to inform the 
bank stabilization methods for the Project and to identify the extent to which the Project 
can incorporate soil bioengineering methods that minimize hardscape.

Comment 8. Increase in Amount of Impervious Surfaces

This project would redevelop about 30,000 sq. ft. of roads and would increase the 
amount of impervious surface by 1,700 sq. ft. in the preferred alternative (or add 666 to 
2,023 sq. ft. in the other three built alternatives 1, 3, and 4). We appreciate that the 
DEIR/EA includes provisions to incorporate low impact development measures to treat 
runoff from Project impervious surfaces. The DEIR/EA states “The Project design would 
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incorporate postconstruction measures and other permanent erosion control elements”
(p. 2.2.2-9). In addition, the technical study, Water Quality Assessment Report, states 
the Project will incorporate low impact design (LID) measures “…including, but not 
limited to: infiltration trenches, vegetated swales, vegetated rock filters, bioretention 
devices, flow-through planters, permeable pavements, tree well filter units.” We urge 
Palo Alto and Caltrans to develop concept plans as soon as possible for the LID 
features in Project design. In addition, we recommend the DEIR/EA main report to be 
revised with the more-detailed text from the Water Quality Study Report pertaining to 
LID measures. As appropriate, it should also reference the Green Infrastructure Plan 
that Palo Alto has prepared pursuant to the Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES 
Permit.

We welcome the opportunity to continue to work collaboratively with the Palo Alto and 
Caltrans on this project. If you have any questions about our comments, please contact 
Derek Beauduy at derek.beauduy@waterboards.ca.gov, or (510) 622-2348, or Susan 
Glendening at susan.glendening@waterboards.ca.gov or (510) 622-2462.

Sincerely,

Keith H. Lichten, Chief
Watershed Management Division

Cc: State Clearinghouse, State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov
SFCJPA:

Len Materman, len@sfcjpa.org
Tess Byler, TByler@sfcjpa.org
Kevin Murray, KMurray@sfcjpa.org

Valley Water:
Melanie Richardson, MRichardson@valleywater.org
Saeid Hosseini, Shosseini@valleywater.org

CDFW: 
Brenda Blinn, Brenda.Blinn@wildlife.ca.gov
Mayra Molina, Mayra.Molina@wildlife.ca.gov

Corps, San Francisco District: 
Katerina Galacatos, Katerina.Galacatos@usace.army.mil
Greg Brown, Gregory.G.Brown@usace.army.mil

NMFS: 
Gary Stern, Gary.Stern@noaa.gov
Ali Weber-Stover, Alison.Weber-Stover@noaa.gov

USFWS, Leif Goude, leif_goude@fws.gov

Digitally signed by 
Keith H. Lichten 
Date: 2019.07.30 
18:28:37 -07'00'
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Stanford University: 
Jean McCown, jmccown@stanford.edu
Tom W. Zigterman, twz@stanford.edu

U.S. EPA, Region IX, Luisa Valiela, valiela.luisa@epamail.epa.gov
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Letter A-3. San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board, 7/30/19 

Response to Comment A-3.1 

It is acknowledged that the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water 

Board) has permitting authority for the Project. Section 2.3.2.3, Environmental Consequences, has 

been clarified with regard to impacts on jurisdictional waters, which now clearly identifies the 

potential impacts on jurisdictional waters. As described, no jurisdictional wetlands are present in 

the biological study area (BSA). Table 2.3.-2 identifies impacts on intermittent stream habitat, which 

is a water of the United States (U.S.) and a water of the state. Additional details about compliance 

with the Basin Plan will be determined during the permitting phase of the Project, after final design 

of the Project has progressed enough to allow this analysis to be completed.  

Response to Comment A-3.2 

The Regional Water Board’s summary of the Project and impacts is acknowledged, as well as its 

support for the free span bridge design and removal of the concrete abutments. Additional 

information and details will be provided to the Regional Water Board during the permitting phase of 

the Project.  

Response to Comment A-3.3 

As noted in Table 1-2, a California Department of Fish and Wildlife Section 1602 permit and a 

Regional Water Board Section 401 permit have been identified as required for the Project. In 

addition, it has been determined that a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit would also 

be required, which has been added to Table 1-2.  

Response to Comment A-3.4 

The Regional Water Board’s summary of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Section 

404(b)(1), Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredge or Fill Material, is acknowledged. 

These guidelines were followed in development of the Project. The Final EIR/EA in Section 2.3.2, 

Wetlands and Other Waters, includes a brief discussion of how the least environmentally damaging 

practicable alternative (LEDPA) will be selected during the permitting phase of the Project when 

additional information about bank stabilization measures are determined. 

Response to Comment A-3.5 

The Regional Water Board’s summary of the California Wetland Conservation Policy (Governor’s 

Executive Order W-59-93 and Senate Concurrent Resolution No.28) is acknowledged. The Project’s 

impacts have been avoided or minimized to the maximum extent feasible, and mitigation has been 

incorporated as necessary, as described in Sections 2.3.1, Natural Communities, and 2.3.2, Wetlands 

and Other Waters.  

Response to Comment A-3.6 

The Final EIR/EA in Section 2.3.2, Wetlands and Other Waters includes a brief discussion of how the 

least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) will be selected during the 

permitting phase of the Project when additional information about bank stabilization measures are 

determined. 



California Department of Transportation 
City of Palo Alto 

 Appendix F 
Comment Letters and Responses to Public Comments 

 

 

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project  
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 

F-22 
April 2020 

Project # BRLS-5100 (017) 

 

Response to Comment A-3.7 

This level of detail is not required under CEQA and is not required to analyze and identify 

appropriate mitigation. The details of the bank stabilization features will be developed during 

detailed design, and at that time the designs will be provided to regulatory agencies for review and 

comment. Additional analysis has been performed to verify that soil nail walls will not be required 

for the Project. Soil bioengineering techniques will be considered during detailed design.  

Response to Comment A-3.8 

This level of detail is not required under CEQA and is not required to analyze and identify 

appropriate mitigation. More extensive modeling will be conducted for the selected project during 

the detailed design and permitting phases. Additional analysis has been performed to verify that soil 

nail walls will not be required for the Project; it is anticipated that the required creek flows could be 

accommodated using sloped creek bank for a more natural setting and channel. Therefore, it is not 

expected that a geomorphic analysis would be necessary. The specific bank stabilization measures 

will be determined during the design phase of the Project and in consultation with permitting 

agencies, including the Regional Water Board.  

Response to Comment A-3.9 

The linear feet of impact will be included in the permit application for the Project; it is not required 

for purposes of CEQA. Bank stabilization would be implemented 50 feet upstream and 50 feet 

downstream, for a total of 100 linear feet; this has been clarified in the Final EIR/EA in Section 

1.4.1.5, Channel Stabilization. The only channel widening that would occur would be from removing 

the bridge abutments. This has also been clarified in the Final EIR/EA in Section 1.4.1.5, Channel 

Stabilization.  

Response to Comment A-3.10 

The Draft EIR/EA contained all available information regarding excavated and fill materials in 

Chapter 1, Proposed Project, Section 2.2.1, Hydrology and Floodplain, and Section 2.2.2, Water Quality 

and Storm Water Runoff. As final design of the Project progresses, the type of information being 

requested will be developed for the permit application for the Project.  

Response to Comment A-3.11 

The proposed avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures address the Project’s anticipated 

impacts as stated in the Draft EIR/EA. Additional impacts from the bank stabilization measures are 

not anticipated. The specific design of the bank stabilization measures will be discussed and 

finalized with the Regional Water Board during the permitting phase of the Project. Additional bank 

protection features may be added as permit conditions at that time.  

Response to Comment A-3.12 

The replacement ratios in Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1 was developed in consultation with the U.S. 

Department of Fish and Wildlife. Additional analysis has been performed to verify that soil nail walls 

will not be needed. More natural stabilization measures will be evaluated in coordination with 

permitting agencies and used when feasible. Therefore, it is anticipated that revegetation within the 

Project site will be possible. Although Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-2 and the City of Palo Alto and 

East Palo Alto’s ordinances require replacement of specific trees (e.g., street trees and specific tree 



California Department of Transportation 
City of Palo Alto 

 Appendix F 
Comment Letters and Responses to Public Comments 

 

 

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project  
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 

F-23 
April 2020 

Project # BRLS-5100 (017) 

 

species), a similar ordinance has not been adopted for riparian vegetation. However, specific canopy 

cover metrics and performance and success criteria for impacts to riparian vegetation have been 

added into Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1 into Section 2.3.1.3, Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 

Mitigation Measures. This can also be further discussed during the permitting phase of the Project.  

Response to Comment A-3.13 

The City of Palo Alto acknowledges that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has updated 

its recommended CEQA significance criteria. However, as lead agency, it is the City’s discretion to 

continue to use the previous CEQA significance criteria for environmental documents that are in 

progress. Therefore, the CEQA significance criteria in the Final EIR/EA have not been updated. 

However, Section 2.3.2, Wetlands and Other Waters, and Section 3.2.4, Biological Resources, have 

been revised to clarify that the intermittent stream habitat in the study area is both a water of the 

U.S. and the State.  

Response to Comment A-3.14 

The City of Palo Alto will continue to coordinate with San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority 

(SFCJPA) on the details and relationship of this bridge replacement with the SFCJPA’s Upstream of 

Highway 101 Project throughout the life of the Project. The reference to the 50-year storm event has 

been revised globally in the Final EIR/EA to a 70-year storm event. This adjustment was determined 

by the SFCJPA for the 7,500 cubic feet per second (cfs) flow. As described by the SFCJPA Upstream of 

Highway 101 Draft EIR, the projects are being designed for the 7,500 cfs flow, with the remainder of 

the 8,150 cfs 100-year event being accommodated through upstream detention. The Project would 

not preclude SFCJPA’s implementation of these proposed future improvements to accommodate the 

100-year flow in the vicinity of Newell Road Bridge. This information has been added into Section 

1.1.2, Project Background, of the Final EIR/EA.  

Response to Comment A-3.15 

The City of Palo Alto began coordination with the Regional Water Board prior to publication of the 

Final EIR/EA. References in the Final EIR/EA that state coordination would not begin until final 

design have been revised globally.  

Response to Comment A-3.16 

Recommendation is acknowledged. With the intended additional upstream detention described by 

the SFCJPA in their environmental document, which would increase the flood protection for the 

creek to the 100-year event, the Federal Emergency Management Agency criteria will be reviewed 

with Caltrans to determine if the variance is required.  

Response to Comment A-3.17 

This level of detail is not required under CEQA and is not required to analyze and identify 

appropriate mitigation. More extensive modeling will be conducted for the selected project during 

the detailed design and permitting phases. Soil bioengineering techniques will be considered during 

detailed design.  
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Response to Comment A-3.18 

The details for the Low Impact Design features will be developed during detailed design, and at that 

time the designs will be provided to Regional Water Board for review and comment. After details are 

finalized, all plans will be submitted with appropriate permit applications needed for the Project. 

Section 2.2.2.1, Regulatory Setting, of the Final EIR/EA has been updated to clarify that the City of 

Palo Alto has prepared and adopted a Green Infrastructure Plan pursuant to the Municipal 

Stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit.  
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Letter A-4. Valley Water, 7/30/19  

Response to Comment A-4.1 

As described in Section 2.1.4.4, Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures, Standardized 

Measure SM-TR-1 will require a traffic management plan (TMP) be prepared and approved by the 

City of Palo Alto. The TMP will contain requirements for public noticing, traffic control 

implementation, signage, property and business access, parking, and safety during construction. It 

also will contain information about the construction schedule and detours. The construction period 

for the replacement of the Pope–Chaucer Bridge would not overlap with the construction period for 

the Project. Replacement of the Project must occur prior to replacement of the Pope–Chaucer Bridge 

due to hydrology and flooding considerations.  

Response to Comment A-4.2 

Design flows and freeboard requirements were coordinated between the Project and the Pope–

Chaucer Street Bridge Replacement, which is part of the San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers 

Authority (SFCJPA) flood control project. Valley Water provided the background data regarding the 

flows and participated in the discussions associated with the bridge soffit. In addition, the design 

flow is based on the largest flows on record and the flow that can pass under the Middlefield Bridge. 

Further raising of the bridge would impact the roadway approaches and increase the retaining wall 

heights along the neighboring properties, resulting in additional environmental impacts. 

 

  



From: Aditi Mahmud
To: Jeremias, Michel
Cc: Jacob Nguyen
Subject: Newell Bridge Project
Date: Wednesday, July 17, 2019 2:55:04 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Rev Woodland & Newell Sheet 3 of 3 ALTA Survey 09-18-2013.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Michel,

It was good seeing you yesterday.

Attached is the electronic version of the ALTA survey. We are looking into the parcel Jacob discussed
as it has MidPen Property Woodland Newell property bounder line. Will let you know what we find
out.

I will be out of the Country from August 5th to August 18th. I am hoping to have a site visit with you

after the 18th of August. Could you please send dates and times that work for you?

Thank you.

Aditi Mahmud I Project Asset Manager
MidPen Housing Corporation
303 Vintage Park Drive, Suite 250, Foster City, CA  94404
t. 650.235.7680   c. 650.393.9768
amahmud@midpen-housing.org
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Letter O-1. MidPen Housing Corporation, 7/17/19 

Response to Comment O-1.1 

The comment does not raise a specific issue on the substance of the Draft EIR/EA. The City of Palo 

Alto will continue to work with property owners during design and right-of-way phases. 

 

  





1730 N. First Street, Suite 600, San Jose, CA  95112 | 408.467.9100 

BKF No. 2019XX 
July 25, 2019 

Aditi Mahmud 
MidPen  
303 Vintage Park Drive, Ste. 250 
Foster City, CA 94404 

Subject: Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project, Palo Alto,  
Potential Impacts to MidPen’s Property (1761 Woodland Ave) 

Hi Aditi, 

Per MidPen’s request, we have reviewed the conceptual design drawings and related documents provided by the 
City of Palo Alto for the Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project (see attached). Below are our observations and 
recommendations with respect to the City’s preferred Alternative 2 conceptual design: 

Project Description – We understand The City of Palo Alto (CPA), in partnership with the City of East Palo Alto 
(CEPA) and the San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority (SFCJPA), is evaluating options for replacement of 
the Newell Road Bridge over San Francisquito Creek. The existing bridge, built in 1911, is functionally obsolete. 
The California Department of Transportation inspected the over-100-year-old bridge on multiple occasions and 
determined it is functionally obsolete due to its dimensions. The narrow bridge does not accommodate two-
directional traffic or meet the current standards for bicycle and pedestrian access. In addition, the bridge presents 
flood risks due to the bridge abutments that create a creek constriction. Replacing the bridge will improve the 
safety for all modes of transportation, provide a designated crosswalk for pedestrians, and will enable the creek 
channel to convey more creek flow and mitigate the risk of flood.  

The design and aesthetics for the replacement bridge will be subject to review by the following review bodies: City 
of Palo Alto – Architectural Review Board, City of Palo Alto – Planning and Transportation Commission, City of East 
Palo Alto – Public Works & Transportation Committee, and City of East Palo Alto – Planning Commission. The City 
of Palo Alto has secured funding for project design and environmental assessment, 88.5% is coming from Caltrans’ 
Highway Bridge Program and 11.5% from Santa Clara Valley Water District.  

Although MidPen’s property (1761 Woodland Ave) is located within CEPA, we understand that CPA will be 
responsible for the cost of design and construction of all improvements on MidPen’s property related to the 
Newell Bridge improvements. 

Proposed Bridge Alignment – We understand that four design alternatives were presented to the Cities of Palo 
Alto and East Palo Alto, as well as and relevant reviewing agencies; and that both CPA and CEPA prefer design 
Alternative 2. Specifically, Alternative 2 keeps the bridge alignment more or less the same as the existing bridge; 
except that the new 2-lane bridge and surrounding roadway elevations would be raised a few feet above the 
existing bridge and adjacent roadways. Although raising the bridge and roadway elevations would help reduce the 
flood risk to the Woodland neighborhood, the Alternative 2 bridge alignment could negatively affect MidPen’s 
property – with vehicles coming across the new Newell Bridge towards MidPen’s property at higher speeds and 
potentially jumping the curb and crashing into MidPen’s buildings. To mitigate this concern, we recommend that a 
vehicular barrier (i.e. K-rail) be installed along the proposed back-of-walk. This would also help mitigate headlights 
from vehicles shining into the residents’ homes at night. 
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Possible Change in Site Drainage – Alternative 2 proposes to install retaining walls along MidPen’s frontage –both 
on Woodland Ave and Newell Road. While we understand that the retaining walls are necessary due to the raising 
of the bridge and roadway grades, they could also adversely affect MidPen property’s drainage pattern, ie. by 
trapping stormwater onsite and/or blocking overland release during larger storm events. As such, we recommend 
that the City carefully study the locations of the existing onsite storm drain inlets and provide additional lines and 
drains as needed to mitigate any drainage issues. 

Existing Parking Space off Woodland Ave – Alternative 2 proposes to reconstruct the existing driveway apron and 
parking space on MidPen’s property. The conceptual design shows the parking space at a similar elevation to that 
of the new bridge/roadway; with a retaining wall wrapping around the entire parking space and new steps 
connecting the space to the existing grade onsite. We recommend that the City carefully study the grading and 
slopes adjacent to this parking space, to provide a more natural transition that works well for the MidPen site.  

We understand that CPA will need a temporary construction easement in this area and the CEPA will need a 
permanent easement. We are requesting clarification regarding the permanent easement as to why this is needed 
as it appears the proposed ramp is intended to restore the ADA route from the building to the public 
sidewalk.Next Steps – We recommend that the City of Palo Alto continues to coordinate with MidPen staff on all 
upcoming design updates. In addition, we are requesting to disucss the following: 

Request to review budget for design and construction from CPA as it relates to the MidPen’s property
We would like to understand the plan for MidPen property landscape which will need to be adjusted due
to the ramp and raling proposed along the property
We would like to disucss maintenance plan from CEPA of the sidewalk and railing that is proposed to
runs along the MidPen property
Please note that APN 063-514-130 is part of the MidPen property based on our survey and title report.
Part of the bridge and the creek are in this parcel. We would like the opportunity to speak with both CPA
and CEPA about MidPen’s future plan for this parcel.

We believe it will benefit both the City and Midpen to have a joint site meeting - to ensure that the proposed 
design take into account Midpen’s existing site conditions.  

Please feel free to contact me at 408.315.9550 for any questions. 

Respectfully, 
BKF Engineers 

Jacob Nguyen, PE 
Principal/Vice  
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Letter O-2. MidPen Housing Corporation, 7/25/19 

Response to Comment O-2.1 

The commenter’s summary of the Project description is noted. Build Alternative 2 is the preferred 

alternative for both cities.  

Response to Comment O-2.2 

Build Alternative 2 would replace a two-lane, bi-directional bridge where vehicle lanes are 9 feet 

wide with a two-lane, bi-directional bridge where vehicle lanes are 10 feet wide. The location of the 

existing stop signs would not change. Therefore, traffic speeds are not anticipated to change as a 

result of implementation of Build Alternative 2. Retaining walls are proposed between the sidewalk 

and private properties in order to hold the raised roadway. It is not anticipated that a K-rail would 

be required in addition to this retaining wall in order to serve as a vehicular barrier. However, 

during final design, the City of Palo Alto will conform to local ordinances and American Association 

of State Highway and Transportation Officials specifications and continue to work with property 

owner. 

Response to Comment O-2.3 

During design, the City of Palo Alto will carefully study the locations of the existing onsite storm 

drain inlets to address changes in site drainage in coordination with the City of East Palo Alto and 

property owners.  

Response to Comment O-2.4 

During design, the City of Palo Alto will carefully study the grading and slopes adjacent to the 

existing parking space off Woodland Avenue and work in coordination with the property owner in 

order to provide the most natural transition possible.  

Response to Comment O-2.5 

The City of Palo Alto understands that APN 063-514-130 is owned by MidPen property and that a 

portion of the bridge and the creek are located within this parcel. It is therefore anticipated that 

both a temporary and a permanent easement will be required to allow construction and ongoing 

maintenance of the portion of the bridge that is located within this property.  This has been added 

into Section S.5, Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Section 1.6, Right-of-

Way Requirements, and Section 2.1.2.2, Relocations and Real Property Acquisition.  

Response to Comment O-2.6 

The comment does not raise a specific issue on the substance of the Draft EIR/EA. The City will 

continue to work with property owners during design and right-of-way phases. 

 

  



June 18, 2019 

City of Palo Alto and CalTrans District 4 

Attention:  Michel Jeremias,  City of Palo Alto 

Cc: Palo Alto City Council, Transportation Staff, Planning and Transportation Commission 

Re:  DEIR for the Newell Road Bridge 

Dear Palo Alto and CalTrans Staff, 

We find the DEIR for the Newell Road Bridge grossly inadequate for choosing design options, 

because it does not address the bicycling suitability and comfort level for cyclists travelling from 

Newell Road in Palo Alto to Newell Road in East Palo Alto.  While the DEIR shows that the 

bridge and intersection may indeed have sharrows, it does not analyze the impact of traffic 

congestion and intersection design.  This bridge will serve bicyclists and pedestrians connecting 

between Palo Alto to East Palo Alto for the next 100 years, and, in conjunction with the new 

bike/ped bridge over Highway 101, will be the best, most direct, and most comfortable 

connection, so it is essential to consider bicycle circulation in more detail.  

We recognize that the original scoping of the EIR only required a vehicular traffic analysis, but, 

in the time since this process started, the standards for multi-modal design, and the local 

conditions have changed to the point that this omission of bicycle and pedestrian specific 

analysis should be rectified before making final design choices.  

Planners should do a Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) analysis as this project proceeds through the 

DEIR acceptance stage, even though it is not required by the original EIR scope.  We must 

make sure that this bridge will be a great fit for the next 50 years, for all modes. 

An excellent bike route should have low “traffic stress”.  The “traffic stress” analysis method has 

been developed relatively recently, after the creation of Palo Alto’s 2012 Bike/Pedestrian Traffic 

Plan, but it was used in developing goals for local bike network improvements since 2015.  A 

useful reference is here:  http://www.northeastern.edu/peter.furth/research/level-of-traffic-stress/ 

One example of a low traffic stress route is an off-street path, like the Bol Park Path, where 

there are no automobiles.  Another low stress environment is the Bryant Bike Boulevard, where 

bicycles and autos share the lane, but the speed and volume of automobile traffic is very low. 

On busier streets, low traffic stress can be achieved by implementing bicycle lanes, such as on 

Park Blvd, from California Avenue to Latham.  Depending on the volume and speed of traffic, 

enhanced bike lanes, with separation or physical barriers can be used to reduce stress, such as 

on Middlefield near North California.  With lower traffic stress levels along an entire route, a 

larger percentage of potential cyclists will consider using a route, while a single high stress 

segment can deter many potential users.  



In the case of the complete connection from Clarke Ave, in East Palo Alto, across 101 on the 

new bike/ped bridge, and across the creek on the new bridge to Newell Road in Palo Alto, all 

segments can be considered for traffic stress, and this EIR should make that analysis with 

regard to the design alternatives. 

The new bridge over 101 has only bicycle and pedestrian traffic so it is low traffic stress (LTS-1: 

Suitable for children.).  A quick analysis of Newell Road in EPA, based on this traffic study and a 

street survey, shows shared lanes, no centerline, 25 mph speed limit, and Average Daily 

Volume (ADT) of 1805 -- within the guidelines for LTS-1 if traffic obeys the speed limit.  On the 

Palo Alto side, Newell road has 25 MPH speed limits, a centerline, much higher traffic volumes 

(3600-3900 ADT) and bike lanes.  Depending on the width of the bike lanes this could be rated 

LTS-1, or LTS-2 (suitable for most adult bicyclists). 

This kind of analysis is necessary for evaluating the bridge, and an additional evaluation must 

be made for the mixed traffic flow through the proposed offset intersection at Newell and 

Woodland, especially considering the distinct flows of bicycle and automobile traffic.  Will the 

preferred alternative create a high traffic stress bridge crossing and high traffic stress 

intersection?  With the rush hour traffic densities, the current design may be as poor as LTS-3, a 

level of stress discouraging to most potential users.   The choice of intersection design in 

options 2-4 probably makes a difference as well.  What about other, more creative alternatives?, 

like reducing lane widths to slow traffic, and adding minimal bike lanes, creating separation? 

Should planners consider a larger change, to add 4 feet of width to the bridge to enable full bike 

lanes without compromising auto lane width?    I am sure that adding bicycle lanes to the bridge 

will reduce bicycle/automobile conflicts, and reduce the Level of Traffic Stress.  

Without analysis, this is all conjecture. 

Note that adding sharrow markings to the road, the only design feature proposed for bicyclists in 

the bridge plans, does not change the level of traffic stress, and makes no significant difference. 

It is functionally equivalent to adding a “Bike Route” sign.   In fact the wider lanes of the new 

bridge will probably tend to increase traffic speed, and increase the LTS level versus the current 

design. 

As we stated at the beginning, this kind of analysis is missing from this EIR, and it is critically 

important.  This bridge is on the best bicycle/pedestrian route from East Palo Alto to Palo Alto, 

and we must evaluate design options with knowledge of the impact of the design choices.  I 

hope we can make certain that this brand new bridge will be part of the complete low stress 

connection, and not have the single worst Level of Traffic Stress along the entire route. 

Robert Neff William Robinson Paul Goldstein 

Art Liberman Eric Nordman Penny Ellson Elizabeth Greenfield

Palo Alto members Palo Alto Ped/Bike Advisory Committee (PABAC), Palo Alto PTA, or SVBC. 
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Letter O-3. Palo Alto Pedestrian and Bicycle Advisory Committee, 6/18/19 

Response to Comment O-3.1 

Please see Master Response 2. The Draft EIR/EA indicated that Build Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would 

have 14-foot-wide lanes for shared bicycle and vehicle use (sharrows); however, the project plans 

show that these build alternatives would include 10-foot wide lanes (sharrows) with 4-foot-wide 

shoulders for bicyclists. Section 1.4.1, Common Design Features of the Build Alternatives, of the Final 

EIR/EA has been updated for clarity and consistency with the project plans. A second option has 

also been discussed with Caltrans, which would place two 9-foot–wide raised, mixed-use paths on 

either side of the bridge, allowing the curb to act as a barrier for cars from both pedestrian and 

bicycle traffic. In both options, the vehicular traffic lane width would be 10 feet wide in each 

direction. The text for Section 1.4.1, Common Design Features of the Build Alternatives, has been 

updated. 

Response to Comment O-3.2 

Please see Master Response 2.  
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Letter I-1. Eileen Altman, 6/18/19 

Response to Comment I-1.1 

The commenter’s support for Build Alternative 2 is noted. In addition, the commenter’s concern that 

the Project proceed as soon as possible is noted. The Project is proceeding as quickly as possible.  

 

 

  



From: Ben Ball
To: Hodgkins, Claire; Jeremias, Michel
Cc: citymgr@paloalto.org
Subject: Meeting Last Night regarding Newell Bridge
Date: Wednesday, June 19, 2019 9:28:52 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Michel and Claire,

Claire it was nice to put a face with the name on the couple of email exchanges we've had
recently and Michel I'm sorry I didn't have a chance to introduce myself to you after the
meeting.  Michel please let me apologize for my questions last night that came across as
antagonistic as that was disrespectful and not effective.

I'm still sifting through all of the data in the draft EIR and I will submit those comments
formally once I've synthesized all of my comments.  For now I thought I'd share my
perspective on the process and how we arrived where we are from a resident perspective.

Back in 2012 many residents felt that PA city staff was not looking out for our interests.  Joe
T, the city project manager, wanted to build a huge bridge fully aligned with Newell Road in
EPA.  He never understood the traffic concerns that impact many of us who live close to the
bridge and have children who use, or have used, Newell Road to get to Duveneck and
Jordan/Green.  As such there was a decent level of distrust that the neighbors and I felt for
what PA staff "was pushing".  I mention this now as I've learned how influential PA staff is
with the city council and the ultimate decision that will be made regarding the bridge.  As
such, the words used to express staff's views and opinions need to accurately describe the data
and the process staff relies on in making its recommendation to the city council.

Two examples to illustrate this point.  Many residents attended multiple meetings from 2012-
2015 and each time signed up to receive email notifications on the bridge project.  All of this
lists were paper-based and most ended up in the trash given that very few residents received an
email update regarding last nights meeting.  This did not sit will with many neighbors and
risks creating more fear that PA staff has an agenda and is pushing something that PA
residents close to the bridge don't understand.  The second point stems from my issue with the
word "the least" which was used to described PA staff recommended Alternative regarding the
impact on trees.  The comment on the slide stated that building a two-lane car bridge had "the
least" impact on trees yet the DEIR states that this option will impact 24 trees and remove 12
of them while the single-lane car bridge alternative would impact 23 trees while removing 10
of them (DEIR page S-10).  I interpreted this data to mean that Alternative 1 had the least
impact on trees so took issue with the statement that was presented during the meeting.

You are well aware that flood control and traffic are the two major concerns in the
community.  However, you may not appreciate that the Crescent Park Neighborhood
Association does NOT represent the views of the residents who live close to the Newell
Bridge.  Norm Beamer, head of he CPNA, lives very close to the Pope/Chaucer bridge and is
only concerned about flood control.  My interactions with him from 2012-2015 all
demonstrated that he has no desire to understand the traffic impacts a two lane bridge will
have in our neighborhood and if anything he wants as big a bridge built as possible as he
believes it will divert traffic away from University Ave (his neighborhood) and push it into my



neighborhood. I mention all of this to help you appreciate that IF you communicate directly
with CPNA you will not reach or hear the same concerns from those of us who live close to
the Newell bridge.

I also believe that all of us would be better served IF PA staff is more transparent around the
cost of the bridge and who is paying for the preliminary work and who will ultimately pay for
the construction.  I was disturbed last night after the meeting when i overheard a comment
from someone I believe is on the PA staff but I honestly don't know.  The comment was
something to the effect that "can you imagine if PA had to pay Caltrans back for all the work
they've done on the DEIR IF Alternative 1 is adopted."  This statement implies that PA staff is
potentially more influenced by who is paying for the work rather than finding the best solution
for the residents impacted by this decision.  IF this view is in fact held by anyone on PA or
EPA staff then there should be far more disclosure around how the funding aspect have/will
impact PA staff's ultimate recommendation.

As I stated last night I want a solution that solves the flooding issue as outlined by the JPCA's
most recent objectives BUT that also preserves the traffic at levels similar to what would
result from keeping the current bridge.  Please don't mis-interpret this last comment.  I do
NOT want to keep the existing bridge.  I simply place as much urgency on mitigating traffic
impacts as i do on mitigating flooding.

Thanks,

Ben Ball
1425 Edgewood Dr.
Palo Alto
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Letter I-2. Ben Ball, 6/19/19 

Response to Comment I-2.1 

The commenter’s concerns about the earlier phase of public outreach for the Project are 

acknowledged. The Project has complied with the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Palo Alto Municipal 

Code, and NEPA provisions, in terms of proper noticing for the Project. Noticing for public meetings 

associated with public review of the Draft EIR/EA was done in a variety of ways. All entities on the 

distribution list (Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR/EA) received the Notice of Availability (NOA) of the 

Draft EIR/EA, hard copies or CDs of the Draft EIR/EA, or an email with the NOA and links to the 

Draft EIR/EA. A notice was posted in the Palo Alto Daily, which is typically where the City of Palo 

Alto advertises release of a Draft EIR. The City has maintained an email list of everyone who has 

signed up at past public meetings, and a notice was emailed to this list. Per City of Palo Alto 

Municipal Code Chapter 18.77 of Title 18, notices were also mailed to all addresses within a 600-foot 

radius of the Project. The City and Caltrans considered input received during the earlier phase of the 

Project and proposed a revised bridge design to address specific concerns raised by the public, such 

as a concern that the proposed bridge width was too wide. 

Response to Comment I-2.2 

The City of Palo Alto and Caltrans regret the error on the slide which stated that Build Alternative 2 

would have the “least” impact on trees. Please see Table 2.3-3 of the Draft EIR/EA for tree impacts, 

summarizing number of trees affected and number of trees removed under each build alternative.  

Response to Comment I-2.3 

The City of Palo Alto and Caltrans acknowledge the commenter’s concerns regarding the Crescent 

Park Neighborhood Association. The comment does not raise a specific issue on the substance of the 

Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment I-2.4 

In Section 1.1, Introduction, the document discusses the funding for the Project with specific state 

and local percentage obligations. CEQA, Article 9, Section 15126.6, Consideration and Discussion of 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project, states “(b) Purpose. Because an EIR must identify ways to 

mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may have on the environment (Public 

Resources Code Section 21002.1), the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the 

project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects 

of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project 

objectives, or would be more costly.” NEPA also requires consideration of a reasonable range of 

alternatives that can accomplish the purpose and need of the proposed action, regardless of cost. 

Therefore, comparative costs estimates were not prepared and are not considered as part of the 

evaluation of build alternatives in the Draft EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment I-2.5 

The commenter’s support for the flood protection aspect of the Project is noted. Please see Master 

Response 1, which responds to the commenter’s concerns regarding increased traffic under Build 

Alternative 2.  
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Letter I-3. Ben Ball, 7/24/19 

Response to Comment I-3.1 

The commenter’s support for the Project and the commenter’s preference for Build Alternative 1 are 

noted. Please see Master Response 1 in response to the commenter’s concerns about vehicular 

traffic flows across the bridge. 

Response to Comment I-3.2 

Please see Master Response 2.  

Response to Comment I-3.3 

Please see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment I-3.4 

Please see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment I-3.5 

Please see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment I-3.6 

The traffic light configuration incorporated for Build Alternative 1 is required to meet American 

Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standards. Utilizing signals 

only at the entrances to the bridge would continue the unsafe condition present today with stopped 

vehicles blocking the Woodland Avenue intersection without safe harbor. 

Response to Comment I-3.7 

The Draft EIR/EA identifies tree removal as an impact in Section 2.3.1, Natural Communities, and in 

Section 3.2.4, Biological Resources. Removal of trees in Palo Alto is allowed in accordance with City 

of Palo Alto Municipal Code Section 8.10.050(d)(1). As outlined in the code, replacement for these 

trees is required in accordance with the Tree Technical Manual, which includes a formula for 

replacement based on the measured size of the canopy lost. Compliance with the City of Palo Alto 

Municipal Code and the Tree Technical Manual, which is incorporated by reference as part of the City 

of Palo Alto’s Municipal Code, would help to ensure that impacts associated with removal of the 

protected and regulated trees within the City of Palo Alto would be reduced. In addition, the City of 

East Palo Alto requires replacement of trees approved for removal in accordance with the East Palo 

Alto Municipal Code Section 18.28.040(I). Compliance with the City of East Palo Alto’s Municipal 

Code, including replacement of the canopy, ensures that impacts in the City of East Palo Alto would 

also be reduced. In addition, Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-2 will be required for the replacement of 

any trees offsite, which would ensure that if trees cannot be replaced onsite, suitable locations will 

be found offsite. This would ensure that impacts associated with removal of the protected and 

regulated trees would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated under CEQA.  
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Response to Comment I-3.8 

As noted in Chapter 1, Proposed Project, the bridge is classified as Functionally Obsolete and has a 

sufficiency rating of 40.9. The bridge was deemed functionally obsolete because it does not conform 

to AASHTO standard lane and shoulder widths, nor does it provide AASHTO standard pedestrian 

features. In addition, the current geometry does not satisfy AASHTO’s sight distance standards.  

 

 

  



From: Steve Bisset
To: Jeremias, Michel
Cc: comments@sfcjpa.org; Xenia Hammer; TC Rindfleisch; Norm Beamer; Stephen Monismith
Subject: In support of Build Alternative 2 (LPA), Newell Road Bridge DRAFT EIR/EA
Date: Friday, July 12, 2019 5:33:41 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________

(emailed to comments@sfcjpa.org on June 3, 2009)

To:  Michel.Jeremias@CityofPaloAlto.org
Dear Michel,

I am a Palo Alto homeowner, address 1051 Fife Avenue, in the flood
zone artificially created by the Pope-Chaucer bridge.  Our home
sustained minor damage during the 1998 flood.  Many of our neighbors
fared far worse.

I STRONGLY SUPPORT Build Alternative 2, the Locally-Preferred
Alternative (LPA) for the Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project.

Please expedite approval of the EIR and completion of this essential
project as soon as possible.

Comments on the alternatives:

No Build Alternative: Unacceptable.  Prevents increasing the flow
capacity at Pope-Chaucer bridge, leaving future flooding a certainty.

Build Alternative 1: Unacceptable.  This alternative is in response to
a tiny but vocal minority of Palo Alto residents who seek to use the
Newell Road bridge flood mitigation project to create a gated
community.  The proposed one-lane bridge, where there are now two,
will create an unnecessary safety hazard by restricting emergency
access.  It will do precisely nothing to reduce the legitimate parking
issues, which must be dealt with by other means.  It will unfairly
push additional traffic onto the University Avenue and Embarcadero
corridors, burdening a larger set of Palo Alto residents for the
benefit of a few.

Build Alternative 2 (the LPA):  Strongly support.  This alternative
has been well thought out and planned by the SFCJPA and the various
other agencies involved.  It provides an essential next step in the
bay-to-mountains comprehensive approach to flood mitigation, while
minimizing the costs.  It generates no significant negative impacts
(after construction) to nearby PA and EPA residents.  It improves
traffic safety and especially pedestrian safety, without increasing
traffic flow.

Build Alternatives 3 & 4: Oppose.  While these address the flooding
issue, they introduce an unnecessary encouragement to increased
traffic flow across the bridge.  This serves a need that does not



exist.  It also activates opposition from nearby residents,
unnecessarily.  Such opposition must not be allowed to impede
completion of the bridge project, but there is no purpose served by
stimulating such opposition.

I have read the entire Draft EIR.  I am familiar with the hydrology
models of the creek and the economic issues.  I commend the SFCJPA on
its thorough work and on its sensible moderate conclusions regarding
the future steps for the Pope-Chaucer bridge and upstream retention at
the Searsville Dam.

Sincerely,
Steve Bisset
Fife Avenue, Palo Alto
650-269-0494



California Department of Transportation 
City of Palo Alto 

 Appendix F 
Comment Letters and Responses to Public Comments 

 

 

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project  
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 

F-59 
April 2020 

Project # BRLS-5100 (017) 

 

Letter I-4. Steve Bisset, 7/12/19 

Response to Comment I-4.1 

The commenter’s support for Build Alternative 2 is noted. The summary of the No Build Alternative 

and the four build alternatives is noted, including the commenter’s summary of effects under each 

build alternative. 

Response to Comment I-4.2 

The San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority (SFCJPA) Upstream of Highway 101 Project is 

separate from the Project discussed in the Draft EIR/EA. However, the two projects are related, and 

the City of Palo Alto is a member of the SFCJPA sponsoring the related flood protection projects 

along San Francisquito Creek.  

 

 

  



Comments on the Draft EIR for the Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project, 

Claire Elliott, 271 Chestnut Ave., Palo Alto clairee44@gmail.com
Submitted 7/18/2019 

1 

I support the need for a replacement to prevent flooding but am concerned with the impacts on 

the natural environment and a need for additional mitigation of these impacts. For example, 

significant disturbance of creek bank vegetation needs to be addressed adequately. Replacing 

an ancient buckeye with even three newly planted trees will not provide similar canopy and 

habitat value for decades.  

3.2.1 Aesthetics Section of the EIR states that there would not be substantial damage to scenic 

resources (and includes trees as resources) because there are none visible--because the trees 

block the view! See the photo of the buckeye on the bank of the Palo Alto side of the creek in 

full bloom in the spring. That is an aesthetic and ecological resource and it would do substantial 

damage to this site to remove this tree. 

From the picture above, it appears that the sidewalk for a new bridge with the same alignment 

could be placed on the right side of the tree, extending the existing sidewalk (possibly over the 

needed retaining wall?) Then it could join the bridge on the north side of the tree.  

Section 1.4.1.5 Channel Stabilization: The specification of 50 feet of hardscaping for slope 

protection both up and downstream of the bridge seems arbitrary. I would like the city to ensure 



Comments on the Draft EIR for the Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project, 

Claire Elliott, 271 Chestnut Ave., Palo Alto clairee44@gmail.com
Submitted 7/18/2019 

2 

the design minimizes hardscaping to the extent possible and include some bio-stabilization 

techniques as well in the design. 

Section 2.3.6 I am glad the EIR addresses avoiding invasive plant introduction because heavy 

equipment and imported soil are likely to introduce weeds, and disturbance of the existing 

vegetation makes it more likely that weeds will establish. In addition to avoidance measures, I 

would like the EIR to also make provisions to monitor and eliminate weeds in the project area 

for some years following completion.  

I would also like to see the list of invasive species for the project site to include the eucalyptus 

trees (several spp. Including blue gum eucalyptus are on the CalIPC list referenced in the EIR). 

Section 3.2.2 Agriculture and Forest Resources of the EIR states that there would be no loss of 

forest land, but what about loss of trees in the riparian forest? I was glad to see the plan to plant 

locally-specific native riparian species (I assume they mean understory species?) to replace 

those disturbed in construction. I applaud the plan to replace the non-native trees with native 

trees, and hope that those chosen are locally specific as well. 

Water Quality Sampling Station: I am sorry that the monitoring station at the bridge has been 

abandoned and am glad that the power and fiber that serve the water sampling station would be 

maintained—wouldn’t it be useful to at least have a flow gauge or at a minimum electronic depth 

gauge at this location? 

The EIR lists elements of Palo Alto’s Comprehensive Plan—but none of the natural environment 

elements. Consider adding these to the final version of the EIR:  

Policy N-2.3 Enhance the ecological resilience of the urban forest by increasing and diversifying 

native species in the public right-of-way, protecting the health of soils and understory 

vegetation, encouraging property owners to do the same and discouraging the planting of 

invasive species.  

Policy N-3.5 Preserve the ecological value of creek corridors by preserving native plants and 

replacing invasive, non-native plants with native plants.  

Policy N-3.6 Discourage bank instability, erosion, downstream sedimentation, and flooding by 

minimizing site disturbance and nearby native vegetation removal on or near creeks and by 

reviewing grading and drainage plans for development near creeks and elsewhere in their 

watersheds.  

Section 3.2.2 Agriculture and Forest Resources states no loss of forest land but what about the 

loss of trees in the riparian forest? 
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Letter I-5. Claire Elliot, 7/18/19 

Response to Comment I-5.1 

Please see Response to Comment I-3.7. Trees are considered a scenic resource if they are within a 

state scenic highway. As described in Section 3.2.1, Aesthetics, there are no state scenic highways 

within the vicinity of the Project. The mature trees around the Project site, in addition to the 

surrounding terrain, development, and sound walls, block views of any scenic vistas. Project 

engineers studied whether  the design of the build alternatives could be adjusted to preserve the 

buckeye tree in place. It was determined that this is not possible due to demolition of the bridge and 

the need to raise the roadway approaches in order to meet sight distance and safety requirements.  

The California buckeye that would be removed as part of the Project is located within the public 

right-of-way and is, therefore, considered a regulated tree under the City of Palo Alto’s Municipal 

Code. As required in accordance with the City of Palo Alto Municipal Code and Mitigation Measure 

MM-BIO-2, outlined in Section 2.3, Biological Environment, of the Draft EIR/EA, the City would follow 

the methodology identified in the City’s Tree Technical Manual to calculate and replace the canopy of 

the California buckeye.  

Response to Comment I-5.2 

The Draft EIR/EA analyzed the worst-case scenario (in terms of impacts) for bank stabilization 

techniques, rock slope protection, or soil nail wall. Additional analysis has since been performed to 

verify that soil nail walls will not be required for the Project. It is currently anticipated that the 

required creek flows can be accommodated using sloped creek bank for a more natural setting and 

channel. However, the specific bank stabilization measures will be determined during the design 

phase of the Project and in consultation with the permitting agencies, such as the San Francisco 

Regional Water Quality Control Board. Bio-stabilization techniques will be considered at that time. 

The 50 feet of upstream and downstream channel stabilization improvements are necessary in 

order to allow the contractor sufficient space to construct the Project and are a worst-case scenario.  

Response to Comment I-5.3 

The Santa Clara Valley Water District is the agency responsible for maintaining the creek. Through 

its Stream Maintenance Program, work crews remove sediment, manage vegetation, clear trash and 

debris, and stabilize banks that have been eroded. This work includes invasive plant removal to 

improve the ecological habitat. Eucalyptus trees are not listed as invasive species because the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife identifies eucalyptus trees as habitat for nesting birds, 

such as owls and raptors. 

Response to Comment I-5.4 

Riparian habitat is a biological resource; it is not considered forest land under CEQA. Forest land is 

defined under CEQA as native tree cover of greater than 10 percent that allows for management of 

timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, recreation, and other public benefits (California Public 

Resources Code Section 12220(g)). The riparian habitat in the study area does not meet this 

definition of forest land. Section 2.3.1, and Section 3.2.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR/EA 

discuss impacts on California Department of Fish and Wildlife-protected communities, which 

includes valley foothill riparian habitat. The Draft EIR/EA concluded that the Project would 

adversely affect and have a significant impact under CEQA on valley foothill riparian habitat. 
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Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1 would be required under all build alternatives to reduce this impact 

to less than significant under CEQA. The project plans submitted for the planning entitlement 

application include specific types of native riparian species to be planted as part of Mitigation 

Measure MM-BIO-1, such as Coast live oak and California buckeye. Further details on final 

landscaping plans will be determined during the permitting and final design phases of the Project in 

coordination with wildlife agencies.  

Response to Comment I-5.5 

The comment does not address an issue on the substance of the Draft EIR/EA. The City of Palo Alto 

continues to coordinate with responsible agencies regarding the monitoring station.  

Response to Comment I-5.6 

The natural environment policies suggested by the commenter have been added to Table 2.1.1-2.  

Response to Comment I-5.7 

Please see Response to Comment I-5.4. 

  



From: Angie Evans
To: Jeremias, Michel
Subject: Newell Road Bridge Replacement
Date: Thursday, June 06, 2019 11:00:09 PM

Hi Michel,

I'd like to comment on this because I use it everyday to get to and from work but I have some
questions. How long will each of the construction options take? Will there be additional work
connected to fix the left turn onto Woodland?

Thanks so much,
Angie



California Department of Transportation 
City of Palo Alto 

 Appendix F 
Comment Letters and Responses to Public Comments 

 

 

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project  
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 

F-65 
April 2020 

Project # BRLS-5100 (017) 

 

Letter I-6. Angie Evans, 6/6/19 

Response to Comment I-6.1 

Construction of the bridge is generally expected to begin in 2020 and take approximately a year and 

a half under all build alternatives. The exact timing of construction start will be dependent on 

receipt of all required permits. Some construction activities may occur prior to bridge closure or 

following the re-opening of the bridge; therefore the exact duration of bridge closure within the 

expected construction period is not yet known. The Project would provide a wider road with better 

line-of-sight at the intersection of Newell Road and Woodland Avenue. This would improve the 

intersection, particularly with respect to visibility, for vehicles and bicycles turning left onto 

Woodland Avenue. 

 

 

  



From: Star-Lack, Sylvia
To: Jeremias, Michel
Subject: FW: Newell Bridge: One lane new bridge
Date: Monday, June 24, 2019 4:52:29 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Hi Michel,

How would you like me to handle these comments? Can you reply to these folks with a “Thank
you for your comments note,” or do you want me to?

Thanks!

-Sylvia

Sylvia Star-Lack | Transportation Manager
Office of Transportation | City of Palo Alto
250 Hamilton Avenue | Palo Alto, CA 94301
T: 650.329.2546 |E: Sylvia.star-lack@cityofpaloalto.org

Please think of the environment before printing this email – Thank you!

Use Palo Alto 311 to report items you’d like the City to fix!!  Download the app or click here to make
a service request.

From: Janie Farn <janie.farn@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, June 24, 2019 3:18 PM
To: Eggleston, Brad <Brad.Eggleston@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Star-Lack, Sylvia <Sylvia.Star-
Lack@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Cc: Michael Farn <MFarn@fenwick.com>; Jeff & Linda Reese <jeffreesemd@gmail.com>; Linda
Waters <lmwatersmd@gmail.com>; Vanessa Belland <vanessabelland@hotmail.com>; Jim Lewis
<JimLewis@aol.com>
Subject: Newell Bridge: One lane new bridge

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Hi Brad and Sylvia,

Thank you for hosting the community meeting on 6/18. I attended the meeting and was surprised
the attendance is so low...I think there are a lot more interested neighbors in the community would
like to attend, but didn't get any notice. With this neighborhood we have only one voice to express,
our choice of bridge is Alternative One: One lane new bridge! We want to improve the flood flow
but keeping the minimum traffic, and preserve our quiet residential streets.



On 6/18 meeting, I shared the same sentiment as the last speaker on Tuesday night.  A wider bridge
will change our neighborhood forever, with more traffic cutting into our residential streets and
potentially a popular route to divert the traffic on University. Not to mention the high density
housing will be developed by EPA Woodland property developer in the near future! Has EPA disclose
any future projects in the Woodland/EPA neighborhood? It's inevitable the developer will develop a
900 unit apartments considering the expensive housing in the BayArea. It was brought up in a 2017
community meeting.

City of PA has the duty to preserve our neighborhood and quiet streets. We have invested so much
into this neighborhood where we call home!  We Do Not want to endure any invasion similar to the
parking invasion in 2014 from EPA. Any research and study doesn't prevent any future traffic disaster
once a wider bridge has built. Please think hard before you push through a two lane bridge proposal.
Is it what we the residence want? We are the one who live here and will endure the consequences
that city staff make.

Thank you, and we are counting on you to do a sensible decision!

Janie and Mike Farn
580 Newell Road
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Letter I-7. Janie and Mike Farn, 6/24/19 

Response to Comment I-7.1 

The commenter’s concerns about public outreach for the Project are acknowledged. All public 

hearings and outreach meetings that occurred as part of the Draft EIR/EA process have been noticed 

in accordance with the City of Palo Alto Municipal Code as well as CEQA Guidelines and NEPA 

provisions. Please see Master Response 1 in response to comments regarding traffic.  

 

 

  



From: Yitzchok Feldman
To: Jeremias, Michel
Subject: Newell bridge Eruv poles
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 10:01:04 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Michel,

I hope this finds you well.  I saw that the project to replace the Newell Rd. bridge is moving
forward.  I remember that we conferred about this before we discussed the re-doing of the
Creek itself possibly from Chaucer to the 101. (I assume the two projects are separate.)

Do you have a timetable for the bridge replacement?  And do you have an outline of the plan
so that I can see what will happen to the Eruv poles in the vicinity?

All the best,

R' Feldman

--

Rabbi Yitzchok Feldman
Cong. Emek Beracha
4102 El Camino Real
(Mail: 3790 El Camino Real -- Box 2015)
Palo Alto, CA 94306
(650) 857-1800/(650) 857-0601 Fax

rabbi@emekberacha.org / www.emekberacha.org
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Letter I-8. Rabbi Yitzchok Feldman, 6/12/19 

Response to Comment I-8.1 

Construction of the bridge is expected to begin in 2020 and take approximately 1.5 years. The plans 

do not currently show where the eruv poles would be relocated. Avoidance and Minimization 

Measure AMM-COM-2 states that the contractor will maintain ongoing coordination with the 

Orthodox Jewish Community during pre-construction and construction of the Project. In the event 

that the poles supporting the eruv over Newell Road require moving during any period of 

construction when the bridge structure is in place and accessible to pedestrians, the contractor will 

install temporary conduits across the creek bank between Friday evening and Saturday night during 

the construction period (Section 2.1.2.1, Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures) to 

avoid any potential impact on the local Jewish community’s religious practices, beliefs, and 

traditions.  

 

  



From: pwecips
To: Jeremias, Michel
Cc: Thai, Vicki; pwecips; Hada, Rajeev
Subject: FW: Newell Bridge Replacement
Date: Monday, June 24, 2019 9:30:07 AM

Hi Michel,

Please see the email below.

Thank you,
Andrew

From: Peter Forgie [mailto:pforgie@gmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, June 22, 2019 11:25 AM
To: pwecips <pwecips@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: Newell Bridge Replacement

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

To Whom it May Concern:,

I live on Edgewood Drive, near the corner of Newell. I have lived on Edgewood, in

one house or another, since 1991.

The existing bridge works well to slow traffic down, particularly the rather frenzied

afternoon commuter traffic. The bridge, although somewhat narrow for 2 cars to pass

simultaneously, has a very low accident or incident rate, simply because it has the

effect of slowing people down. I strongly oppose the proposed massive widening of

the bridge.

I am aware and concede that you have to do something to help with flooding issues

upstream. But I am strongly opposed to the creation of a two-lane bridge with bike

and pedestrian lanes. I believe a single lane bridge for cars, with bike and pedestrian

lanes would not only satisfy the flooding concerns, but it would also help keep Newell

from becoming a high speed traffic corridor. Please consider the numbers of cars

which nightly are attempting to access University Ave from the Crescent Park area. If

the bridge is widened as proposed it will cause virtually all of that traffic to come down

Newell, causing significantly greater problems on the East Palo Alto side of the

bridge.

There are too many residents, many of them children and elderly people, walking in

the neighborhood for a huge bridge and a constant flow of traffic to be a good idea. In

addition, our neighborhood, which used to be a nice one, suffers from so much

degradation in quality of life due to, primarily, all the airplane noise from both jets and

little planes going to PA Airport. In addition, housing policies on the other side of the

bridge have led to non residents parking all along our street, blocking our driveways,



leaving their trash, etc. .

A huge bridge that virtually invites increased traffic would only exacerbate the decline

of the area. Newell would become a freeway and I’m sure most of us nearby would

have to move. People already drive too fast and don’t stop at the intersection of

Newell and Edgewood. How would making the road wider improve this? It would

effectively constitute an attractive nuisance.

Finally, the proposed removal of the tall and old eucalyptus trees alongside Newell is

horrifying. Those trees act as nests for the local hawks, and other birds. Removing

such ancient spectacular trees is shameful, and unnecessary.

Please take the concerns of the Palo Alto neighbors into consideration.

Peter Forgie
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Letter I-9. Peter Forgie, 6/22/19 

Response to Comment I-9.1 

Please see Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment I-9.2 

Please see Response to Comment I-3.7. Project engineers studied if the design of the build 

alternatives could be adjusted to preserve the trees in place. It was determined that this is not 

possible for the trees adjacent to the bridge due to demolition of the bridge and raising the roadway 

approaches to meet sight distance and safety requirements. The work associated with the Project 

may compromise the tree roots and thus the structural stability of these trees.  

 

 

  



The Law Offices Of 

Paul L. Gumina, P.C. West Coast 
Business LawSM

www.westcoastbizlaw.com 

Paul L. Gumina, Esq.
Robert Arthur, Esq. 
   Of Counsel 
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Los Angeles County, 
California 

560 W. Main St., Suite 205
Alhambra, CA 91801 

Telephone: (866) 894-8863 
Facsimile: (866) 894-8867 
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Letter I-10. Paul Gumina (on behalf of Shen Yang), 7/30/19 

Response to Comment I-10.1 

The comment does not raise a specific issue on the substance of the Draft EIR/EA. In accordance 

with the terms of the encroachment permit issued to the property owner at 1499 Edgewood in 

1998, the City has met with the property owner to discuss the Project and the work involved at the 

site and the issued encroachment permit that was issued to the previous property owner. In 

addition, City of Palo Alto staff provided a written notice, letter dated May 2, 2019, indicating that 

the City may need to  revoke the encroachment permit in order to utilize this City-owned property 

to facilitate construction of the bridge. The City has expressed its willingness to replace the fence 

following construction, allowing for continued encroachment on City of Palo Alto property. The City 

of Palo Alto will continue to work with property owners during design and right-of-way phases.  

Response to Comment I-10.2 

The temporary construction easement (TCE) referenced by the commenter would be used for 

equipment staging. Equipment delivery would occur within the TCE, and equipment to lay down and 

pick up equipment would be used within the TCE. No additional work is proposed specifically within 

this TCE, but other work would occur adjacent to it and could encroach into it, such as tree removal 

and reconstruction of the roadway approach. The fence would be retained for as long as possible, 

but removal may be required, and the City has expressed its willingness to replace the fence 

following construction, allowing for continued encroachment on City of Palo Alto property. The 

Draft EIR/EA includes an equipment list in Section 1.4.1.6, Construction, and did included an analysis 

of truck trips in the air quality analysis in Section 2.2.6, Air Quality. Section 3.2.3, Air Quality, 

explained that air quality impacts would be reduced to less than significant under CEQA with 

implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1 and Standard Measures SM-AQ-1 and SM-AQ-2.  

Response to Comment I-10.3 

Please see Section 2.2.6.3, Environmental Consequences, and Section 3.2.3, Air Quality, for a 

description of air quality impacts during construction. Construction activities are subject to 

requirements found in Standardized Measure SM-AQ-1, the Standard Specifications (California 

Department of Transportation 2015), Section 14-9.02. This includes specifications relating to air 

pollution control by complying with air pollution control rules, regulations, ordinances, and statutes 

that apply to work performed under the contract, including air pollution control rules, regulations, 

ordinances, and statutes provided in Government Code Section 11017 (Public Contract Code Section 

10231) while standard specification Section 10-5 addresses dust control, soil stabilization, and 

palliative requirements. Additionally, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District considers dust 

impacts to be less than significant under CEQA through the application of best management 

practices and recommends that construction contractors implement all basic construction 

mitigation measures as listed in the Air Quality Guidelines to reduce construction emissions from 

dust (Standardized Measure SM-AQ-2). Implementation of Caltrans Standardized Measure to control 

dust during construction (SM-AQ-2), and Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-1 to utilize clean diesel-

powered equipment during construction to control construction-related nitrous oxide emissions, 

would minimize air quality impacts from construction activities and mitigate them to less-than-

significant levels under CEQA as further described in Section 2.2.6.4, Avoidance, Minimization, 

and/or Mitigation Measures and Section 3.2.2, Air Quality. 
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Please see Section 2.2.7.3, Environmental Consequences, and Section 3.2.12, Noise, for a description of 

noise impacts during construction. Noise from Project construction activities may intermittently 

dominate the noise environment in the immediate area of construction. Construction noise is 

controlled by Caltrans Standard Specifications Section 14-8.02, Noise Control and Local Noise 

Standards (see Standardized Measures SM-NOI-1, SM-NOI-2, and SM-NOI-3 in Section 2.2.7.4, 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures). With adherence to Standardized Measures 

SM-NOI-1, SM-NOI-2, and SM-NOI-3, these potential impacts would be reduced. The potential 

impacts would be further minimized through implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-NOI-1, 

MM-NOI-2, and MM-NOI-3, which would ensure that construction noise does not cause excessive 

increases in ambient noise levels at any noise-sensitive land uses. These mitigation measures would 

provide advance notice to nearby residences, designate a disturbance coordinator to handle 

resident complaints, and install noise barriers to further attenuate noise. This would minimize noise 

levels and the resulting noise level after implementation of these mitigation measures would be less 

than significant under CEQA. 

In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-4 would reduce groundborne vibration 

impacts to a less-than-significant level under CEQA by ensuring, through vibration monitoring, that 

vibration levels are below the applicable thresholds and that any vibration-related complaints are 

addressed. Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-1 would also involve a survey of the existing residences to 

determine if these structures could be damaged by pile driving activities. If it is determined that 

structures would be damaged by pile driving, an alternative method of construction would be 

required. 

These air quality and noise measures would be effective in reducing the potential impacts during 

construction on sensitive receptors, including the commenter’s property.  

Response to Comment I-10.4 

As discussed in Section 2.1.5.3, Environmental Consequences, in the Draft EIR/EA, work is anticipated 

to occur during daylight hours in accordance with City requirements. Therefore, high-intensity 

lighting for illuminating construction activities would not be needed. The comment regarding site 

security and the potential for trespassers does not raise a specific issue on the substance of the Draft 

EIR/EA. Per the Caltrans Standard Specifications, site security is generally the responsibility of the 

contractor. Project-specific criteria is added through the special provisions to accommodate local 

concerns. 

Response to Comment I-10.5 

Please see Response to Comment I-10.3. Potential Project impacts and avoidance, minimization, and 

mitigation measures for construction in staging areas is identified in the various sections of the 

Draft EIR/EA identified in Response to Comment I-10.3. The statement in Section S.4.5.1, 

Construction Staging Areas, means that the exact locations of the staging areas within the Project 

study area will be finalized during the final design phase of the Project, and that if there are any 

changes to the construction method that could result in new impacts not already identified in the 

Draft EIR/EA, then additional analysis would be required.  

Response to Comment I-10.6 

As discussed in Section 1.4.5, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Discussion Prior to 

Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment, removing the Newell Road Bridge 
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without replacing it was considered in the Alternatives Screening Analysis Report (ASAR) but 

dropped from further consideration. This alternative was dropped from further consideration 

because it did not meet the criteria identified in the purpose statement and would not satisfy the 

Project’s basic purpose and needs, in particular the objective of maintaining vehicular 

transportation across San Francisquito Creek at Newell Road. In addition, it was determined in the 

ASAR that this alternative would permanently result in greater delays at other intersections within 

the vicinity. This alternative also performed poorly when evaluated against accommodating multi-

modal traffic, including vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. For these reasons, this alternative was 

eliminated from further consideration. 

The Project’s purpose and need are discussed in Section 1.2, Purpose and Need, of the Draft EIR/EA. 

Providing traffic relief on Newell Road in comparison to existing conditions is not a stated purpose 

or need of the Project. Please see Master Response 1 with respect to comments regarding traffic.  

Response to Comment I-10.7 

Please see Response to Comment I-10.3. Potential air quality impacts and avoidance, minimization, 

and mitigation measures are discussed in the various sections of the Draft EIR/EA identified in 

Response to Comment I-10.3. These sections discuss construction period impacts, including a 

summary of construction criteria pollutants, Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) 

thresholds, and how to reduce emissions to reduce adverse health effects. Long-term (operational) 

carbon monoxide concentrations and criteria pollutants are also discussed and compared to 

BAAQMD thresholds, and it is noted that the Project would not result in substantial impacts on air 

quality during operations given the minor increases in emissions from vehicle traffic. Therefore, the 

Draft EIR/EA is compliant with the Sierra Club v. County of Fresno case.  

  



From: Xenia Hammer
To: Jeremias, Michel
Subject: Re: FW: Newell Road Bridge Draft EIR / EA
Date: Friday, June 14, 2019 5:31:51 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening
attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Michel,

Thank you so much for all your work on this.  I hope you have a nice weekend --  this email can wait till
Monday!

I would like to clarify the dimensions of the proposed Build Alternative 2.  These dimensions will be
discussed in a lively manner at the community meeting, and i'd like to be clear on this.  Also, comparison
with the current bridge will come up, and again, i'd like to have these numbers at the ready.  A case in point:
the headline in Palo Alto Online says that the width of the bridge will double -- i think it's a bit of an
exaggeration and want to verify the numbers.

Total width:
5 foot sidewalks
14 foot lane in each direction
That's a total of 14+14+10 = 38 feet, correct?
Is there anything else to add for the width of the bridge?

Sidewalks:
DEIR says different things about the width of the sidewalks:
Sec 1.4.2.2 page 1-21 says 4 foot sidewalks
Sec 1.4.12 page 1-15 says 5 foot sidewalks
At the meeting on wed, it was 5 foot sidewalks.
Please confirm the proposed width of the sidewalks.

Thank you,

Xenia

On Fri, May 31, 2019 at 9:40 AM Jeremias, Michel <Michel.Jeremias@cityofpaloalto.org> wrote:

Good Morning,

This email is to advise interested parties and public agencies that the City of Palo Alto and the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) have completed the Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment (DRAFT EIR/EA) for the Newell Road Bridge Replacement project.
Attached is the Notice of Availability. The Draft EIR/EA, Appendices and Technical Studies are now
available on project page
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/gov/city_information/projects/newell_road_bridge_replacement_project.asp
a direct link to the Draft EIR/EA is available here Draft EIR

The document is also available for viewing during normal business hours at



1. Caltrans District 4, Office of Local Assistance 12th Floor, 111 Grand Avenue, Oakland CA 94612
2. Planning Department Office, 5th floor, 250 Hamilton Avenue, Palo Alto, CA 94301
3. Palo Alto Downtown Library, 270 Forest Avenue, Palo Alto, CA 94301
4. Rinconada Library, 1213 Newell Road, Palo Alto CA 94303

The 60 day public comment period will begin on May 31, 2019 and end on July 30, 2019. Comments may
be submitted in writing by 5:00 pm on July 30 by email to Michel.Jeremias@cityofpaloalto.org or by mail
to Michel Jeremias, City of Palo Alto, 250 Hamilton Avenue, 6th Floor, Palo Alto, CA 94301. You may
also provide comments in person

at the following scheduled meetings:

Wednesday, June 12 at 6:00 PM

Palo Alto City Council Chambers

250 Hamilton Avenue

Palo Alto, CA 94301

Tuesday, June 18 at 7:00 PM

Palo Alto Art Center Auditorium

1313 Newell Road

Palo Alto, CA 94301

Wednesday, June 19 at 7:30 PM

City Council Chambers, East Palo Alto

2415 University Avenue

East Palo Alto, CA 94303

Caltrans Public Hearing

Thursday, July 18 at 8:30 AM

City Council Chambers, Palo Alto

250 Hamilton Avenue

Palo Alto, CA 94301

Sincerely,



Michel Jeremias PE | Senior Engineer

Public Works Department
250 Hamilton Avenue | Palo Alto, CA 94301

D: (650) 329-2129  E: Michel.Jeremias@cityofpaloalto.org

Please think of the environment before printing this email – Thank you
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Letter I-11. Xenia Hammer, 6/14/19 

Response to Comment I-11.1 

The width of the bridge under proposed Build Alternative 2 would be 38 feet. The correct proposed 

width of the sidewalks on the new Newell Road Bridge is 5 feet in each direction. The Draft EIR/EA 

indicated that Build Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would have 14-foot-wide lanes for shared bicycle and 

vehicle use (sharrows); however, the project plans show that these build alternatives would include 

10-foot wide lanes (sharrows) with 4-foot-wide shoulders for bicyclists. Section 1.4.1, Common 

Design Features of the Build Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EA has been updated for clarity and 

consistency with the project plans. A second option has also been discussed with Caltrans, which 

would place two 9-foot-wide raised, mixed-use paths on either side of the bridge, allowing the curb 

to act as a barrier for cars from both pedestrian and bicycle traffic. In both options, the vehicular 

traffic lane width would be 10 feet wide in each direction. The text for Section 1.4.1, Common Design 

Features of the Build Alternatives, has been updated. 

 

  



From: Xenia Hammer
To: Eggleston, Brad; Jeremias, Michel
Cc: Len Materman; TC Rindfleisch
Subject: SF Creek - FEMA flood zones
Date: Thursday, June 20, 2019 8:21:42 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Brad and Michel,

Thanks for all your work and meetings this week on SF Creek and Newell Rd Bridge.

I wanted to clarify a question that was asked at the meeting in Palo Alto on Tuesday.

The question was whether these projects will get people out of having to pay flood insurance.

It is my understanding that when there are significant changes to the creek, such as replacing
both Pope Chaucer and Newell Rd bridges, FEMA may redraw the flood zone maps.  Whether
any given property remains or is out of the flood zone depends on that particular location.
Flood insurance rates for some people may go down since the rates depend on expected flood
elevation and the floor level of each house.

Currently, Pope Chaucer would overflow around 5,800 cfs.  With the proposed projects, the
capacity would increase to 7,500 cfs.  So, of course the flood zones and expected flood
elevations would change.

I think it is important to communicate the benefits of these projects to the community.

Thank you,

Xenia
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Letter I-12. Xenia Hammer, 6/20/19 

Response to Comment I-12.1 

Flood insurance is not a CEQA or NEPA issue, but instead is under jurisdiction of the Federal 

Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 

However, because the Project now proposes 70-year flood protection rather than the original 100-

year flood protection, it is likely that there will be no immediate changes in flood insurance 

requirements. In the future, if upstream detention is constructed, 100-year flood protection may be 

possible, in which case there may be changes to FEMA mapping and associated requirements for 

local landowners to purchase flood insurance. Increasing the capacity of the creek will reduce the 

flooding risk to the residents. 

Response to Comment I-12.2 

The commenter’s support of the Project’s flood protection benefits is noted. The City of Palo Alto 

and Caltrans are following the City of Palo Alto Municipal Code concerning public outreach for 

projects. The benefits are the Project have been communicated through the Draft EIR/EA and 

through the presentations given at the public meetings.  

 

 

  



From: Xenia Hammer
To: Jeremias, Michel
Subject: comments on DRAFT EIR/EA for the Newell Road Bridge Replacement project
Date: Monday, July 22, 2019 3:20:23 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Ms. Jeremias,

Here are my comments as part of public input on Draft EIR for the Newell Road Bridge
Replacement Project.

1. Urgency to replace Newell Road Bridge.

Replacement of Newell Road Bridge is a key part of flood control efforts for San Francisquito
Creek.  It has been over 21 years since the 1998 flood and over 7 years since discussions on
Newell Road Bridge replacement began.  According to San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers
Authority, Pope Chaucer Bridge cannot be replaced until Newell Road Bridge has been
replaced.  So, it is vital to proceed with the Newell Road Bridge project as quickly as
possible.

The proposed Newell Road Bridge project would increase flow capacity from the current
6,600 cfs (cubic feet per second) to 7,500 cfs.  This is the natural capacity of the creek channel
and is equal to the creek capacity that will be achieved with the proposed Pope Chaucer
project.  It is also about equal to the capacity of Middlefield Bridge.  Together, the Newell
Road Bridge project and the Pope Chaucer Bridge project will increase capacity of the creek
to 7,500 cfs, restoring the natural capacity of the creek on the stretch from Middlefield to 101.
These projects will also enable 100 year flood protection in combination with future upstream
detection measures.

The Newell Road Bridge project is sensible, cost-effective, necessary and urgent for flood
control on San Francisquito creek.

2. Support for Locally Preferred Alternative - Build Alternative 2
Locally Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative 2) is the smallest possible project that
provides one lane of traffic in each direction and a 5 foot sidewalk in each direction.  It is the
smallest possible project that will be acceptable to East Palo Alto (based on comments of EPA
public officials in the several meetings that i attended). This project incorporates public input
to the project proposed in 2012-13 in important ways: it is narrower, lower and shorter that the
originally proposed project and keeps the current street alignment.

It would be good to have a way to monitor traffic speeds and safety after the bridge is replaced
and add additional traffic calming measures if needed.

3. Build Alternative 1 - One lane of traffic with direction controlled by a traffic light with 2
sidewalks.  Regardless of anyone's personal opinions, this alternative will not be funded by
Caltrans as it does not meet minimum standards.  Moreover, this alternative is not acceptable
to East Palo Alto, per EPA officials' comments.  East Palo Alto neighborhood between
University, 101 and the creek only has 3 points of egress/ingress, so the Newell Road Bridge
is a vital point of access in case of emergency.



4. Build Alternatives 3 and 4 - two lanes with partial or full realignment.  These alternatives
will amplify opposition from folks concerned about any increase in traffic or traffic speeds.

In summary,  Locally Preferred Alternative - Build Alternative 2 meets the flood control
objectives and represents an excellent compromise.  I strongly support this project and ask that
you move forward with it with urgency.

Thank you for all your work on this!

Xenia Hammer
861 Sharon Court
Palo Alto, CA 94301
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Letter I-13. Xenia Hammer, 7/22/19 

Response to Comment I-13.1 

The City of Palo Alto and Caltrans acknowledge the commenter’s statement that replacing the 

Newell Road Bridge is a crucial component of overall flood control efforts for San Francisquito 

Creek, which also includes replacement of Pope–Chaucer Bridge and changes to channel capacity. 

The commenter’s support for the Project is noted. 

Response to Comment I-13.2 

The City of Palo Alto and Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s statement reiterating the Project 

description for Build Alternative 2 and how it has been revised to address earlier public input.   

The City of Palo Alto will continue its current practice of monitoring traffic city-wide. There is 

currently no plan for site-specific traffic monitoring for the proposed new Newell Road Bridge. If 

future traffic monitoring determines that additional traffic calming measures are needed, the City of 

Palo Alto will consider options available at that time. 

Response to Comment I-13.3 

The City of Palo Alto and Caltrans acknowledge the commenter’s summary of concerns about Build 

Alternatives 1, 3, and 4. The commenter’s support for Build Alternative 2, the Locally Preferred 

Alternative, is noted. 

 

 

  



Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this projects. 

Overall Comment 

I am in favor of the Locally Preferred Alternative for a number of reasons: 

• It provides the necessary vehicle accessibility with modest impacts on the local
natural and human communities

• It provides for adequate and safe pedestrian and bicycle use

• It provides adequate capacity to carry the expected future flows of the creek

• It has a minimum increase to impervious surfaces

• It maintains the connectivity between the neighborhood cites of East Palo Alto
and Palo Alto and thereby serves as a means of uniting these two interdependent
communities rather than separating them.

• It provides opportunities to enhance the quality of the surrounding habitat

• It will most likely be easier to permit than the other build alternatives

Specific Comments 

Why does the summary precede the table of contents in which it is included?  That 
is confusing to me. 

In S-2, it describes “transportation improvements”.  The Pad D New Municipal 
Water Well and San Francisquito Creek Flood Protection don’t fit under that 
category. 



In S-3, bullet # 5, I would confine the description to the flow rate rather than the 
50-year storm event.  Those descriptors have a way of changing, but the flow
measures do not.

In S-4.5, channel stabilization measures such as rock slope protection and soil nail 
wall are mentioned.  I would like to see some more-natural stabilization measures, 
such as the use of root wads or vegetated slopes also be included as options. These 
treatments have been implemented upstream to great effect under similar 
circumstances. These may also help simplify the permitting process with some of 
the agencies. 

Table S-1 “Natural Communities”.  No non-native riparian trees should be planted 
to mitigate the removal of existing ones.  Some of us have spent the last 30 years 
working to revegetate the banks of the creek with native riparian species in order to 
enhance the natural habitats and the connections among the related organisms.  
This is a golden opportunity to contribute to that effort. 

In 2.2.1.2 under Floodplain Description, the first sentence of the second paragraph 
is inaccurate, as the creek below 101 is capable of carrying the 100-year flow, as is 
stated in the following sentence.  This is confusing and needs altering to be 
accurate.  Again, I think it is better to use just the cfs numbers to describe the 
flows.  Also, I think it is more accurate, and inclusive, to say that the SFCJPA 
completed the downstream project rather than limiting the effort to the SCVWD. 
Though Valley Water oversaw the construction, all the agencies played major roles 
in making the project happen.  Later the term “base flood” is interjected with no 
indication of what that means.  This is quite a confusing paragraph, even for those 
of us who are involved in these efforts. 

MM-BIO-1:  Again, there is no need to replace non-native species when there are
plenty of native species that provide the same positive functions and habitat values
as the non-natives.  Every reference to tree mitigation should state that non-native
trees will be replace with native species that provide the same habitat benefits and
functionality as those removed.

Table 2.4.1 The 7th projected listed (Upstream of 101) notes in the final sentence 
under “Proposed Uses” the constraint on construction that exists due to the SF Bay 



to Highway 101 project.  Since that constraint has been removed, this statement is 
not applicable and should be removed or modified to indicate that this constraint 
no longer exists due to the project having been completed. 

6.1.7.  The individual, Claire Elliott, is listed as being an employee of the Acterra 
Stewardship Program. That program no longer is in existence.  Instead, Claire is 
the Senior Ecologist at Grassroots Ecology, the successor organization. 

These are the specific comments I was able to make in the time available to me.  I 
am sure that there are more areas that could use my attention, but I won’t be able to 
address them in the given time frame. 

Jerry Hearn 

hearnbo@redshift.com 
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Letter I-14. Jerry Hearn, 6/11/19 

Response to Comment I-14.1 

The commenter’s support for Build Alternative 2, the Locally Preferred Alternative, is 

acknowledged.  

Response to Comment I-14.2 

The summary precedes the table of contents because it allows a reader to find the summary section 

faster.  

Response to Comment I-14.3 

The text in Section S.2, Overview of the Project Area, has been revised.  

Response to Comment I-14.4 

The commenter’s suggestion is noted. Flow rates, along with storm event year, have been retained 

because it is part of the Project’s purpose statement. However, 7,500 cubic feet per second (cfs) is 

the 70-year storm event, and this has been updated from the 50-year storm event globally 

throughout the Final EIR/EA. 

Response to Comment I-14.5 

The Draft EIR/EA assumed the worst-case scenario (in terms of impacts) for bank stabilization 

measures. Additional analysis has since been performed to verify that soil nail walls will not be 

required for the Project. The specific channel stabilization measures will be determined in 

consultation with the permitting agencies as the Project progresses through the permitting and final 

design phases of the Project. More natural stabilization measures will be evaluated in coordination 

with permitting agencies and used when feasible. 

Response to Comment I-14.6 

Please see Section 2.3.1.3, Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures. Mitigation Measure 

MM-BIO-1 identifies the replacement of valley foothill riparian. Only native species would be 

replanted.  

Response to Comment I-14.7 

The first sentence of the noted paragraph is discussing the creek between the Caltrain Bridge/El 

Camino Real Bridge to the San Francisco Bay, while the second sentence is only discussing a subset 

of this area, East Bayshore Road to the San Francisco Bay. The first sentence of this paragraph has 

been clarified to only discuss the Caltrain Bridge/El Camino Real Bridge to East Bayshore Road. 

Flow rates, along with storm event year, have been retained because it is part of the Project’s 

purpose statement. The second sentence has been revised to “SFCJPA” per the commenter’s 

suggestion. Additionally, the fourth sentence of the paragraph has replaced “base flood” with “100-

year flow.” 

Response to Comment I-14.8 

Please see Response to Comment I-14.6. 
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Response to Comment I-14.9 

The last sentence in the San Francisquito Creek Flood Protection, Ecosystem Restoration, and 

Recreation Project: Upstream of U.S. 101 Project in Tables 2.1.1-1 and 2.4-1 has been revised to note 

that the Upstream of U.S. 101 Project cannot be constructed until the Newell Road Bridge Project has 

been completed to accommodate larger flows.  

Response to Comment I-14.10 

Section 6.1.7, Individuals, has been revised to note that Claire Elliot is a Senior Ecologist at 

Grassroots Ecology.  

 

  



From: Hamilton Hitchings
To: Jeremias, Michel
Cc: Len Materman; Eggleston, Brad
Subject: Newell Road Bridge EIR Public Comments from Hamilton Hitchings
Date: Sunday, June 16, 2019 5:18:25 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Below are my comments on the Newell Road Bridge EIR:

Having reviewed the Newell Road Bridge EIR, I strongly support the joint recommend

by Palo Alto and East Palo Alto for Alternative 2, which is the two lane bridge plus

side walks that maintains its current alignment, preventing significant increased car

speeds.  This alternative dramatically increases pedestrian, bicycle and vehicle

safety.  It also will result in increased flood protection for thousands of houses in Palo

Alto.  Without this project, the upstream Pope Chaucer Street bridge replacement is

not feasible, which is crucial to improve flood protection.  Lastly this alternative is the

smallest alternative that allows most of the funding to come from Caltrains, reducing

the burden on local taxpayers.  These reasons are why Alternative 2 is clearly the

best overall tradeoff.  Please proceed with haste before another flood like the 1998

significantly damages hundreds of homes in Palo Alto.  Thank you again.

Hamilton Hitchings

212 Heather Lane

Palo Alto, CA 94303
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Letter I-15. Hamilton Hitchings, 6/16/19 

Response to Comment I-15.1 

See Response to Comment I-1.1. In addition, the City of Palo Alto and Caltrans acknowledge the 

commenter’s summary of the benefits of Build Alternative 2, the Locally Preferred Alternative. 

 

 

  



From: Pitch Johnson
To: Jeremias, Michel
Subject: Newell Bridge
Date: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 4:06:54 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Mr. Jeremias,
As a resident of 1411 Edgewood Drive, near the Newell Bridge, I would like to express my firm
support for the letter written to you by Ben Ball, my neighbor.
The bridge does need alteration to assure that water can flow under it in heavy water times but it
should not be increased in capacity to increase the traffic flow in the area.
There is essentially no safety issue and I have not heard of an accident caused by the bridge in
recent years, and as my memory serves me, no safety problems, back to 1941 when as a teen-ager I
lived on Dana.
Increased traffic flow would make neighborhood streets less more crowded and less safe.
Specifically, Build Alternative 1 is by far the better of the choices presented, although the amount of
bike and pedestrian traffic needs more study.
Sincerely,
Franklin Pitcher Johnson
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Letter I-16. Franklin Pitcher Johnson, 7/30/19 

Response to Comment I-16.1 

Please see Response to Comment I-2.5. 

Response to Comment I-16.2 

Please see Master Response 1 with respect to comments on traffic flow. The commenter’s statement 

that the existing bridge does not present a safety issue is noted. Section 1.2.2.2, Roadway 

Deficiencies, of the Draft EIR/EA identifies the deficiencies of the existing bridge, particularly with 

respect to compliance with current safety standards. 

Response to Comment I-16.3 

The commenter’s support for Build Alternative 1 is noted. Master Response 2 responds to the 

commenter’s concern that pedestrian and bicycle traffic needs further study. 

 

 

 

  



From: pwecips
To: Jeremias, Michel
Cc: pwecips
Subject: FW: Newell Bridge Replacement
Date: Friday, June 21, 2019 1:34:19 PM

Hi Michel,

Please see email below.

Thank you,
Vanessa

Vanessa Silva | Public Works Engineering Services
Phone: 650.329.2519 | Email: vanessa.silva@cityofpaloalto.org

From: MEGAN MCCASLIN [mailto:meganmccaslin@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 21, 2019 12:13 PM
To: pwecips
Cc: Ben Ball; Megan McCaslin
Subject: Newell Bridge Replacement

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Hello,
I live three houses on the creek side of Edgewood Drive, from the corner of Newell. I have
lived on Edgewood, in one house or another, since 1991.

I have grave reservations about the replacement of the Newell Road/San Francisquito Bridge.
It has worked so well for so long as a traffic calmer. As more and more people use not only
Newell but also Edgewood to make a beeline to the freeway, our neighborhood has seen
traffic, and with it noise and dirt and disrespectful behavior, increase exponentially. I would
hate this to become even worse.

I realize you have to do something to help with flooding issues upstream. But I am strongly
opposed to the creation of a two-lane bridge with bike and pedestrian lanes. I believe a single
lane bridge for cars, with bike and pedestrian lanes would not only satisfy the flooding
concerns, but it would also help keep Newell from becoming a high speed traffic corridor.

I’m happy that the recommendation isn’t to change the orientation, that’s great. But there are
too many residents, many of them children and elderly people, walking in the neighborhood
for a huge bridge and a constant flow of traffic to be a good idea. In addition, our
neighborhood, which used to be a nice one, suffers from so much degradation in quality of life
due to, primarily, all the airplane noise from both jets and little planes going to PA Airport. In
addition, housing policies on the other side of the bridge have led to non residents parking all
along our street, blocking our driveways, leaving their trash, etc. So for you to consider adding
an additional insult to the quality of life here terrifies me.

A huge bridge that virtually invites increased traffic would only exacerbate the decline of the



area. Newell would become a freeway and I’m sure most of us nearby would have to move.
People already drive too fast and don’t stop at the intersection of Newell and Edgewood. How
would making the road wider improve this? It wouldn’t?

Finally, I hate the idea of taking out so many eucalyptus trees. I know they are not native, but
there have been hawks’ nests in them for as long as I have lived here, almost 30 years. Trees
are a gift to a neighborhood, so I am hoping the final bridge design will be small enough that
not all the trees have to go.

Please take the concerns of the Palo Alto neighbors into consideration.

Megan McCaslin

MEGAN MCCASLIN
1485 Edgewood Drive
Palo Alto, CA 94301
meganmccaslin@gmail.com
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Letter I-17. Megan McCaslin, 6/21/19 

Response to Comment I-17.1 

As noted in Chapter 1, Proposed Project, the bridge is classified as Functionally Obsolete and has a 

sufficiency rating of 40.9. The bridge was deemed functionally obsolete because it does not conform 

to American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standard lane and 

shoulder widths, nor does it provide AASHTO standard pedestrian features. In addition, the current 

geometry does not satisfy AASHTO’s sight distance standards. Master Response 1 responds to 

comments on operational traffic resulting from implementation of the Project. The City of Palo Alto 

acknowledges the commenter’s concerns regarding airport noise and previous housing policies. 

These comments do not raise a specific issue on the substance of the Draft EIR/EA.  

Response to Comment I-17.2 

Please see Response to Comment I-3.7 as well as Section 2.3, Biological Resources, and Section 3.2.4, 

Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR/EA. The tree removal identified in the Draft EIR/EA represents 

the worst-case scenario. Trees would be preserved in place if feasible. If trees must be removed, 

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1 requires replacement for valley foothill riparian woodland habitat, 

and Mitigation Measure MM BIO-2 requires replacement protected and regulated trees.  

 

 

  



From: Rius, Rafael
To: Jeremias, Michel; Hodgkins, Claire
Subject: FW: Newell Bridge
Date: Friday, June 21, 2019 7:47:10 AM
Attachments: image001.png

FYI

From: Transportation 
Sent: Thursday, June 20, 2019 6:08 PM
To: Rius, Rafael
Subject: FW: Newell Bridge

Hi Rafael,

The person below requests to consider bicycle circulation on the Newell bridge as he didn’t find this
element in the DEIR.

Thanks much,

Madina

Madina Klicheva
Administrative Associate III  | Planning & Development
250 Hamilton Avenue, Palo Alto, CA 94301
T: 650.329.2144 | E: Madina.Klicheva@CityofPaloAlto.org

Use Palo Alto 311 to report items you’d like the City to fix.
Download the app or click here to make a service request.

From: Bill Michel <bmichel@alum.pomona.edu> 
Sent: Thursday, June 20, 2019 3:45 AM
To: Transportation <Transportation@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: Newell Bridge

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

To Whom it May Concern,

It's come to my attention that the DEIR for the Newell Bridge does not
include any specific focus on bicycle circulation. This is a *considerable*
oversight.

There are few enough good bike routes in Palo Alto, and the Bridge is
a far superior option to Middlefield.



I've used the Bridge for *decades*, and turning left as you cross it,
Northbound has always been awkward. I think a traffic circle might
help with this.

Whatever *specific elements* of the Design, bicycle circulation is
an essential consideration, and should be included.

Yours truly,

Bill Michel
337 Lowell St.
Redwood City
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Letter I-18. Bill Michel, 6/20/19 

Response to Comment I-18.1 

Please see Master Response 2.  

 

 

  



From: mitfamily@juno.com
To: comments@sfcjpa.org; Jeremias, Michel
Subject: San Francisquito Creek Flood Control Projects, Draft EIR/EA
Date: Wednesday, June 19, 2019 4:49:18 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________

To: Michel Jeremias, San Francisquito Creek JPS, City of PA, and all concerned

When San Francisquito Creek flooded in 1998, my older daughter was one of the few children on our street who
didn't need therapy or counseling after waking up to a flooded home and neighborhood.  She hadn't yet turned two
and was still sleeping well off the ground in her crib.  When we carried her around more than usual and had her
spend a ridiculously long time playing in the (clean) bathtub, she was little enough not to understand the true
implications (not so when we had to move out of our house for two months during repairs later on, but that's another
story).

What amazes me most today is that my daughter has now graduated from college, but our community still isn't
protecting other kids and families from the loss and trauma of such a flood.  We all need to work together to get the
job done.  All of San Francisquito Creek should have capacity for at least 7500 cfs, ideally with further alternatives
available based on upstream detection.  This is beyond urgent.  This should have been dealt with years ago.

The people quibbling over Newell Street Bridge have failed to provide a better comprehensive option than the Draft
EIR Build Alternative 2.  They've had over twenty years, and there are a multitude of additional options for
controlling traffic, if that is some people's real concern.  Any person or organization contributing to further delay at
this point should be ready to accept responsibility for further damage or trauma caused by another flood.

As someone who actually lives in a house that flooded throughout every square inch of living space--with many
neighbors who still experience flood related anxiety during El Nino years and every major storm--I know that the
impact of flooding lasts far beyond financial losses and rebuilding.  All of our risks for flooding and other extreme
weather events are only increasing with each passing year.  We have to bring Newell Street Bridge up to 7500 cfs
capacity in order to do the same for Pope-Chaucer.  There are good plans available now, including the draft EIR/EA
Build Alternative 2.  Further delay will only cost us more, both financially and in further trauma, because it's only a
matter of time until that creek floods again.

Sincerely,
Susan Mittmann
2377 St. Francis Dr.
Palo Alto, CA 94303
____________________________________________________________
Sad News For Meghan Markle And Prince Harry
track.volutrk.com
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3131/5d0ac99e67780499e6d5ast04vuc
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Letter I-19. Susan Mittmann, 6/19/19 

Response to Comment I-19.1 

Please see Response to Comment I-1.1. 

 

 

  



From: Trish Mulvey
To: Jeremias, Michel
Cc: Hodgkins, Claire; len@sfcjpa.org; Murray, Kevin; Tess Byler
Subject: RE: RESEND: newell inquiry
Date: Tuesday, June 25, 2019 3:33:27 PM

Hugs & thanks, that’s what I needed.  Somehow I had the idea that both bridges would be able to
pass the 100 year event (at least as it is defined for this decadal period but maybe not too much
longer after that…) but the decisions about floodwalls and FEMA-freeboard would depend on
community desires in the future as well as availability of funding.  trish

From: Jeremias, Michel [mailto:Michel.Jeremias@CityofPaloAlto.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2019 1:16 PM
To: Mulvey, Trish
Cc: Hodgkins, Claire
Subject: RE: RESEND: newell inquiry

Hi Trish,

Not lost on cyberspace, I’m working on a number of tasks associated with Newell and trying to keep
up with other projects.  I forwarded your email to Len and have not heard back. However from what
I’ve heard and seen they are designing the bridge to allow 7,500 CFS to pass. This is not equivalent to
the 100-year storm event. Newell Road will allow 7,500 CFS to pass but it can’t be raised to meet the
100 year flow without raising the bridge, roads, floodwalls and increasing wall height on neighboring
properties.

Michel

From: Trish Mulvey <mulvey@ix.netcom.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2019 12:52 PM
To: Jeremias, Michel <Michel.Jeremias@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: RESEND: newell inquiry

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Wondering if this got lost in cyberspace??? trish

From: Trish Mulvey [mailto:mulvey@ix.netcom.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 20, 2019 1:16 PM
To: Jeremias, Michel (Michel.Jeremias@CityofPaloAlto.org)
Subject: newell inquiry

Hugs, I didn’t stay for all the Q&A at the Art Center…, so I wanted to ask if Brad might have
misspoken about the capacity of the proposed Newell bridge replacement.  Will it have the same
capacity as the preferred alternative at Pope/Chaucer? 

As I understand it, even after the bottlenecks are removed, the channel cannot convey a 100-year
event, but Pope /Chaucer is being designed with (at least) that 100-year capacity in case at some



point in the future the community decides it wants to fund 100-year protection AND sufficient
freeboard to also satisfy FEMA in order to get out of paying for flood insurance.  I’d appreciate your
thoughts.  trish
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Letter I-20. Trish Mulvey, 6/20/19 

Response to Comment I-20.1 

The Project, under any of the build alternatives, would have a capacity of 7,500 cubic feet per second 

(cfs), which is the same capacity as the preferred alternative for the Pope–Chaucer Bridge 

Replacement component of the Upstream of U.S. 101 Project.  

Response to Comment I-20.2 

Both the Project, under any of the build alternatives, and the Upstream of U.S. 101 Project are being 

designed with a capacity of 7,500 cfs, which is equivalent to approximately the 70-year storm event. 

Similar to the Pope–Chaucer Bridge Replacement, the Project will allow the 100-year storm event to 

pass under pressurized conditions (see Section 2.2.1, Hydrology and Floodplain). Any future projects 

within the creek to accommodate the 100-year flow or allow sufficient freeboard to satisfy the 

Federal Emergency Management Agency were not included as part of this Draft EIR/EA. However, 

the Project would not preclude San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority’s implementation of 

these proposed future improvements to accommodate the 100-year flow in the vicinity of Newell 

Road Bridge.  

 

 

  



From: Eric Nordman
To: pwecips; Jeremias, Michel
Subject: Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project Comment on EIR
Date: Monday, July 22, 2019 9:02:40 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________

To all:
The Newell Road bridge replacement project is leaning towards 14'
lanes.  There currently are bike lanes all the way down Newell Road to
the bridge.  The new bike/pedestrian bridge over 101 makes this route an
attractive bike route to/from East Palo Alto.  It would be good to
continue the bike lanes across the new bridge.  Normally a bike lane
requires 5' and traffic lanes are typically 9.5' or more. This doesn't
work with 14' lanes but if the bridge doesn't have a gutter pan than a
bike lane can be as small as 4'.  Please consider designs that don't
have a gutter pan and would allow the inclusion of bike lanes on the bridge.

Sincerely,
Eric Nordman
Palo Alto resident for ~50 years
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Letter I-21. Eric Nordman, 7/22/19 

Response to Comment I-21.1 

The City of Palo Alto is considering various options for accommodating bicycle traffic on the 

replaced bridge. The Draft EIR/EA indicated that Build Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would have 14-foot-

wide lanes for shared bicycle and vehicle use (sharrows); however, the project plans show that 

these build alternatives would include 10-foot-wide lanes (sharrows) with 4-foot-wide shoulders 

for bicyclists. Section 1.4.1, Common Design Features of the Build Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EA has 

been updated for clarity and consistency with the project plans. A second option has also been 

discussed with Caltrans, which would place two 9-foot-wide raised, mixed-use paths on either side 

of the bridge, allowing the curb to act as a barrier for cars from both pedestrian and bicycle traffic. In 

both options, the vehicular traffic lane width would be 10 feet wide in each direction. The text for 

Section 1.4.1, Common Design Features of the Build Alternatives, has been updated. The final design 

will improve conditions for the multiple users (vehicular, bicycle, pedestrian) of the crossing. 

 

 

  



From: norm.picker@yahoo.com
To: Jeremias, Michel
Subject: EIR Newell Bridge Replacement
Date: Friday, July 26, 2019 2:21:20 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Build Alternative 2 (LPA) is good.  I support that.  Keeping the current alignment will

be a traffic calming measure and less impact to adjacent properties.  The familiarity is

nice too.

Try not to destroy too much vegetation but please do meet the water flow

requirements and improving the flood control.

Thank you.

Marked sharrows on the pavement are great.  Also, include a sign on either side that

says "Share the Road with Bicycles" or whatever the standard language is.

If the city of PA staff had not presented such a shocking proposal way back when, but

instead had presented a solution such as this, we likely could have avoided this

expensive and time delaying environmental impact study.  In my opnion, city of PA

staff is way out of step with the majority of the residents at times.

But thank you for spearheading the effort and all the other flood improvement efforts

completed so far.  And planned. And thank you for caring so much about EPA

residents in the process and not simply bowing to Crescent Park (some residents not

all!) demands for quick solutions that help them and hurt others.

Regards,

Norm Picker

458 Bell St.

East Palo Alto, CA 94303

Note: 35 year EPA resident (east of 101); Close relatives have lived in neighborhood

on Palo Alto side since the 1950s.  Have driven across the bridge on car and bike

thousands of times.
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Letter I-22. Norm Picker, 7/26/19 

Response to Comment I-22.1 

The commenter’s support for Build Alternative 2, the Locally Preferred Alternative, is noted. 

Response to Comment I-22.2 

The City of Palo Alto and Caltrans acknowledge the commenter’s concern for loss of vegetation 

during Project construction. Section 2.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR/EA discusses effects 

on biological resources. Section 2.3.1, Natural Communities, discusses effects on natural 

communities, and concludes that with implementation of avoidance and minimization measures and 

mitigation measures, Project impacts on valley foothill riparian and intermittent stream 

communities would be minimized. While protected trees would be removed, local jurisdiction 

ordinances and mitigation would minimize effects on protected trees. Section 2.3.3, Plant Species, 

discusses effects on special-status plant species, and concludes that because no special-status plant 

species are present in the study area, there would be no effect on special-status plants.  

Response to Comment I-22.3 

The City of Palo Alto is considering various options for accommodating bicycle traffic on the 

replaced bridge. The final design will improve conditions for the multiple users (vehicular, bicycle, 

pedestrian) of the crossing. Appropriate signage is planned for the alternatives and will be included 

in the final design.  

Response to Comment I-22.4 

The commenter’s concerns about earlier design considerations as well as the commenter’s 

appreciation for the City of Palo Alto and Caltrans’ work on the Project are acknowledged. 

 

 

  



Jamie Rapperport and Elspeth Farmer 

1440 Edgewood Drive 

Palo Alto, CA 94301 

Michel Jeremias 

Project Manager, City of Palo Alto 

250 Hamilton Avenue, 6th Floor 

Palo Alto, CA 94301 

Re: Comments on the draft EIR (DEIR) for the Newell Road Replacement Project 

Dear Ms. Jeremias, 

We are writing you regarding the Newell Bridge Project. We all share an interest in having the bridge 
upgraded. I would suggest that there are several objectives we all have for this upgrade, specifically: 

1. Flood abatement
2. Safety, especially for children biking to school on Newell
3. Maintenance of current levels of traffic through the neighborhood
4. Minimization of cost to the city of Palo Alto

Different members of the community likely each have different views on the relative priority of these 
objectives. Our view is that the first three are paramount. In addition, we see objectives #2 and #3 as 
strongly correlated, with both being driven by traffic estimates.  

The city is currently advocating that the new bridge have two car lanes, as well as additional bike and 
pedestrian lanes. This bridge would have the same alignment as the current bridge and would be 45 feet 
wide and 80 feet long (twice as long and more than twice as wide as the current 18x40 bridge). We 
believe the objectives listed above – flood abatement, safety, maintenance of current traffic levels, and 
minimization of cost – would be better served with a single lane bridge, aligned with the current bridge. 

The TJKM 2019 traffic report asserts that the 2-lane bridge would only increase traffic 2% over that of a 
single-lane bridge. It seems inconceivable to us that this could be the case, especially given the traffic 
increases we’re already seeing with the old bridge still in place.  

We hope you find this perspective helpful as you think through the best approach. 

Thank you, 

Jamie Rapperport and Elspeth Farmer 
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Letter I-23. Jamie Rapperport and Elspeth Farmer, 7/30/19 

Response to Comment I-23.1 

The City of Palo Alto and Caltrans acknowledge the commenter’s lists of objectives. The Project’s 

purpose and need are discussed in Section 1.2, Purpose and Need, of the Draft EIR/EA. The 

commenter’s list of objectives and the Project purpose and need coincide on several points—

maintaining connections for multiple modes of transportation across San Francisquito Creek at 

Newell Road while avoiding a substantial increase in traffic on Newell Road, improving safety for all 

modes of transportation across San Francisquito Creek at Newell Road, and reducing flood risk. The 

Project does not include the objective of minimizing costs to the City of Palo Alto. 

Response to Comment I-23.2 

The City of Palo Alto and Caltrans acknowledge the commenter’s preference for a single-lane bridge 

with the current alignment, which corresponds to Build Alternative 1, for the reasons of meeting the 

commenter’s summary of Project objectives as described in Response to Comment I-23.1. The 

commenter states that the Project would replace an existing 18 foot by 40 foot bridge with a bridge 

that is 45 feet wide. Build Alternative 2 proposes a 38-foot-wide bridge (including two 10-foot 

vehicle lanes and 9 feet of dedicated pedestrian and bicycle travel in each direction). The length of 

the proposed bridge is approximately the same as the existing bridge (80 feet). 

Response to Comment I-23.3 

Please see Master Response 1.  
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Letter I-24. Jeff Reese and Linda Waters 

Response to Comment I-24.1 

Please see Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment I-24.2 

The traffic analysis conducted for the Project did not show a perceptible increase in vehicle volumes 

or speeds along Newell Road Bridge under any of the build alternatives. Therefore, mitigation for 

vehicle volumes and speed is not warranted at this time. However, as is standard practice in the City 

of Palo Alto, the City will continue to monitor all roadways throughout the city. If, in the future, there 

is a perceptible increase in vehicle volumes or speeds along Newell Road Bridge, the City may 

consider additional traffic calming measures at that time.  

Response to Comment I-24.3 

The commenter’s support for Build Alternative 1 is acknowledged.  

Response to Comment I-24.4 

The comment does not raise a specific issue on the substance of the Draft EIR/EA. The comment is 

acknowledged. The City of Palo Alto followed CEQA guidelines, City ordinances, and NEPA 

provisions, for noticing. 

 

 

  



From: Andrew Rich
To: Jeremias, Michel
Cc: Jennifer Rich
Subject: Traffic impacts of Newell Road Bridge project
Date: Wednesday, June 19, 2019 12:51:20 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Mr. Jeremias,

I was not able to attend the public meeting last night at the Palo Alto Art Center regarding the
Newell Road Bridge project. While I am enthusiastically in favor of the project as a whole, as
a resident/homeowner in the Woodland Park area of East Palo Alto, I'm highly concerned
about the traffic impacts during the project construction period on the University
Ave/Woodland Ave intersection.

As you are aware, this is a difficult intersection at best, especially during commute hours. The
EIR in several places projects severe impact on this intersection as a result of the bridge
closure during the project construction period. I believe the report and the project plan do not
take this problem seriously enough.

I would like to suggest and request that for the duration of the project construction period,
uniformed traffic control officers be posted at this intersection during morning and evening
commute hours. This will greatly improve traffic flow, specifically reducing the "blocking the
box" behavior which can be easily observed in the course of most signal cycles.

Thank you for reading.

-- Andrew Rich
116 Mission Drive
East Palo Alto, CA 94303
650-270-5863
andrew.rich@gmail.com

--

Andrew Rich
projectinsomnia.com
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Letter I-25. Andrew Rich, 6/19/19 

Response to Comment I-25.1 

Table 2.1.4-2 in Section 2.1.4.3, Environmental Consequences, shows the anticipated delay at the 

University Avenue/Woodland Avenue intersection during construction. At this intersection, the 

Level of Service (LOS) would remain at LOS D under bridge closure conditions, which is the same 

LOS as existing conditions. Delay would worsen by approximately 3 seconds in the a.m. peak period 

and 5 seconds in the p.m. peak period. Because the LOS would remain the same during bridge 

closure conditions, no substantial impact at this intersection would result.  

Response to Comment I-25.2 

Please see Response to Comment I-25.1. The commenter’s suggestion is noted. Uniformed traffic 

control officers are not warranted at this intersection because the LOS would remain at LOS D under 

bridge closure conditions, which is the same LOS as existing conditions.  

 

 

 

  



From: Jeff Shore
To: Jeremias, Michel
Subject: Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Date: Thursday, June 20, 2019 3:05:27 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________

Michel,

On page 1-5 of the Newell Road Bridge DEIR, there is a reference
to the "October 2016 Caltrans Structure Maintenance &
Investigations Report [which] indicates that the bridge is
considered FO with a sufficiency rating of 47.5 (California
Department of Transportation 2016)."  I have not been able to
find this report.  I would appreciate if you would point me to it.

Regards,

Jeff
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Letter I-26. Jeff Shore, 6/20/19 

Response to Comment I-26.1 

The Caltrans Structure Maintenance & Investigations Report can be requested through Caltrans or 

the City of Palo Alto. It is not currently online due to new American with Disabilities Act Compliance 

regulations (Assembly Bill 434). The commenter was provided with a copy of this report on June 21, 

2019. 
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Letter I-27. Jeff Shore, 7/30/19 

Response to Comment I-27.1 

Please see Master Response 2.  

 

  



From: comments@sfcjpa.org
To: Aaron Carter
Cc: Jeremias, Michel
Subject: [FWD: San Francisquito Creek Flood Control Projects]
Date: Monday, June 24, 2019 10:18:41 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

 This comments is for both bridges so copying Michel

-------- Original Message --------
Subject: San Francisquito Creek Flood Control Projects
From: jay whaley <whaley_jay@hotmail.com>
Date: Wed, June 19, 2019 7:09 pm
To: "comments@sfcjpa.org" <comments@sfcjpa.org>

Dear Joint Powers Authority,
We have read the details of the published planned project for
continuing the upstream efforts to mitigate flooding, such as occurred
in our neighborhood in 1998. The proposed plan to replace and widen
the Newell Road bridge is very reasonable and totally acceptable. We
urge you to move ahead with some urgency to implement the Newell
Road bridge replacement, so that the widening of the creek and the
replacement of the Chaucer bridge can follow.  
Further delays only compounds the likehood of disastrous floods again
occurring in our neighborhood.
Sincerely,
Jay Whaley
Sallie Whaley
24 Crescent Drive
Palo Alto
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Letter I-28. Jay and Sallie Whaley, 6/19/19 

Response to Comment I-28.1 

Please see Response to Comment I-1.1. 
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Planning & Transportation Commission 1 

Action Agenda: June 12, 2019 2 
Council Chambers 3 

250 Hamilton Avenue 4 
6:00 PM 5 

6 

Call to Order / Roll Call 7 
6:08pm 8 
Commissioner Roohparvar arrived 6:15pm 9 

10 

Chair Riggs: Alright if I can call us to order. This is a regular meeting of the Planning and 11 

Transportation Commission City of Palo Alto. The time is 6:08 pm on June 12th, 2019. May we 12 

have a roll call vote or roll call? Alright and I do believe that Commissioner Roohparvar may be 13 

joining us a little later. 14 

Oral Communications 15 
The public may speak to any item not on the agenda. Three (3) minutes per speaker.1,216 

17 
Chair Riggs: Ok Mr. Director, any oral communications that we have of things, not on the 18 

agenda. 19 

20 

Mr. Jonathan Lait, Director of Planning: Do we have any speakers for oral communications? Ok. 21 

Agenda Changes, Additions, and Deletions 22 
The Chair or Commission majority may modify the agenda order to improve meeting management. 23 

24 

Mr. Jonathan Lait, Director of Planning: No changes to the agenda. 25 
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Mr. Lait: Oh, thank you, yeah. Just… this is just a communication, a report that was prepared by 1 

our Office of Transportation providing information to the Planning Commission. It’s not 2 

intended to be a discussion item. If the Commission felt that there was a need to discuss it, we 3 

would agendize that for a future discussion but otherwise, it’s just a transmittal. 4 

5 

Chair Riggs: And I would suggest that we… I did have an opportunity from my fellow 6 

Commissioners to speak with the Interim Transportation Director and we are going to see some 7 

updates from the Transportation Division later on in the summer. Any comments from the 8 

Commissioners about that update? Ok, seeing none. 9 

10 

Study Session 11 
Public Comment is Permitted. Five (5) minutes per speaker.1,3 12 
There are no Study Session items. 13 

14 
Action Items 15 
Public Comment is Permitted. Applicants/Appellant Teams: Fifteen (15) minutes, plus three (3) minutes rebuttal. 16 
All others: Five (5) minutes per speaker.1,3 17 

18 
3. PUBLIC HEARING. Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project [19PLN-00130]: Review19 

the Environmental Impact Report, and Make a Recommendation to City Council on20 
Preferred Alternative, for Demolition of an Existing Two-Way Bridge On Newell Road21 
Between Woodland Avenue in East Palo Alto and Edgewood Drive in Palo Alto and22 
Construction of a New Bridge Along the Same Alignment. An Environmental Impact23 
Report (EIR)/Environmental Assessment (EA) was Circulated on May 31, 2019, for a24 
60 Day Comment Period That Will End on July 30, 2019, in Accordance With the25 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act26 
(NEPA). Zoning District: Not Applicable (Public right-of-Way) adjacent Single-Family27 
Residential (R-1[10,000]). For More Information Contact the Project Planner Claire28 
Hodgkins at Claire.Hodgkins@cityofpaloalto.org29 

30 
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so we will have an 1 

opportunity for public comment but I believe Claire you have a presentation to start us off. 2 

3 

Ms. Claire Hodgkins, Project Planner: Good evening Commissioners, I’m Claire Hodgkins, and 4 

I’m the project planner on behalf of Planning for this project. The project before you today is 5 

the Newell Road Bridge replacement project. 6 

7 

So, before I go over the brief summary of the project, I just want to identify the background of 8 

when this project started and some of the key milestones that we have hit to date. So, it 9 

actually started in April 2011, Caltrans deemed the existing bridge functionally obsolete 10 

meaning that it did not meet certain Caltrans’s standards. So, the City worked with Caltrans and 11 

the Santa Clara Valley Water District to secure funding for replacement throughout 2011 and 12 

2012. We had quite a few community outreach meetings to obtain community input for early 13 

collaboration on potential alternatives that we should explore and this occurred between 2012 14 

and 2015. And in 2015 we released the notice of… we determined that the EIR should be 15 

prepared and released the notice of preparation and began the scoping process for the 16 

environmental analysis. There were numerous technical reports that had to be prepared and 17 

reviewed and approved in coordination with Caltrans before we could move forward on 18 

preparing the environmental analysis. So once all the technical reports were finalized, we 19 

Chair Riggs: Ok, let’s enter our study session [note – action item], 
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prepared the draft EIR and EA and finally, we were able to release the draft EIR environmental 1 

assessment on May 31st of this year. 2 

3 

A brief summary of kind of where the location we’re looking at, so this is crossing San 4 

Francisquito Creek between Edgewood Drive and Palo Alto and Woodland Avenue in East Palo 5 

Alto. So, half of the bridge is in Palo Alto and half of the bridge is in East Palo Alto. So Public 6 

Works will provide some more detailed information about the purpose and need and objectives 7 

as well as alternatives that were considered, but for the purposes of CEQA, we had to identify 8 

the proposed project and the Environmental Superior Alternative. So, the City coordinated with 9 

East Palo Alto in identifying a Locally Preferred Alternative as the proposed project and 10 

Alternative #2 in the analysis was selected. It’s actually also identified as the Environmental 11 

Superior Alternative, so I’d like to provide a brief overview of what we’re moving forward as the 12 

proposed project. So, that includes replacement of the existing two-lane bridge which is 22-feet 13 

wide with a two-lane bridge that is 42-feet wide along the same alignment. The new lanes 14 

would be wide enough to meet Caltrans’s standards for sharrows which are shared bicycle 15 

lanes and also include sidewalks on each side of the bridge and it raises the existing bridge to 16 

allow better flow capacity beneath the bridge. It also raises a portion of Woodland Avenue and 17 

Newell Road to match that new grade at the bridge and includes some retaining walls in a few 18 

locations to support that road. And this is just a brief visual of from Newell Road looking… in 19 

Palo Alto looking over the bridge over San Francisquito Creek and this would be the simulation 20 
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for the view from East Palo Alto. Just going back really quickly I want to just note that right now 1 

the simulations don’t show any landscaping other than grass in these areas. We do anticipate 2 

that landscaping is going to be proposed. We are just in the process of designing that 3 

landscaping so we’re expecting that trees would be installed in these areas. 4 

5 

So just going over the environmental review process, I just want to identify our role in this 6 

project. So, the City is the lead agency under CEQA for this project and Caltrans is the lead 7 

agency for NEPA for this project. And I believe there’s a representative here from Caltrans. Yes, 8 

and there is a representative here from Caltrans so if there are any questions that come up 9 

about the analysis as they relate to NEPA, they are available to respond to any questions 10 

related to that. And I just want to also note that the City of East Palo Alto is a responsible 11 

agency, I believe we need a Street Work Permit from East Palo Alto. 12 

13 

I also just want to note our… the PTC’s Role with respect to this project. Your scope is not only 14 

limited to what’s in Palo Alto jurisdiction. We’re looking at the project as a whole here and so 15 

any comments you have should or thoughts you have can relate to the project as a whole. 16 

Including the portion in East Palo Alto and the portion in Palo Alto. 17 

18 

Just in terms of schedule we are here with the draft EIR was released, we’ll be doing scoping 19 

meetings for the next couple months, and we anticipate starting construction or we anticipate 20 
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releasing the final EIR in August of 2019. And then Public Works Engineering is going to go a 1 

little bit more into the other next steps that will follow that. 2 

3 

So tonight, we’re requesting you provide comments on the draft EIR, EA, and recommend a 4 

Preferred Alternative to Council. And we have Staff and consultants here that are prepared to 5 

answer questions about the analysis should you have any. And in addition, as noted previously, 6 

to the extent that the comments relate to NEPA, Caltrans is here to answer questions as a lead 7 

agency for NEPA and with that, I’ll turn it back to you. And we do have a representative here 8 

from Public Works Engineering that’s prepared to provide a brief summary of the project as 9 

well. 10 

11 

Chair Riggs: Any questions from the Commissioners? Alright, seeing none, let’s move to the 12 

hearing portion and then we can… we’ll come back to the Commission if that’s ok? Do you have 13 

something else to add? 14 

15 

Mr. Jonathan Lait, Director of Planning: So, we have a little bit more detail about the project 16 

itself if you’re interested in hearing that now. 17 

18 

Chair Riggs: Sure. 19 

20 
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Mr. Lait: Sure, ok. 1 

2 

Ms. Michel Jeremias, Public Works Department: Good afternoon. My name is Michel Jeremias, 3 

I’m with Public Works Engineering, I’m here to present to you the Newell Road Bridge Project. I 4 

wanted to give you or provide you with the background regarding the environmental 5 

document. 6 

7 

How this project was developed, the existing bridge was built in 1911. As Claire indicated the 8 

bridge was classified as functionally obsolete by Caltrans. It does not accommodate two-way 9 

vehicle traffic or access for pedestrian and cyclists. In addition, the distance the driver can see 10 

oncoming traffic is obscured by the trees and the vertical road profile on the approach. Another 11 

and distinct component to this project is the creek conveyance. The current bridge abutments 12 

are located within the creek channel and constrain the flows of the creek. As a result, the 13 

reduced flow is… as a result, the bridge has a capacity to convene only 6,600-cubic feet per 14 

second and this is less than the actual capacity of the creek. 15 

16 

The reduced flow is a concern from a broader flood protection perspective and there’s a… for 17 

the benefit of all present I want to elaborate a little bit in detail as far as what that entails. So, 18 

you’ll see on the map in front of you San Francisquito Creek beginning on the left bottom half 19 

of the page and draining towards the right northern components. El Camino Real, the bridge 20 
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overcrossing, is shown on the bottom right… bottom left and Middlefield, Pope/Chaucer St., 1 

then University, and Newell Road, West Bayshore. 2 

3 

 In 1998, there was a significant storm event that flooded Palo Alto. The rain runoff exceeded 4 

the capacity of the creek, as a result, several public agencies came together to develop a 5 

strategy to implement projects that could reduce flooding risks. From a hydraulic engineering 6 

perspective, we have to design and improve downstream first before we make improvements 7 

upstream. Several projects have been completed with the initiation of San Francisquito Creek 8 

pump station that was done in 2007. Most recently the downstream project Highway… 9 

downstream Highway 101 Project was completed in 2018. With these projects in place, we are 10 

now in a place to actually make the improvements upstream. The advancing of this project will 11 

also allow another upstream project to proceed. It will replace Pope/Chaucer as well as 12 

widening specific areas along the creek to allow the convenience ultimately of 7,500-cubic feet. 13 

14 

Based on the project need and we also described and identified a number of objectives. The 15 

first was to provide a bridge that maintains connectivity for all modes of access while not 16 

diverting vehicles to adjacent streets or creating an increase in a number of vehicles that use 17 

Newell Road and increase in the average vehicle speeds. Other project objectives where 18 

included which improve the pedestrian and bicycle access across San Francisquito Creek, 19 
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improve the safety for all modes of transportation, upgrading the channel beneath the bridge 1 

to allow the convenience of a 50-year storm event. 2 

3 

Once we had identified the project objectives, we set about how to identify how we would best 4 

meet that. Since then we’ve had several numbers of community meetings. Some of the earlier 5 

meetings were to discuss the project and subsequently were to develop a process to help us 6 

narrow down the alternatives to advance. By the fall of 2014, we had narrowed it down to eight 7 

alternatives. The… we incorporated these alternatives through a screening criteria. The 8 

screening criteria shown above on the table with concerns. Identifying… first was the concern 9 

was that project… meet the 100-year storm event. It also did not create an impact to the Level 10 

of Service and that the project does not create an impact to the Traffic Infusion of Residential 11 

Environment; in other words, TIRE. What that means is that analysis… the impact would not 12 

increase… would not deteriorate the safety or the comfort to the residents that use the street 13 

14 

in bold… you will see the alternatives, the remove the existing bridge, bicycle-pedestrian bridge 15 

or bicycle-pedestrian bridge with emergency were not advanced. We could only consider the 16 

four alternatives shown highlighted in this area. 17 

18 

19 

20 

for either walking, playing or simply exiting their driveways. Three of [unintelligible] not shown 

[Note – male speaking off mic:] Could you go back to that slide, please? 
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Ms. Jeremias: Yes. 1 

2 

3 

4 

Ms. Jeremias: So, the alternatives that we considered for the EIR was the no-build alternative. 5 

This alternative was considered all EIRs. Alternative Number One is a bridge with a bi-directions 6 

one-lane. This bridge would be controlled with traffic signals. Alternative Number Two, the two-7 

lane bridge with bicycle and pedestrian access, sidewalks as Claire has shown, and this would 8 

be located in the current alignment. Alternative Number Three is a two-lane bridge similar with 9 

access in partial realignment. Newell Road travel way would be partially aligned between East 10 

Palo Alto and Palo Alto. Alternative Number Four is a full realignment of Newell Road. Similar to 11 

the visual simulations shown… shared with you earlier, here’s a visual simulation for Alternative 12 

One. Please note the location of traffic signals that were proposed. One of them would be 13 

designated for the driveway that approached… that leads out of Newell onto Newell Road on 14 

Palo Alto side. Alternative Number Two, this is the one that we’ve seen already. A two-lane 15 

bridge with a stop-controlled. Alternative Number Three shows the partial realignment and 16 

again similar to what was said earlier we will be placing trees along the planter strips in these 17 

areas. That will be developed at a later date once we move forward with the project. 18 

Alternative Number Four, it shows the full realignment of Newell Road. 19 

20 

[note - many Commissioners talked amongst themselves off mic] 
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So current schedule, so one of the things that I wanted to identify is the project is now shown 1 

on this but meant to include is that there are three additional community meetings that are 2 

occurring. Tonight’s the first, there will be another one on Tuesday next week and Wednesday 3 

next week in Public Works Transportation in East Palo Alto as well as a following one in July for 4 

the ARB. The process that we follow from here would be is once circulation and EIR comments 5 

are received we can proceed with the NEPA process as well. There’s a federal regulation that 6 

7 

NEPA EA. Then we will continue with permitting for regulatory agencies. We schedule currently 8 

best case around fall or winter 2019. Once that occurs, we can also proceed concurrently with 9 

the preparation of the construction documents and apply for the construction funding. 10 

Beginning construction… assuming we can begin construction based on permits based on the 11 

bids and funds, its as early as next year summer. And there are several items that we have to be 12 

mindful of and these are the constraints. These are… we’re limited to work in the creek 13 

between June 15 and October 15, upcoming rainy seasons, and coordination with the upstream 14 

project. 15 

16 

This concludes my presentation of the project if you have any questions. 17 

18 

Chair Riggs: Any questions from the Commission? Commissioner Waldfogel. 19 

20 

they need to comply in order to release the FONZ [note- sounds like] and also approve the 



_______________________ 

1. Spokespersons that are representing a group of five or more people who are identified as present at the meeting at
the time of the spokesperson’s presentation will be allowed up to fifteen (15) minutes at the discretion of the Chair,
provided that the non-speaking members agree not to speak individually.

2. The Chair may limit Oral Communications to 30 minutes for all combined speakers.
3. The Chair may reduce the allowed time to speak to three minutes to accommodate a larger number of speakers.

Commissioner Waldfogel:  Yeah, thank you, great presentation. What is the designed flow rate 1 

for this bridge? 2 

3 

Ms. Jeremias:  Excuse me, can you repeat that? 4 

5 

Commissioner Waldfogel: What is the flow rate that this bridge is designed too? Is it designed 6 

to 7… 7,500-cubic feet per second? 7 

8 

Ms. Jeremias: Yes, the flow rate is 7,500- cubic feet per second and that is the same that is 9 

what’s being done for the upstream project. 10 

11 

Commissioner Waldfogel:  Yeah and I think your table said 100-year and then your text said 7… 12 

50 and 70-year. 13 

14 

Ms. Jeremias: Right so I can clarify that, so originally when the project began in 2012, 100-year 15 

storm event was higher. We were expecting a 9,200-CSF. Since then for the EIR analysis, we 16 

proposed a 7,500-CSF which is what the actual creek can convey. The creek itself cannot convey 17 

the capacity that we had originally assumed 9,200. Subsequent studies also, from a hydraulic 18 

perspective, show that we’re not actually 9,200, it’s closer to 8,150. So, what we had designed 19 
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when we proposed the EIR was a design for the 50-year storm event; as in fact, we’re actually 1 

meeting a 70-year storm. 2 

3 

Chair Riggs: Commissioner Summa. 4 

5 

Commissioner Summa: I just have a quick question about the visibility at the intersection in the 6 

Preferred Alternative because currently the… going into East Palo Alto on Newell, on the bridge, 7 

and going I guess it’s mostly northbound on Woodland. The visibility is very poor and I think it’s 8 

largely due to vegetation. Will that be improved? 9 

10 

Ms. Hodgkins: Yes, it will be improved with this project so the project does two things. It 11 

resolves the current issues of line of sight but it also…because it’s raising the bridge, even more, 12 

it would be more offset. So that’s why Woodland Avenue and portions of Newell Avenue would 13 

need to be raised slightly. It would fix the current issue that we have and also accommodate for 14 

the fact that it’s getting a little bit higher. 15 

16 

Commissioner Summa: Ok, thank you very much. 17 

18 

Chair Riggs: Commissioner Waldfogel, you have another question? 19 

20 
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Commissioner Waldfogel:  No. 1 

 2 

Chair Riggs: Ok, I have a question. Do we have any estimation on bike/ped volume to 3 

understand if the Class Three bikeway is appropriate? 4 

5 

6 

7 

Chair Riggs: So, I… did we look into any sub-alternatives that actually looked at a Class One 8 

bikeway or a Class Two bikeway across any of the alternatives? So, these are all alternatives 9 

that could have sub-alternatives so that’s (interrupted) 10 

11 

Ms. Hodgkins: Right so I’ll start with the response and then either Public Works or maybe our 12 

engineer can add to it if I miss anything but I know that we did look into different alternatives. 13 

In early analysis, we even looked at potential options that were only bike and pedestrian 14 

access. Those ended up being screened out because they didn’t meet a lot of our other project 15 

objectives. We did also talk about the idea of doing a full bike lane. The issue with this was that 16 

everything has to be designed to meet Caltrans’s standards; it’s AASHTO standards but basically 17 

Caltrans’s standards. Meanwhile, we were also getting a lot of comments from the public to try 18 

and reduce the width of the bridge as much as possible. So, to accommodate that we felt that 19 

based on these… the length and span of the bridge that sharrows would be the best option to 20 

Ms. Hodgkins: I think we’d have to look into that, I’m not sure if [unintelligible](interrupted) 
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provide the narrowest bridge possible to address the public comments related to the width of 1 

the bridge and trying to reduce our overall impact on the environment. Specifically like the 2 

creek bank, while also still accommodating full bicycle access. So, we have to ask for an 3 

Exception from Caltrans’s standards. We were to (interrupted) 4 

5 

6 

7 

Ms. Hodgkins: Ok. 8 

9 

10 

multi-model Level of Service Model on this? 11 

12 

Ms. Hodgkins: Can I… I’ll ask our engineer; I don’t know if we did or not. I don’t think we have, 13 

thank you. 14 

15 

Mr. Lait: I’m hearing no. 16 

17 

Chair Riggs: Any other questions? Ok, seeing none, I’m going to open it up to public comment. I 18 

have two speaker cards. If anyone else in the public would like to speak to this item if you could 19 

Chair Riggs: Yeah, I [unintelligible] (interrupted) 

Chair Riggs: So, did we run an MNLOS model on this? Do we know [unintelligible]? Did we run a 



_______________________ 

1. Spokespersons that are representing a group of five or more people who are identified as present at the meeting at
the time of the spokesperson’s presentation will be allowed up to fifteen (15) minutes at the discretion of the Chair,
provided that the non-speaking members agree not to speak individually.

2. The Chair may limit Oral Communications to 30 minutes for all combined speakers.
3. The Chair may reduce the allowed time to speak to three minutes to accommodate a larger number of speakers.

please hand me a card that would be great. So first off, I have Robert Neff. Hey, did I get your 1 

last name right? 2 

3 

Mr. Robert Neff: Yes. I’m Robert Neff, I’m a resident, I’ve been on the Palo Alto Bicycle and 4 

Pedestrian Advisory Commission since around 2010. I found the draft EIR for the Newell Bridge 5 

grossly inadequate because it does not address the bicycle suitability and comfort level of 6 

cyclists traveling from Newell Road in Palo Alto to the Clark and Newell Road in East Palo Alto. It 7 

shows that the bridge and intersection may indeed have sharrows but it does not analyze the 8 

impact of traffic congestion and intersection design. This bridge will serve bicyclists and 9 

pedestrians connecting from Palo Alto to East Palo Alto for the next 100-years and will be the 10 

best, most direct, and most comfortable connections. So, it is essential to consider bicycle 11 

circulation in more detail. 12 

13 

An excellent bike route should have low traffic stress. The traffic stress analysis method has 14 

been developed relatively recently after even the creation of our 2012 Bike Pedestrian Plan. 15 

That was used in developing goals for the local bike network improvements since 2015. Ok, one 16 

example of a low-stress route is Bryant Bike Boulevard where bicycles and autos share the lane 17 

but the speed and volume of automobile traffic is very low. On busier streets, low traffic stress 18 

can be achieved by implementing bicycle lanes such as on Park Boulevard from California to 19 

Layton Avenue. In the case of complete connection… ok with lower traffic stress along the 20 
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entire route a larger percentage of potential cyclists will consider using that route. In the case 1 

of the complete connection from Clark Avenue in East Palo Alto, across 101 on the brand-new 2 

bike-pedestrian bridge, and across the creek on this new bridge at Newell Road. All segments 3 

can be considered for traffic stress and the EIR should make that analysis with regard to the 4 

design alternatives. 5 

6 

The new bridge, of course, is low traffic stress, it’s only bicycles and pedestrians so it’s the best 7 

case. Newell Road in East Palo Alto has shared lanes, no center line, 25 miles an hour speed 8 

limit and an average daily volume of about 1,800 which is within the guidelines of low traffic… 9 

lowest traffic stress streets. On the Palo Alto side, Newell Road has 25 miles hour speed limits, a 10 

centerline, much higher traffic volumes but it also has bike lanes. So, depending on the width of 11 

the bike lanes this could also be a lowest traffic stress or maybe a modest traffic stress suitable 12 

for most adult bicyclists. This kind of analysis is… for traffic, stress is necessary for evaluating 13 

the bridge and additional evaluation must be made for the mixed traffic flow through the 14 

proposed offset intersection at Newell and Woodland. Especially considering the distinct flows 15 

of bicycle and automobile traffic. 16 

17 

Will the Preferred Alternative create a high-stress bridge crossing and high-stress intersection? 18 

I’m sure that adding bicycle lanes to the bridge and removing the offset from the intersection 19 

will reduce bicycle/automobile conflicts and reduce the traffic… level of traffic stress. Note that 20 
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adding sharrow markings to the road, the only design feature proposed for bicyclist in the 1 

bridge plans does not change the level of traffic stress. It makes no significant difference. In 2 

fact, the wider lanes of the new bridge will probably tend to increase traffic speed and 3 

decrease… and then increase the level of traffic stress versus the current design. So, this kind of 4 

analysis is completely missing from the EIR and I hope you’ll search… you’ll include this. Thank 5 

you. 6 

7 

Chair Riggs: Sorry, a little rusty at this. Xenia Hammer. 8 

9 

Mr. Neff: [speaking from the audience] Was there a light that was supposed to go off? I didn’t 10 

11 

12 

Chair Riggs: Ms. Hammer. 13 

14 

Ms. Xenia Hammer: Hello, Xenia Hammer, I live on Sharron Court in Palo Alto close to the 15 

intersection on Channing and Newell. So, first of all, the timing of this project is urgent. As 16 

Michel mentioned it was started in 2011, 7-years. This project is on a critical path for other 17 

flood control projects in Palo Alto. Pope/Chaucer Street Bridge, which is a major flood hazard, 18 

cannot be replaced until Newell is replaced. So, I urge you to proceed as quickly as possible to 19 

approve this project and move forward with construction. 20 

see any lights because [unintelligible]? 
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1 

Second of all the project itself, the proposed alternative represents a reasonable, good 2 

compromise given all the community input that was given 5-years ago. People wanted a 3 

narrower bridge, that’s why the bicycle lanes could not be accommodated fully. It presents a 4 

reasonable compromise with multiple constituencies involved and again it needs to move 5 

forward as quickly as possible. 6 

Mr. Waldfogel, you asked the question about flow capacity of the creek at Newell. What is 7 

really critical to consider is this, the capacity of Middlefield bridge, which is upstream from 8 

Newell, is 7,500-cubic feet per second. And so whatever passes under Middlefield, the Newell 9 

Road bridge will be able to accommodate which is not the case today. So… and we’re not 10 

changing the Middlefield bridge so that is a key consideration here. 11 

12 

Thank you so much and again I urge you to move as quickly as possible with this urgent project. 13 

It would be completely unacceptable if Newell Road bridge were to delay the rest of the flood 14 

control work on San Francisquito Creek. Thank you. 15 

16 

Chair Riggs: Thank you. Thomas Rindfleisch. Did I get your name right? Is that (interrupted) 17 

18 

19 

20 

Mr. Thomas Rindfleisch: [unintelligible – spoke from the audience] 
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Chair Riggs: My apologies. 1 

2 

Mr. Rindfleisch: Thank you for the opportunity to speak to you tonight. I’m Tom Rindfleisch, I 3 

live in Palo Alto Crescent Park, just near Eleanor Pardee Park, and in 1998 our house was 4 

flooded and I’d like to reiterate what Xenia has said. There was $28 million in damage done in 5 

1998. It came largely because the Pope/Chaucer Bridge does not have the capacity to pass the 6 

water the flows under Middlefield. It’s the 70-year flood but it’s the largest flood of record in 7 

the creek and so it is a very reasonable goal to try to accommodate that 1998 flow. 8 

9 

My main concern about the Newell Road bridge is that it be raised to provide the natural 10 

capacity of the creek. I live away from that intersection but it seems to me that the Option Two, 11 

Alternative Two, as a Locally Preferred Alternative is a totally reasonable alternative. It provides 12 

access for first responders, it provides a compromise between traffic and bicycle, pedestrians 13 

and I believe it offers the opportunity to control traffic in various ways with those kinds of 14 

interventions over time if that becomes necessary. 15 

16 

It is really critical that you approve and move forward with this replacement. We are 21-years 17 

out from the 1998 flood. I run the neighborhood association website or email list for Crescent 18 

Park and every winter there is an incredible fear of is the next rain storm going to be one that 19 

overflows the creek and that’s because of Pope/Chaucer. We cannot replace Pope/Chaucer 20 
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until the Newell Road bridge is fixed so please do move forward as quickly as possible. Thank 1 

you. 2 

3 

Chair Riggs: Alright that will conclude our hearing and so we’ll bring it back to the Commission. 4 

So, I don’t see any lights but… so if there are any comments, I’ll entertain them now. Anybody? 5 

Commissioner Waldfogel? 6 

7 

8 

to Staff, to Michel and Claire, for bringing this forward tonight. This is a project that’s taken a 9 

long time to germinate; 21-years since the flood. And it’s time to move forward so we need to 10 

11 

about where we are. There were just a couple areas that I was concerned about and maybe you 12 

can comment on them. The biggest issues that I saw were just about construction impacts. I 13 

mean this is heavy construction in the middle of… between residential neighborhoods on both 14 

15 

nighttime construction noise standards to pile driving for footings etc. And I was just wondering 16 

if you could comment on any of that? On what mitigations are in place? What you anticipate 17 

construction hours to be? I mean just some of these nuts and bolts practical questions. 18 

19 

Commissioner Waldfogel: [unintelligible – spoke off mic] Awe, turn the microphone on. Thanks 

move this forward. When I got the DIR [note -draft EIR?] a could weeks ago I was pretty happy 

sides of the creek and I saw references in the DIR [note – draft EIR] to things like Caltrans 
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Ms. Hodgkins: Absolutely. So, in looking through the draft EIR I do want to clarify that I think 1 

there was perhaps a little bit of unclarity about the night time construction because we were 2 

referencing some of Caltrans’s standards which in some cases allow for nighttime construction. 3 

But we would always use the most restrictive which in this case would be Palo Alto standards so 4 

we are expecting nighttime construction on this project. 5 

6 

 And in terms of the construction noise levels, we are anticipating that there was a significant 7 

impact without mitigation. However, we’ve identified mitigation measures to reduce the 8 

construction noise levels. The noisiest equipment that was identified was pile driving. Pile 9 

driving was anticipated to have I think it was 95 or 96 DBA. Mitigation measures were 10 

identified, I think they are outlined in Mitigation Measure NOI-3, to reduce noise levels to a less 11 

than significant level. The noise barriers and some other mitigation that was indented to reduce 12 

noise levels by 25 DBA. So, the anticipated noise level would be around 70 DBA from 13 

construction noise and is there anything else that I can maybe add to that or? 14 

15 

Commissioner Waldfogel:  No, I think that’s great and I think that just I’m not quite sure where 16 

17 

I mean I don’t want to do anything that delays the project but to the extent that we can clarify 18 

what our stans is on mitigation, I think that’s great, and I think that’s… I just wanted to get 19 

some of that on the record. 20 

it fits in process but just reading the DIR [note -draft EIR?] I was a little scared of these impacts. 



_______________________ 

1. Spokespersons that are representing a group of five or more people who are identified as present at the meeting at
the time of the spokesperson’s presentation will be allowed up to fifteen (15) minutes at the discretion of the Chair,
provided that the non-speaking members agree not to speak individually.

2. The Chair may limit Oral Communications to 30 minutes for all combined speakers.
3. The Chair may reduce the allowed time to speak to three minutes to accommodate a larger number of speakers.

1 

Ms. Hodgkins: I think we can certainly look through the EIR and in the final EIR we can provide a 2 

little bit better clarity about what our expectations are in terms of maximum noise levels and 3 

nighttime construction or lack thereof. 4 

5 

Commissioner Waldfogel:  Great, I think that’s helpful. I mean I think that you actually identify 6 

mitigations that the private sector should copy in a whole bunch of areas and you know we can 7 

discuss that separately. But I think you’ve set a pretty good model for it and wanted to thank 8 

you for that. 9 

10 

Then just one other comment, it’s way outside my purview Michel but Design Build is a good 11 

tool. I mean you have a really tight schedule here and looking at your sequencing on when 12 

you’ll generate CDs versus when you’re going to bid. I wish you the very best of luck on keeping 13 

this thing moving forward. 14 

15 

Ms. Jeremias: Thank you. I think that’s something that we can look into as we proceed with the 16 

project and talking with our consultants to see whether or not and with Caltrans as well for 17 

funding. We would consider it. 18 

19 

Commissioner Waldfogel:  Yeah, way outside my purview but I just wanted to mention it. 20 
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1 

Commissioner Summa: Are we going down the line? 2 

3 

Chair Riggs: We can do that. Yeah, sure, Commissioner Summa. 4 

5 

Commissioner Summa: Ok so thank you to everyone, for the Staff. I thought it was a really good 6 

report, very informative, and easy to read and also to the members of the public who came out 7 

tonight. Sorry, my phone. In contemplating the alternatives, I do think the Preferred Alternative 8 

is a good compromise especially considering the complexities of having to deal with multiple 9 

Cities and different agencies. And I think it’s important to get this going and not delay it as we 10 

get crazier and crazier weather. So, my concerns were construction, which we just addressed, 11 

impacts for nearby neighbors in both Cities and also a concern earlier about that one side of the 12 

intersection that currently has such bad visibility. And that was also addressed so I’d like to 13 

listen to the rest of my colleagues and that’s it’s for now. Thank you. 14 

15 

Chair Riggs: Commissioner Templeton, do you mind if I... I’m going to kind of just take Chair’s 16 

prerogative here real fast because I wasn’t intending to structure things that way. 17 

18 

Commissioner Summa: Oh, I’m sorry. 19 

20 
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Chair Riggs: I’m just going to read that this is going to maybe a pile full of honey on this project 1 

and I want to temper it with some comments because I think that my questions where pointed 2 

earlier and they didn’t have an answer. And so, I just want to bring up the… a couple… I want to 3 

highlight a couple things for my fellow Commissioners that I think should give them pause 4 

about this as a Preferred Alternative; is that we don’t know anything about bicycle level… we 5 

don’t know anything about bicycle and pedestrian Level of Service here based on what I’ve 6 

been told by Staff. And we don’t know how this meets bicycle and pedestrian Level of Service 7 

and so my question is, is this the… I think I would challenge you all to think about is this the 8 

right alternative given Goal Number… Goal TR-6, Goal T-19? Does it prop up climate goals at the 9 

same time and I question whether or not two-way traffic does that in this case. And I think that 10 

pitting LOS against multimodal benefits in your little ratings chart is an easy pass. I don’t think 11 

this would hold… this little tables holds up to any level of scrutiny and so I would pause to just 12 

to think about whether or not this is the correct alternative. I think that Mr. Neff hit the nail on 13 

the head. This is a 50-year investment and if we really are thinking about transportation in the 14 

City a little differently in 30, 40-years, a bi-directional one-lane flow could be completely 15 

appropriate in this location. It actually may be preferred in terms of directionality as we think 16 

about future traffic. So (interrupted) 17 

18 

Commissioner Waldfogel: (off mic) Can you explain how this is inconsistent with that? 19 

20 
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Chair Riggs: How this is inconsistent with (interrupted) 1 

2 

Commissioner Waldfogel: (off mic) This option, you said bi-directional. 3 

4 

Chair Riggs: So… well so the preferred option here is bi-directional two-lane traffic as opposed 5 

to bi-directional one-lane of traffic which is Option (interrupted) 6 

7 

Ms. Hodgkins: No, that’s not (interrupted) 8 

9 

Chair Riggs: One. They believe that the Preferred Alternative being put forward is Option 10 

Number Two if I’m not mistaken which… I mean, to be honest from a structural standpoint it’s 11 

pretty irrelevant. From a traffic standpoint… and I think there are design solutions that weren’t 12 

considered in this case. So, I mean if we can suspend a pedestrian path off of the Bay Bridge, 13 

why couldn’t we consider that from a structural standpoint here? I mean I think that… so I just 14 

want to… before we kind of bless this project, I think it’s important to step back a little bit and 15 

ask some bigger questions. Particularly as we’re seeing… in the life cycle of this bridge we’re 16 

going to see a different type of travel; yielding behavior for vehicles. We’re going to see 17 

different vehicular patterns; we’re going to see different expectations in terms of Level of 18 

Service. So, I think it’s important to condition that given the life cycle of this structure. I’ll stop 19 

there. 20 
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1 

Commissioner Waldfogel: (off mic) I don’t understand this because isn’t that a signalization 2 

3 

4 

Vice-Chair Alcheck: One-lane. 5 

6 

Mr. Lait: So, I’m sorry, if we can… Commissioner Waldfogel can you turn on your microphone. 7 

8 

Chair Riggs: This is… that is (interrupted) 9 

10 

Mr. Lait:  We don’t have your question on the record. 11 

12 

Chair Riggs: So, you’re… I believe the question was is this just a signalization option? Yes, it 13 

likely is paint and signaling but the likelihood that we… that Public Works would go out and 14 

change the signals and restripe and redo the curbs after this is installed is de minimis. 15 

16 

Ms. Hodgkins: So, I just want to… for clarity are you indicating that alternative (interrupted) 17 

18 

Chair Riggs: I don’t know that I need a response. I don’t know I need a response from that. 19 

20 

option? [unintelligible] 
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Ms. Hodgkins: Ok, I’m just trying to understand if what you are proposing is… was analyzed 1 

under Alternative One. 2 

3 

Chair Riggs: I don’t know what was analyzed under Alternative One because you told me that 4 

you didn’t have any bike/ped volume and you couldn’t rationalize why a Class Three was 5 

appropriate in this location. 6 

7 

Ms. Hodgkins: Well what we analyzed in Alternative Number One was a bi-directional bridge 8 

with one-lane traffic. 9 

10 

Chair Riggs: Yeah but you only analyzed vehicular Level of Service. 11 

12 

Ms. Hodgkins: Ok. 13 

14 

Chair Riggs:  I just want the Commission to think about that. Commissioner Templeton. 15 

16 

Commissioner Templeton: Hi, thank you all for your work on this. I was also interested in the 17 

decision to eliminate the bike and pedestrian-only bridge. And it sounded like because we have 18 

to replace the whole bridge to get the flow, that we needed to include vehicles? Was my 19 

understanding or can you correct that? 20 
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1 

Ms. Jeremias: Sorry for the confusion. The reason that those options were eliminated is 2 

because they created a Level of Service increase. Level of Services were increased in pm over on 3 

University and East Crescent so they had an impact, the Level of Service, at two intersections. In 4 

addition to that, they also had an increase into the impact of the TIRE; the Traffic Infusion in 5 

Residential Environment. 6 

7 

Commissioner Templeton: Right. 8 

9 

Ms. Jeremias: Eliminating the vehicular access through Newell would create an impact… would 10 

11 

12 

Commissioner Templeton:  Thank you for clarifying that and also, to the speaker’s point about 13 

the changes since the bridge over 101 has opened. Do we know anything about if our traffic has 14 

changes or would that be included the study that Chair Riggs’s is proposing? 15 

16 

Ms. Hodgkins: Are you asking about vehicular traffic or pedestrian? 17 

18 

create an increase on adjacent streets and thus impacting those in a negative [unintelligible]. 
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Commissioner Templeton: All the traffic. I mean do we know if the use of that bridge has 1 

changed? The public speaker has suggested that maybe more bike traffic would be going there 2 

now because of the new bridge access across 101. 3 

4 

Ms. Hodgkins: Alright I don’t think we have updated data on that. 5 

6 

Commissioner Templeton: It would be interesting to find out. I can imagine that there might be 7 

more traffic there as well but to be crystal clear and I want to ask this again. The bridge, it’s 8 

functionally obsolete no matter how it’s used. The current bridge, right? 9 

10 

Ms. Jeremias:  That’s correct. 11 

12 

Commissioner Templeton: Because of the flow issues and the other uses? 13 

14 

Ms. Jeremias: It’s functionally obsolete because it does not provide adequate access for 15 

multimodal access. So, it does not provide designated, two-directional lane or a designated 16 

sidewalk for pedestrians. 17 

18 

Commissioner Templeton: Ok and… but we don’t want to leave it there and change how it’s 19 

used because it doesn’t allow enough water through. 20 
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1 

Ms. Jeremias:  That’s correct. 2 

3 

Commissioner Templeton: Ok, great, and then the last thing. I really appreciate your chart here 4 

about the timeframe. You talk about it would start in spring of 2020, when do you think it… 5 

how long of a commitment… how big of a project is this? 6 

7 

Ms. Jeremias: I believe the project would take about a year and a half to complete. 8 

9 

Commissioner Templeton: Yeah and a half to complete and at any point during that year and a 10 

half, would it be available for bike and pedestrian use before vehicle use or it would be 11 

completely shut down for that entire time? 12 

13 

Ms. Jeremias: We would look at… depending on the scope of the work and the schedule. It is in 14 

an area that maybe we can open portions of Newell on East Palo Alto side and Woodland but I 15 

don’t think we could open portions of the bridge. I don’t know, we’d have to look at the 16 

schedule but based on the time of the season of the year as well. 17 

18 

Commissioner Templeton: Ok, great, thank you. 19 

20 
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1 

2 

Vice-Chair Alcheck: Ok, thank you both for your presentations and for the work you’ve done on 3 

the report. Also, I just want to acknowledge that I appreciate the feedback from the members 4 

in the community. Particularly with respect to the focus on alternatives modes and as well as 5 

the neighbors that are here because this has been an exceptionally long process and the 6 

stamina it has taken is noteworthy. 7 

8 

I also want to suggest that I thought that the Packet Page 28. This has been… I think I’m… just 9 

feedback quickly for Staff. This is, I think, one of the more effective ways that we’ve been able 10 

to hear comments from the community sort of aggregate in a very efficient way. So, I found the 11 

comments that began on Packet Page 28 to just be organized well and I’m really happy that 12 

that was possible so thank you. 13 

14 

15 

who was the Senior Engineer tasked with shepherding this project in 2011; introduced us to it 16 

17 

18 

again reviewing but are essentially the same options and I feel the same way I did back then 19 

Chair Alcheck]. Chair Riggs: Commissioner Alcheck [note -Vice 

I’m really familiar with the project. I vividly remember when Joe Terissy [note – sounds like] 

and walked us through almost these exact four options. I don’t think Joe Terissy [note – sounds 

like] works here anymore, I think he retired, he was a very nice man. Seven years later we are 
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when I sat on this Commission. I would recommend that Council determine that this bridge be 1 

rebuilt and done so in a way to meet the current multimodal standards. 2 

3 

While I agree, continue to agree that realignment is unnecessary, I strongly agree… and this… 4 

it’s as if we spoke beforehand which we did not. I strongly believe that the traffic signal… that 5 

this should be traffic signaled controlled. I also think that the provided 2-foot wide sidewalks 6 

are woefully inadequate. It says on… it says in the Packet… I’ll just pull you to it but maybe this 7 

is a typo. 8 

9 

Ms. Hodgkins: They’d be 5-feet wide. 10 

11 

Ms. Jeremias: Five… yeah. 12 

13 

Vice-Chair Alcheck:  Page 78 says built Alternative Two… last sentence of the first real 14 

paragraph of built Alternative Two on Packet Page 78 says 2-foot wide sidewalks would also be 15 

provided. Is that a typo? 16 

17 

Ms. Hodgkins: I think that must have been an error. They’re supposed to be 5-foot wide; I 18 

apologize for that. 19 

20 
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Vice-Chair Alcheck: Ok, well that’s good so let’s not focus on the sidewalk then. I’ll just continue 1 

with my comment about the signaling. The feedback clearly demonstrates that the bridge’s 2 

current substandard width has had a real impact on speed. Everyone in the community that has 3 

encountered this bridge will tell you that they slow down because to not slow down would 4 

likely cause an accident. So, its narrowness is, in fact, the speed bump. 5 

6 

Chair Riggs: It’s called a chicane. 7 

8 

Vice-Chair Alcheck: And we don’t just need to rely on feedback here because I know I 9 

frequently say that I don’t love anecdotal evidence but we constantly review projects that are 10 

traffic mitigating bikes, creating sort of narrower pathways. Right, we introduced large planters 11 

on Hamilton and some of the roads off of Middlefield from downtown in an effort to sort of 12 

create a more narrower pass through and that causes drivers to somehow slow down 13 

subconsciously. So, I think it’s safe to agree with a lot of feedback you received that took the 14 

position that widening the bridge will have the exact opposite effect. Just to say that it will 15 

likely encourage faster passage over the bridge. 16 

17 

At the intersection of Newell and Channing, this is several blocks away, there’s a traffic signal 18 

which has clearly been designed to moderate the speed of traffic; which is critical right because 19 

this is an intersection where there’s a Safe Route To School path, it’s the gateway to Elenore 20 
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Pardee Park, you’re minutes from the Lucie Stern. So, it seems to me that if you had those same 1 

concerns at this bridge location, that installing a traffic signal and essentially bringing traffic to a 2 

stop right before it crosses that bridge in a very controlled way would really be the right 3 

decision. I think if Palo Alto finally addresses this terribly… it is terribly substandard bridge, that 4 

the Council should approve the installation of a traffic signal. 5 

6 

And I don’t share the view that this should be a one-lane bridge, I think that we can 7 

accommodate bi-directional traffic. One of my concerns about… I think one of the things that 8 

we have to appreciate here is that we have a very complicated site and one thing that happens 9 

at this particular site is that there are times of day when the traffic really is predominately in 10 

one direction. And so, having traffic that can only travel in one direction by a signal would 11 

potentially really disrupt the pattern and that’s one of my concerns. At 5 o’clock every day, for 12 

example, there’s a line of cars that are trying to cross that bridge for an hour and to some 13 

extent, the stop sign doesn’t help. But if there was a traffic signal in both directions and traffic 14 

could pass in both directions, I think that would be a Preferred Alternative than just one way. 15 

16 

I think one of the things we really need to do though is we need to ensure the safety of 17 

pedestrians and bicyclist. And if the conclusion is that to accomplish all of these goals, we have 18 

to use sharrows. If that really is sort of the best tactic than I would support that and I would 19 

encourage Council to support that. Especially if now we have 5-foot-wide sidewalks, that seems 20 
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a lot more adequate. I was a little concerned about the 2-foot typo but there are a lot of 1 

children who ride bikes over this bridge, there are a lot of adults who ride bikes over this, there 2 

is a ton of pedestrians that cross this bridge. And if there are individuals in the community who 3 

oppose the traffic light because I’m guessing it’s a bit too cumbersome, that’s kind of the point. 4 

We need to slow down this bridge, it’s a neighborhood, and so I would encourage the decision 5 

makers to visit that space at multiple times in a day. 6 

7 

And then lastly, I’ll mention this just because it came up a couple times with respect to 8 

construction and I say this with the utmost respect for the men and women in the trade 9 

industry who do the quality work that we often see in a professional, timely manner. I would 10 

encourage the City not to select the same construction management company which is 11 

currently undertaking… which is currently taking their sweet, sweet time at the fire station at 12 

the other end of Newell. And I’m trying to put things in perspective here, we’ve lost some 13 

credibility. When we start to talk about a project that has this level of priority and it’s taken 7-14 

years and we’re basically at the same presentation that I saw at the end of 2012; it’s a problem. 15 

I sort of winced when you said that the project would be finished in and you gave the specific 16 

date because in my mind that is… there’s no credibility in that statement. I’ll just give you sort 17 

of the guidelines why I feel that way. Construction began on the fire station on the other end of 18 

this same road in January of 2018, it was supposed to finish in March of 2019, it’s now almost 19 

July of 2019, drive by the fire station and there’s no end in sight. It doesn’t even look close and 20 
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what is… I mean it’s basically a tall garage. I mean it’s so significantly less complicated than 1 

what this bridge will be. So, I think we need to learn from those mistakes, I think we need to 2 

start earning some credibility back, we need to be really careful about what expectations we set 3 

because the community is paying attention, and they’re frustrated and millions of dollars were 4 

lost as a result of flood control. And so, I think we need to really work on that and that’s it. 5 

6 

Chair Riggs: Before we move on, I want to clarify. I’m trying to make sense of one of the things 7 

your suggesting. Are you suggesting a Variance on the Locally Preferred Alternative because the 8 

Locally Preferred Alternative has no signalization? 9 

10 

Vice-Chair Alcheck: Yeah, I think that two-way traffic with the 5-foot wide sidewalks and 11 

sharrows would work. I think that’s a very viable option. I think that the failure to signalize that 12 

intersection is ignoring the feedback and the takeaways that we’ve been presented with; which 13 

14 

(interrupted) 15 

16 

Chair Riggs: Ok, I just want to get clear… I mean I think we might want to (interrupted) 17 

18 

Vice-Chair Alcheck:  So, I wouldn’t recommend Build Two without signalization. 19 

20 

is that traffic is likely to speed up significantly and make that path a lot more [unintelligible] 
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Chair Riggs: So, it’s not… that’s not a consideration in the pack we have in the EIR we have 1 

before us. I just want to highlight that (interrupted) 2 

3 

Vice-Chair Alcheck: Yeah, I know. 4 

5 

Chair Riggs: And I actually think we might want engineering Staff to respond to that because the 6 

signal… the traffic volume may not warrant a signal. So, there are specific code guidelines about 7 

what warrants signalizations. So, we might want Staff to respond to that suggestion with the 8 

volume that would warrant a signal and sorry, I’m just suggesting that that might be a 9 

consideration because it might be illegal for them to suggest (interrupted) 10 

11 

Vice-Chair Alcheck: Here’s what I’m trying to say. 12 

13 

Chair Riggs: A signal. 14 

15 

Vice-Chair Alcheck: Here’s what I’m trying to say, there are tools that… there’s like various… I’ve 16 

seen signals that operate almost like stop lights. They’re essentially red all the time and you 17 

drive up to them and they turn green and then the second you cross they’re red again. And I’m 18 

not as familiar as you with the various tools there are but what I can tell you is this is virtually a 19 

blind intersection. There are a ton of pedestrians that cross it, widening it feels like you’re going 20 
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to make a freeway on this neighborhood street, and there’s an intersection at Channing and 1 

Newell that I suspect gets virtually the same amount of traffic and that’s signaled. 2 

3 

Chair Riggs: So maybe… can we just frame that as maybe Staff if you could, maybe after we’re 4 

done here, I think the sentiment there is traffic calming needs to be… is that what you’re 5 

saying? 6 

7 

Vice-Chair Alcheck:  Yeah, I mean arguably a stop sign is traffic calming. The problem is that 8 

stops signs are often rolled through and in a blind intersection that can be really dangerous. 9 

You’re coming… they’re talking about potentially increasing height or maintaining the height. 10 

The height is significantly higher than the road so when you come off of that bridge and you 11 

come down, there’s this… and some of the commenters mentioned it in their feedback. You 12 

sort of approach at an angle, when you get to the top and you come down you suddenly see 13 

that there might be somebody coming across. And so… and the traffic on your left when you’re 14 

coming from Palo Alto to East Palo Alto is so far set back from that stop sign that you don’t 15 

know if he’s left his stop sign as you come over. So, all I’m suggesting is that some coordinated 16 

effort of signaling would maybe go a long way to addressing the concerns. 17 

18 

Chair Riggs: Well if we could… maybe I should suggest that we… I think they hear the traffic 19 

calming and there may be other mitigations. So, we don’t have to be engineers up here so there 20 
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may be other mitigations that get at your concerns aside from a traffic light with the Locally 1 

Preferred Alternative. So, I just… I don’t want you to… my suggestion may be just I want to be 2 

clear this… what’s under consideration tonight is not what you’re describing or what’s being 3 

recommended by Staff is not what you’re describing. 4 

5 

Vice-Chair Alcheck: No but look, the call to action wasn’t pick one of the four. The call to action 6 

was to provide feedback that they can use as they continue to work on this draft EIR. And what 7 

I would suggest to you is that the majority of comments that we received from the community 8 

that suggested that widen was potentially not favorable border on the idea that the wider it 9 

gets the likelihood of the traffic speed rising rapid so I’m trying to be responsive to that. 10 

11 

Chair Riggs: So maybe… I would… just let me clarify, I would like to get to a recommendation to 12 

Council tonight within the next 30-minutes so Commissioner Roohparvar do you have anything? 13 

14 

15 

16 

Chair Riggs: We are looking for a recommendation on the Preferred Alternative. 17 

18 

Mr. Lait: So, thank you for the comment, we’ll certainly take it. I mean this is a document that’s 19 

open for public review and we want to hear all comments that people have on the document. 20 

Vice-Chair Alcheck: [unintelligible]? Is this a motion… are you looking for a motion tonight? 



_______________________ 

1. Spokespersons that are representing a group of five or more people who are identified as present at the meeting at
the time of the spokesperson’s presentation will be allowed up to fifteen (15) minutes at the discretion of the Chair,
provided that the non-speaking members agree not to speak individually.

2. The Chair may limit Oral Communications to 30 minutes for all combined speakers.
3. The Chair may reduce the allowed time to speak to three minutes to accommodate a larger number of speakers.

So, we’ll take that comment about the signal and the traffic calming and we’ll analyze or 1 

respond to it. But yeah, we are looking for the Commission’s sort of feedback or direction and a 2 

vote would be helpful on the scenario that we’re looking to advance and I think it was 3 

Alternative Two that we’re promoting. 4 

5 

Vice-Chair Alcheck:  I guess what I’m trying to say is that I don’t think it’s incompatible to 6 

suggest that one… it wouldn’t be unacceptable and this may not carry but to suggest that Build 7 

Alternative Two is acceptable to the Commission. However, there are concerns about whether 8 

signalization would improve that build alternative. That’s sort of what I’m saying and while that 9 

may be not on the table, it’s not such a stretch, that’s all I’m saying. 10 

11 

Chair Riggs: If we could hear from Commissioner Roohparvar if you have anything. Don’t feel… 12 

free if you do, if you’re a fish out of water. 13 

14 

15 

quick comments. Signalization to me seems a bit cumbersome. Is it going to still be a blind 16 

intersection after you remove the vegetation? Didn’t you speak about removing the vegetation 17 

to help the visibility? How blind is it going to be after? 18 

19 

Commissioner Roohparvar: [unintelligible]. Yeah, thank you for your presentation, just two 
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Ms. Jeremias:  It should not be a blind intersection. We are removing the vegetation and to 1 

your question earlier is we will be raising not only the bridge by about a foot and a half but 2 

we’re also raising Woodland intersection right now and Newell. Both of them will be raised 3 

approximately… right close to the creek…close to the bridge about 4-feet so that would create 4 

the traffic movement that we would be able to see oncoming traffic. Providing also the… 5 

eliminating the concrete flood wall would also allow some visibility through the bridge itself. So, 6 

that gives us… I don’t foresee that should be an issue, a concern. 7 

8 

Commissioner Roohparvar: Ok. I don’t have any other questions. 9 

10 

Chair Riggs: Excellent. Commissioner Lauing. 11 

12 

Commissioner Lauing:  Yes, a few. First of all, we’re getting this pretty earlier in the EIR process 13 

and I know somebody asked to get it early but we’re not benefiting for more than three very 14 

helpful public speakers. So, I wish it was a little bit later in the process. Does it usually take 9-15 

years to go from functional obsolete to this stage? Is that typical? 16 

17 

Ms. Jeremias: No, so it has… what happened is Caltrain does routine inspections on this bridge 18 

and we’ve had inspections on the bridge down I think as early as 2010. As a result of all the 19 

works that are necessary to improve and prevent some of the flooding that occurs in San 20 
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Francisquito Creek, we had to make improvements downstream first. So, we had to get the 1 

funds to make the improvements on the levy and also to build the San Francisquito Creek pump 2 

station. 3 

4 

Commissioner Lauing:  Ok, great, which is we also got a new golf course with that upstream 5 

work on floods. The thing I wanted to understand and I think I do but it’s so crucial I want to 6 

make sure I do. That is what you’re saying is that the traffic during the proposed project is going 7 

to actually require City Council to make findings of overwriting considerations. So, two 8 

questions, one is do we not have to do that as well? 9 

10 

Ms. Hodgkins: I’ll let Sandy kind of add to this but no, I don’t believe you don’t need too. 11 

12 

Commissioner Lauing:  Ok and then the second Claire, do I understand this right when I go over 13 

to Pages in the supplemental… Revised Final Supplemental Traffic Evaluation Report. Is the 14 

bottom line that we’re going to have this E and F during construction but after construction it’s 15 

going to go back to better, I’ll say but not perfect? Because when I try to read Pages 25 and 31 16 

it looks like University Avenue and Woodland and University Avenue and Crescent are getting 17 

much worse when you out to 2040. 18 

19 

Ms. Hodgkins: I’m not seeing Page 25, hold on. Which… of the Packet Page 25? 20 
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1 

Commissioner Lauing:  No, I mean the supplement on traffic. 2 

3 

Chair Riggs: (off mic) That’s for a different item. 4 

5 

Commissioner Lauing:  No, this is the traffic about… right? 6 

7 

Chair Riggs: He’s referencing the Item Number Two which is… sorry, Commissioner Lauing 8 

that’s… those are separate (interrupted) 9 

10 

Ms. Hodgkins: That’s the one he’s referencing. Do you know what Page of the Packet you’re on? 11 

Yeah, but which Page of the Packet are you referencing? 12 

13 

Commissioner Lauing:  My question… we can forget that. 14 

15 

Ms. Hodgkins: Oh. 16 

17 

Commissioner Lauing:  My question is, is the only concern that we have for traffic around the 18 

construction because it’s going to get bad around construction? 19 

20 
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Ms. Hodgkins: Yes. 1 

2 

Commissioner Lauing:  That’s why we need this and then after that, we’re good to go, is that 3 

basically what you’re saying? 4 

5 

Ms. Hodgkins: Essentially, yeah. The traffic under Alternative Two really would not change 6 

under operations and however, during construction, it would be a significant and unavoidable 7 

impact. I just want to note too in… there’ve been a couple people who have raised some ideas 8 

of either a… of doing like an only pedestrian-bicycle bridge. If there is no vehicular traffic across 9 

those significant and unavoidable, impacts would be permanent impacts. 10 

11 

Commissioner Lauing:  So, the E and F goes away after construction? 12 

13 

Ms. Hodgkins: Yes, and I do want to note under Alternative One I think was the only alternative 14 

that was analyzed which was the alternative that Commissioner Riggs spoke to or Chair Riggs 15 

spoke too. That was actually the only alternative that was analyzed that it didn’t result in 16 

significant impacts because the intersections that were affected were operating at a pretty 17 

good level. But it was definitely a notable impact on those… on some of the intersections under 18 

Alternative One with the… if there was one lane of traffic and bi-directional. If that makes 19 

sense. 20 
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1 

Commissioner Lauing:  Yep. 2 

3 

4 

5 

Commissioner Waldfogel: I’m sorry, did you question… can I speak? 6 

7 

Chair Riggs: Yeah. 8 

9 

Commissioner Waldfogel: Did your question get answered on what the threshold would be to 10 

establish signaling because what I feel like is there’s been this huge community process and the 11 

community process has led to an answer. And I could support this idea of bi-directional 12 

signalized flow but it seems like it would be consistent with building Option Two if there’s a 13 

process that we could subsequently go through. So, do we understand what that process would 14 

be? Is there a feasible process to do that? 15 

16 

Chair Riggs: So, I’m… well, I’m speaking based on my own… I’m not the City engineer which is 17 

why I would encourage us not to engineer this from the dais. But my… from my own 18 

background in this field the volume here I don’t think warrants… normally warrants a signal. 19 

Chair Riggs: (off mic) Signalized bi-directional [unintelligible]. 
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And maybe the engineers can… so volume has to be… I don’t know what level to warrant a 1 

traffic signal. 2 

3 

Mr. Lait: So, can we just answer the question? 4 

5 

Chair Riggs: Sorry. 6 

7 

Mr. Lait: Can I just have somebody come up (interrupted) 8 

9 

Chair Riggs:  Yes, thank you. 10 

11 

Mr. Lait: Thank you. 12 

13 

Chair Riggs:  I think that there’s another… there’s an embedded assumption. Alternative One 14 

has a signal because of the bi-directional nature of the flow. It has too. 15 

16 

Commissioner Summa: It has too. 17 

18 

Mr. Rafael Rius, Traffic Engineering Lead: Yes, there is typically a warrant analysis which 19 

evaluates the main street traffic versus the side street traffic. Without knowing the numbers off 20 
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the top of my head, I don’t know if the side street traffic would be high enough to warrant a 1 

signal. And also, I just would add traffic signals are generally not suppose to be installed for 2 

traffic calming purposes and in fact, they’re usually not as good at traffic calming as an all ways 3 

stop sign. I know the example you used where they rest in red, that’s currently happening over 4 

here at Waverley and Channing and we mixed results with that and a lot of resident complaints 5 

to remove it and such but that’s kind of anecdotal. 6 

7 

Commissioner Waldfogel: I guess would it be an option? So, let’s say we build two, would it be 8 

an option to go back and restripe for this bi-directional flow and add the signal? Would that be 9 

a feasible option downstream if we decided to do that? 10 

11 

Mr. Rius: If you have the one-lane, the two-way, one-lane (interrupted) 12 

13 

Commissioner Waldfogel: Yeah so, I’m just trying (interrupted) 14 

15 

Mr. Rius: I think the width (interrupted) 16 

17 

Commissioner Waldfogel:  What I’m just seeing if we could sort of bridge these comments into 18 

a way to move forward. 19 

20 
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Mr. Rius: I think a two-way, one-lane option would require a signal probably and meet other 1 

warrants or engineering judgment. That (interrupted) 2 

3 

Commissioner Waldfogel:  Right but what would that process look like? So, let’s say we build 4 

Option Two, what would the process look like to then restripe and signalize per this Option 5 

One? Because what I don’t want to do is get in the way of this bridge process and I’d like to 6 

know if we can make this decision later. 7 

8 

Chair Riggs: Yeah, I think it’d be… I mean I think I agree. I mean I think it would be great just 9 

build it without stripes and decide in the process the directionality because I don’t think 10 

(interrupted) 11 

12 

Commissioner Waldfogel: (off mic) Is it possible to do that? 13 

14 

Chair Riggs: I mean I think that’s an interesting question but even then… I think the question is 15 

could… what would be the process to rewind? 16 

17 

Mr. Rius: Sure, Option Two has enough width for the bi-directional traffic simultaneously and 18 

19 keeping that as Commissioner Alcheck [note - Vice-Chair Alcheck] suggested then we would 
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probably do a traffic signal warrant analysis which looked at volumes and a bunch of other 1 

things also. 2 

3 

Chair Riggs: Yeah you could do pretty generous Class One or Class Two bikeways plus… in 40-4 

feet plus a one-lane of traffic plus pedestrian, correct? 12-feet plus (interrupted) 5 

6 

7 

8 

Chair Riggs: Yeah, 12-feet plus 20… basically 24 so you’d have more than enough space. 9 

10 

11 

Vice-Chair Alcheck:  Yeah, sorry just quickly. Is the signal at Newell and Channing similar in its 12 

resting red? 13 

14 

Mr. Rius: I don’t believe that one rests in red but I could be wrong. I’m trying… but I would 15 

(interrupted) 16 

17 

Vice-Chair Alcheck:  I just have bad luck with it. No, I’m kidding. 18 

19 

Mr. Rius: [unintelligible](interrupted) 

Commissioner Alcheck [note – Vice-Chair Alcheck]. 
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Mr. Rius: You might be correct; you know we don’t look at that one as quite as often but I 1 

would say there’s probably a lot more volumes if you add up Channing and Newell versus 2 

Newell alone. 3 

4 

Vice-Chair Alcheck:  Yeah, I can appreciate that. I think, look, I’m… let me say this to be clear to 5 

the fellow Commissioners who may be preparing a motion. I won’t stand in the way of making a 6 

recommendation for Build Two. I don’t share your enthusiasm for one-way traffic that’s 7 

signaled controlled. I think that the community’s preference for two-directions of traffic 8 

synonymously represents feedback based on significant use. And I think that I’m not sure that 9 

they’ve ever… with my exposure to this project, I don’t know that the community ever really 10 

seriously considered one-way traffic that was signaled controlled. I think the debate largely 11 

centered on whether realignment provided significant benefits and the challenges with 12 

realignment were actually so complex that I think we sort of turned out back on… the 13 

community sort of turned away from that option. So, I think that I withdraw my suggestion that 14 

I can’t recommend an un-signalized intersection here; I could. 15 

16 

I understand what you were saying about sort of raising the road to meet the intersection and 17 

you’re essentially moving the stop sign or the idea of design is that you’ll move the stop sign to 18 

the end of the bridge. So, you would essentially wait on the bridge and from that position when 19 
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you look left you have an unobstructed view as a result of the new retaining walls and the 1 

raised roadway. 2 

3 

I guess look, the biggest concern that I have is with traffic calming and if that can be mitigated 4 

in a way, even after the fact, if it’s determined that this Build Two Alternative is not achieving 5 

the goal of creating enough safety and the traffic calming mitigation options are available that 6 

are not signaling and that we don’t use signaling in the City typically for traffic calming then I 7 

feel comfortable with that. Those responses are informative for me and I appreciate them. 8 

9 

And I guess my only other ask is that if we do have a… if the Commission does suggest or 10 

recommend Alternative One which although not new feels like a new direction. I would request 11 

or recommend that the Staff put together some sort of model, like animation, that 12 

demonstrates how this would work because I think this is a complicated execution. I can’t think 13 

of a single other intersection in all of Palo Alto that operates this way; maybe you’re familiar 14 

with one. And I think that we would be remised if we didn’t figure out a way to at least help 15 

people understand what we were recommending if that’s actually the path we take. 16 

17 

Chair Riggs: Commissioner Templeton and them Commissioner Summa. 18 

19 

MOTION 20 
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1 

Commissioner Templeton: Briefly, I’m not sure about how well received a signal might be given 2 

the housing that we can see in the vicinity. I know that’s been a source of lengthy discussion in 3 

neighboring Cities so I just want to throw that out there as a caution. 4 

5 

However, I would like to make a motion that we, the Planning and Transportation Commission, 6 

recommend to City Council Alternative Two and with strong encouragement to Staff to include 7 

a better, more current information about bike and pedestrian Level of Service if that’s possible. 8 

9 

Chair Riggs:  Is there a second? 10 

11 

SECOND 12 

13 

Commissioner Summa: I can second that. I wasn’t going to add the additional bicycle 14 

information but it certainly can’t hurt. And I also want to point out just so everybody knows it, 15 

the Supplemental Traffic Report numbers the alternatives differently. So, make sure they know 16 

it’s… yeah and I… just for a comment, I would not… I do think, as a seconder, that this is a very 17 

good compromise for a project that involves multiple Cities and multiple agencies. And I want 18 

to see it go forward as soon as possible and I, in no way, would find a signalized intersection to 19 

be preferable in this location. Thank you. 20 
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1 

Chair Riggs: Ok we have a motion and a second. Any other comments or discussion? 2 

Commissioner Lauing. 3 

4 

Commissioner Lauing:  Just briefly, from what we presented and what the work that’s been 5 

done, there is going to be a little bit of collateral damage to this relative to for example what 6 

the gentlemen raised here but we are on somewhat of a timeline. We’d like to speed up this 9-7 

year process. That said with the comments that Chair Riggs made if that’s something that’s 8 

substantive, the only option at this point I think would be to sort of simultaneously investigate 9 

that which might also include not voting on this tonight and that’s going to its downside as well. 10 

So, I think maybe registering that other alternative should get another squint but that we go 11 

ahead with Alternative Two might be the better path. 12 

13 

Chair Riggs: Any other questions or comments? Seeing none. All in favor of the 14 

recommendations? 15 

16 

Vice-Chair Alcheck: Can you repeat (interrupted) 17 

18 

Commissioner Roohparvar: Can you repeat (interrupted) 19 

20 
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Chair Riggs: Commissioner Templeton would you make that one? Can you repeat your 1 

(interrupted)? 2 

3 

MOTION RESTATED 4 

5 

Commissioner Templeton: Yes. I move that the Planning and Transportation Commission 6 

recommend to City Council Alternative Two with the caveat that if better bike and pedestrian 7 

level service information is available, that it be included. 8 

9 

VOTE 10 

11 

Chair Riggs: Is that clear? Ok, all in favor? All opposed? Carries 6-1. 12 

13 

MOTION PASSED 6 (Lauing, Roohparvar, Alcheck, Templeton, Summa, Waldfogel)-1 (Riggs) 14 

15 

Chair Riggs: I did not vote for that and in speaking to that I think there are three reasons that I 16 

would… I don’t think its… I haven’t seen the information that fully justifies that being the Locally 17 

Preferred Alternative; particularly with regard to three points. I think the LOS gains are 18 

marginally based on the data I’ve seen. So, I know this is important from a watershed 19 

standpoint but I’m not sure that the artificial acceleration of the timeline justifies what could be 20 
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a unique and more safe treatment from a multimodal travel standpoint. I think there’s a limited 1 

disadvantage from an automotive standpoint but I think there are extreme disadvantages going 2 

from a Class Two bike path to a Class Three share the road situation and then back to a Class 3 

Two bike path. That’s a dangerous maneuver for cyclists and this will invite conflict in this 4 

location. 5 

6 

And then in line with that, I think that this is not consistent with the Transportation Element 7 

and in particular regards to T-6 and T-1.19. It does not prefer multimodal; it does not prefer 8 

non-automotive transportation. So yes, I hear the rest of the Commission saying that this is a 9 

unique treatment but this is a unique intersection and I don’t think that a two-way, bi-10 

directional, one-lane bridge that fully supported bicyclist and pedestrians would be 11 

inappropriate in this location. Moving on. 12 

13 

Commission Action: Motion made by Commissioner Templeton, seconded by Commissioner 14 
Summa; motion passed 6-1, Commissioner Riggs against. 15 

1. Support Alternative #2,16 
2. Request that if more bicycle and pedestrian traffic information is available, that it be17 

included.18 
19 

Approval of Minutes 20 
Public Comment is Permitted. Five (5) minutes per speaker.1,3 21 

4. May 8, 2019 Draft PTC Meeting Minutes22 

23 
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Letter T-1. Transcript from Palo Alto Planning and Transportation Commission 
Meeting, 6/12/19 

Response to Comment T-1.1 

Please see Master Response 2.  

Response to Comment T-1.2 

Please see Master Response 2.  

Response to Comment T-1.3 

Please see Master Response 2.  

Response to Comment T-1.4 

The commenter’s support for the Project and Build Alternative 2, the Locally Preferred Alternative, 

is acknowledged. The Project is proceeding as quickly as possible.  

Response to Comment T-1.5 

The Project, under all build alternatives, is being designed to accommodate 7,500 cubic feet per 

second, which is the same capacity as Middlefield Bridge and the proposed replacement of Pope–

Chaucer Bridge under the Upstream of U.S. 101 Project.  

Response to Comment T-1.6 

Please see Response to Comment T-1.4. 

Response to Comment T-1.7 

Please see Response to Comments I.20-2 and T-1.4. 

Response to Comment T-1.8 

Construction noise impacts and mitigation measures are described in Section 2.2.7, Noise, and 

Section 3.2.12, Noise. As described in these sections, noise from Project construction activities may 

intermittently dominate the noise environment in the immediate area of construction. Equipment 

operations associated with demolition and building activities would be a source of noise. In addition, 

the operation of heavy equipment would generate localized groundborne vibration during 

construction of the Project. Standardized Measures SM-NOI-1, SM-NOI-2, and SM-NOI-3 and 

Mitigation Measures MM-NOI-1, MM-NOI-2, MM-NOI-3, and MM-NOI-4 will be implemented to 

reduce construction period noise and vibration impacts.  

Construction noise is controlled by Caltrans Standard Specifications Section 14-8.02, Noise Control, 

and local noise standards (see Standardized Measures SM-NOI-1, SM-NOI-2, and SM-NOI-3 in 

Section 2.2.7.4, Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures) and, with adherence to 

Standardized Measures SM-NOI-1, SM-NOI-2, and SM-NOI-3, these potential impacts would be 

reduced. This potential impact would be further minimized through implementation of Mitigation 

Measures MM-NOI-1, MM-NOI-2, and MM-NOI-3, which would ensure that construction noise does 

not cause excessive increases in ambient noise levels at any noise-sensitive land uses. These 
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mitigation measures would provide advance notice to nearby residences, designate a disturbance 

coordinator to handle resident complaints, and install noise barriers to further attenuate noise. 

In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-4 would reduce groundborne vibration 

impacts to a less-than-significant level under CEQA by ensuring via vibration monitoring that 

vibration levels are below the applicable thresholds, and that any vibration-related complaints are 

addressed. Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-1 would also involve a survey of the existing residences to 

determine if these structures could be damaged by pile driving activities. If it is determined that 

structures would be damaged by pile driving, an alternative method of construction would be 

required. 

As specified in Standardized Measure SM-NOI-3, local noise standards from the Cities of Palo Alto 

and East Palo Alto will be followed, including when determining construction hours. Nighttime 

construction would not occur.  

Response to Comment T-1.9 

Please see Master Response 2.  

Response to Comment T-1.10 

The commissioner’s support for a bi-directional, one-lane bridge is acknowledged. Build Alternative 

2 provides the most benefits in terms of vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation, while also 

minimizing environmental impacts and taking past public comments into consideration. The criteria 

used to evaluate the build alternatives in the alternatives analysis were developed in coordination 

with City of Palo Alto staff, Caltrans, and members of the public. The commissioner states that the 

Project may not be consistent with climate goals and may not be consistent with policies TR-6 and 

TR-19. It is not clear what policies the commissioner is referencing. Comprehensive Plan Goal T-6 of 

the City of Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element states “provide a safe 

environment for motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists on Palo Alto streets.” The Project would 

further this goal, as well as climate goals, by adding dedicated roadway width along the bridge for 

bicycle and pedestrian travel and improving visibility for all modes of transportation. The City of 

Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element Policy T-1.19 states “provide facilities that 

encourage and support bicycling and walking.” The Project would replace an existing bridge that 

does not include dedicated bicycle and pedestrian travel lanes with a bridge that includes these 

features. Therefore, the Project is consistent with these goals and policies. 

Response to Comment T-1.11 

Please see Master Response 2.  

Response to Comment T-1.12 

The commissioner’s preference to not realign the bridge is acknowledged. The commissioner’s 

support for a traffic signal is also noted. Due to the low traffic volumes along Newell Road Bridge, a 

traffic signal for a two lane, bi-directional  bridge (as exists today and as proposed under Build 

Alternative 2) is not warranted at this time. Traffic signals would be required for a single-lane, bi-

directional bridge, as proposed under Build Alternative 1.  

As clarified during the public hearing, the pedestrian sidewalk is proposed to be 5 feet wide on each 

side. A second option being presented to Caltrans would place raised mixed-use paths on either side 
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of the bridge, allowing the curb to act as a barrier for cars from both pedestrian and bicycle traffic. In 

both options, the vehicular traffic lane width would be 10 feet with 9 feet dedicated to pedestrian 

and bicycle traffic on each side of the bridge.  

Response to Comment T-1.13 

The intersection of Newell Road and Woodland Avenue immediately at the north end of the bridge is 

controlled by a four-way stop. With the reconstructed bridge, the stop sign would be visible 

approaching the bridge. Speeds cannot be high within feet of the stop sign. Please also refer to 

Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment T-1.14 

It is acknowledged that the commissioner does not support a one-lane bridge but does support a bi-

directional, two-lane bridge with a traffic signal in each direction. Please see Response to Comment 

T-1.12.  

Response to Comment T-1.15 

The commissioner’s support for sharrows is acknowledged. Please see Response to Comment T-

1.12.  

Response to Comment T-1.16 

Please see Master Response 1 and Response to Comment T-1.12. The commissioner’s support for a 

bi-directional, two-lane bridge with a traffic signal in each direction is noted. The intersection of 

Newell Road and Woodland Avenue is immediately at the north end of the bridge and controlled by 

a four-way stop. With the reconstructed bridge and roadway profiles on Newell Road and Woodland 

Avenue, the stop sign will be visible approaching the bridge, and there will no longer be the 

substantial drop in elevation between Newell Road and Woodland Avenue that creates visibility 

issues. Speeds cannot be high within feet of the stop sign. The use of signals as stop signs 

(permanent red) is not recommended.  

Response to Comment T-1.17 

It is noted that the commissioner would support Build Alternative 2, the Locally Preferred 

Alternative, without a signal.  

Response to Comment T-1.18 

The comment does not raise a specific issue on the substance of the Draft EIR/EA. City of Palo Alto 

staff will be responsible for maintaining future improvements if traffic situations warrant any 

further changes. 

Response to Comment T-1.19 

The commission recommended Build Alternative 2. Therefore, preparation of a model or animation 

showing how Build Alternative 1 would operate is not necessary.  

Response to Comment T-1.20 

Please see Master Response 2.  



1 

 Newell Road Bridge 1 
Community Meeting 2 

  June 18, 2019 3 
4 
5 
6 

7 

Mr. Brad Eggleston, Director of Public Works: Well, why don’t we get underway now. Thanks, 8 
everybody for coming to this meeting on the Newell Road Bridge Project. I’m Brad Eggleston. 9 
I’m the Director of Public Works in Palo Alto. This is a project that’s been many years in the 10 
making and I see many faces here of people that I recall were involved back in 2012 when we 11 
were first talking about this project. Due to community concerns about this project and 12 
following those meetings in 2012, we made a commitment to do a full Environmental Impact 13 
Report that would consider multiple alternatives for the project. Obviously, since we’re in 2019 14 
now, it’s been a very long process, but we’re pleased to now have a draft EIR that’s been 15 
released and that does a full analysis of a number of different alternatives for the project. I just 16 
add that moving forward with the project now, is even more important than before because 17 
we’re at the point where the Downstream Flood Protection Project, the Highway 101 to the Bay 18 
Project, has been completed and now the Newell Road bridge is the thing that could potentially 19 
hold up the Pope/Chaucer bridge replacement from being completed. As I think some of you 20 
know the Pope/Chaucer bridge is actually the most important choke point in the creek right 21 
now in terms of potential flooding. So, Michel Jeremias is here from Public Works as well and 22 
she’ll give a presentation on the project and the draft EIR. Then following that we’ll forward to 23 
hearing your comments and I also wanted to mention that we have Claire Hodgkins from Palo 24 
Alto Planning Department with us and also Chantal Cotton-Gaines and Sylvia Star-Lack from our 25 
transportation group. So, with that, I’m going to turn it over to Michel for presentation. Thank 26 
you. 27 

Ms. Michel Jeremias, Public Work Engineering: Thank you. My name is Michel Jeremias as Brad 28 
stated. I’m here to give you guys a big overview of the EIR that was put in front of you. The EIR 29 
was released on May 29th, comments – we’re talking comments through July 30th. Today’s 30 
presentation basically gives you a little overview of what we’re proposing to present. As many 31 
of you already know, Newell Road bridge is located over San Francisquito Creek, this is the 32 
creek. For most of you who are very familiar with the project don’t need this information but I’ll 33 
just state it for the fact for others who are new to the project, new to the area. What we’re 34 
looking at for Alternative Three and Four, they talk about the realignment of the bridge. It's in 35 
relations to Newell Road here and Newell Road here in Palo Alto and this is East Palo Alto side. 36 
So, the plans in the back of the room depicted the different versions for the realignments for 37 
Alternatives Three and Four. So, purpose and need, why are we doing this? As stated, the 38 
bridge is narrow, it does not accommodate two-way traffic or provide designated sidewalks for 39 
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pedestrians. There is limited visibility due to the existing trees and you can see those. I think 1 
this has been discussed in the past, on the left-hand side you can’t see the line of sight as you’re 2 
crossing into the Woodland Avenue intersection. The other purpose and need for this project is 3 
the bridge reduces the flow, the capacity for San Francisquito Creek. Many of you guys were 4 
present at our last meeting with the upstream project that discussed why all of these projects 5 
are connected and what we’ve done. So, the photo on the left-hand side shows the flooding 6 
that many of you are familiar with. The exhibit in the bottom right, I borrowed this from JPA 7 
and it’s an exhibit that you’ve all seen in the past. Construction of the Newell Road bridge 8 
would increase the capacity underneath to 7,500. This is consistent with the upstream project 9 
so the flows that would past between El Camino, as you see here, through Pope/Chaucer which 10 
is currently rated at 5,800-cfs. to Newell. These two would increase to 7,500. Projective 11 
objectives, so this is the items that we looked at. Why – what are we going to do with the 12 
purpose and need and what are our goals? How do we measure the goals? How we build 13 
something that accommodates everyone’s goals? This was a product of our previous meetings 14 
that we’ve been having since 2012. So, our goals were no significant number of vehicles in 15 
adjacent streets and that would mean University Avenue, that would mean Embarcadero. So, 16 
we want a bridge that doesn’t increase traffic to adjacent streets. The bridge should also not 17 
have a substantial number of added vehicles on Newell itself. So, what we looked at was an 18 
analysis in the EIR that does not increase traffic onto Newell Road itself or increase the speeds 19 
that pass over Newell. Project objectives, in looking at another aspect of the objectives besides 20 
traffic is creating multi-model access. So, the safety across – increase – improving safety across 21 
the San Francisquito Creek on Newell Road. The alternative in front you, this is Alternative Two, 22 
shows that the project will create not only sidewalks, two 5-foot sidewalks on both sides, but it 23 
would also widen the travel lanes to 14-feet wide. I want to go into kind of a little bit of detail 24 
on this slide. As we see in the back and I suggest this is maybe an opportunity later as you come 25 
up with your comments, we can discuss these. I realize now as a matter of fact when we look at 26 
this slide, there might be some confusion involved here. I think there might be concerns might 27 
be related based on what project was presented to you in 2015 and the actual width of the 28 
bridge then. You will see also the concerns with the striping that’s shown on the slide. So, I 29 
want to kind of overview, give you – previously when we had this project come through, we 30 
were proposing two, 16-foot wide lanes and two, 5-foot sidewalks. We’re now looking at a 31 
reduction of 4-feet. We’ve gone from 16-foot wide to 14-foot and this is a result of the 32 
comments. We heard your comments and we’ve addressed right – tried to address them. In 33 
addition, when we created this visual simulation for your use, we tried to provide you with a 34 
feel of what the roadway would entail. It’s difficult to see here but if you can kind of gauge it 35 
based on the buildings across on Woodland. We are proposing to raise the roads, all the roads; 36 
Newell in Palo Alto; Woodland in East Palo Alto; and Newell the approach. This would be to 37 
accommodate the higher flows and also to get rid of the vertical clearance. The profile on the 38 
road that exists currently that creates that unsafe feel, nature, to it would be eliminated. We 39 
would be raising the roads and making this accessible to everyone and you would be able to see 40 
it. We also – what we don’t have on this slide and forsake – and this will apply to all our 41 
projects is landscaping. For the purpose of the slide, to depict the raising of the road which you 42 
can see here based on the existing fence, it – we would provide some trees, some buffer but 43 
that’s something that we would look at, at a later point. We would consider putting in 44 
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alternatives based on accommodating our neighbor’s needs. Making sure that we coordinated 1 
with the adjacent neighbors. One of the big issues that we’ve heard based on a recent meeting 2 
is the striping. I know the concerns about sharrows and the bike lanes eliminating. This kind of – 3 
this doesn’t give you guys a clear picture of what we’re looking at. Currently, we’re looking at 4 
two possible options when it comes to striping. One option would be is using the lane line and 5 
extending it over the bridge, providing a symbol or arrow with a bike symbol underneath that 6 
would go across so that would create a bike lane. We would take the 4-foot wide lane and use 7 
10-feet and then have a 4-foot shoulder basically. That would create the safe feel that you need8 
for cyclists. The other alternative in which we’ve also talked about is having sharrows. So, it’s 9 
this bike symbol but with a green background and the two arrows with additional signing that 10 
we would need; share the road signs. Those are the two different options that we would 11 
consider. What’s in front of you may be confusing and I apologize if that’s confusing but I’m 12 
here to try to provide you with clarity, to answer any questions you may have, and to look at 13 
what we have and how we make progress. So, project history, so many of you guys where here 14 
from the very beginning. We started in 2012 when we began the community engagement and 15 
that was the time that we proposed a wider bridge as you’ve indicated. That bridge was not 16 
only 16-foot wide lines but it was also – it was set to accommodate a 100-year storm event. It 17 
would be raised higher than what we’re proposing to do now. In addition to that, one of the 18 
alternatives that we considered then was a full realignment. As I showed you in the earlier slide, 19 
we would be matching the Newell Road between the Palo Alto and East Palo Alto but through 20 
the process, the community engagement, we went – resolved through – wrong button. We 21 
resolved to proceed with a full EIR analysis so we’re following the process. It’s a long process 22 
and I realize it’s taken us a long time to get here but we went through the EIR process in order 23 
to identify alternatives that would be considered on the process. We identified eight 24 
alternatives, on the slide I will show you the list of alternatives that were considered, and there 25 
were only two of those alternatives that were considered based on a screening criterion. A list 26 
of items that we identified in goals and objectives that we wanted to make sure we met for all 27 
the alternatives. The screening analysis was determined, we have findings that were done in 28 
February 27, 2014. I invite you guys to visit our Newell Road page – website where you might 29 
be able to find access to all of this information. Lastly, in June 22nd, 2016 when we presented all 30 
the project alternatives. So, here are all of the alternatives that were considered for the eight 31 
projects. You will see the screening criteria appears in the very top row. Starting with the 32 
column, 100-year storm event, at that time our objective was to make sure that all our projects 33 
would they meet the 100-year storm event. So, they would all meet so all the projects were 34 
advanced. The Level of Service, what is the Level of Service? Would it impact the Level of 35 
Service? Would any of these alternatives have an impact and yes, we determined that removing 36 
the bridge or having the bicycle and pedestrian bridge would create a Level of Service on 37 
adjacent streets. So, this there would be an increase, this is a decline for us. Bicycle with 38 
emergency access, the same. The one-lane bridge – so I want to give you – this is in asterisk. 39 
This one, it does create an increase but it’s not significant. We proceeded with the next two 40 
alternatives and you note that there is no increase in the Level of Service for these alternatives. 41 
So, if we were to build these – with either of these alternatives there were no increase. The 42 
TIRE impact was our third criteria, I’m not sure if I need to state that but for the record, you 43 
guys, this means Traffic Infusion on Residential Environment. So, how do the residents feel 44 
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based on what is the impact to the streets by – with any of these alternatives? Again, the first 1 
three alternatives created an impact, the last four did not. Again, we proceeded with all these 2 
alternatives and compared them and determined which ones we’d advance. On my next slide, 3 
we’ll talk about the ones that are moving forward. I want you to take a look at these slides and 4 
these are basically depicted in the back of the room we have for each of these individuals are 5 
shown. My next visual simulations where we describe each one. So Alternative One, there’s a 6 
lot of things happening in this alternative and I want to make sure that everybody sees all the 7 
components to this. On this alternative we would have a 60-foot wide lane so it’s bi-directions, 8 
its traffic controlled, so we would have a total of nine traffic poles, a total of 15 traffic signals. 9 
On East Palo Alto side, so this is Newell looking into Palo Alto side, we would have traffic signals 10 
to direct traffic making sure that you knew when oncoming traffic was in movement. 11 
Unfortunately, we don’t have enough room on this screen to show you the additional traffic 12 
signals that would be needed but this is one of the impacts. Alternative Two, again this is the 13 
one you’ve seen before. The impact are similar to what we’ve discussed, we’re raising the road 14 
to accommodate additional flow and to also remove that vertical profile that’s present. What’s 15 
not shown on this slide again, it goes back to the trees, and the signing and striping. So, again, 16 
same thing would apply. Alternative Two is located on the same alignment, Alternative Two is 17 
two 5-foot wide sidewalks and two 14-foot wide lanes. This is the same dimension that would 18 
apply to Alternatives Three and Four. The only difference with Alternatives Three and Four is 19 
the realignment of it. So, Alternative Three would look at – you see its Newell Road on the Palo 20 
Alto side, it’s shifted 30-feet to the north on Woodland. So, the intersection would align slightly 21 
to the left on this but Alternative Three, one of the concerns would be as it’s shifting, it’s 22 
getting closer to neighboring properties, and it’s also shifting the raising of the road to the 23 
intersection. So, the area that we would be working on would be slightly higher, the area of 24 
impact in the creek would be slightly hirer because we would be shifting away from the current 25 
alignment. Alternative Four, so here you see the full realignment that we tried to depict for you 26 
the full realignment of the road. Same dimensions as the previous exhibit with the only change 27 
is that the alignment now shifts closer to Newell on the East Palo Alto side. So, this is what we 28 
would look at traffic wise. We eliminate not only the line of sight because the trees are gone 29 
but you could see full through traffic. All of these alternatives, Two, Three, and Four, are all 30 
stop traffic signed controlled. So, we wouldn’t have any traffic signals but all of them would 31 
have the same stop control. So, why we chose Alternative Two and I think many people have 32 
asked the question. I want to thank the people who have provided me with comments so far. 33 
So, here’s a number of reasons why we chose and these aren’t all of the reasons but these are 34 
several of the ones that we’ve identified. As I mentioned previously, there’s least disturbance to 35 
the number of trees and the creek impact on Alternative Two, least impacts to the residents. As 36 
we’re shifting the alignment closer to Newell on East Palo Alto side, we’re also creating higher 37 
retaining walls. So, part of that project is if we retain in its current alignment, the retaining walls 38 
remain smaller and it’s changed and that’s a big impact in you’re a neighbor and if you’re a 39 
resident adjacent to this project. One of the new operations in maintenance, so Alternative One 40 
requires power. We would need to have fiber and power underneath the streets in order to 41 
provide power for the traffic signals. We don’t have Palo Alto Power in East Palo Alto so we 42 
would have to obtain a meter from PG&E and placing it in East Palo Alto to control it. In 43 
addition, Alternative Two is Palo Alto and East Palo Alto are all in agreement. This is a project 44 
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that has least amount of impact, it meets what are objectives that we described. Environmental 1 
Review Process, so this is a list and I also made copies of this presentations for anybody who 2 
wanted one, but this is a list of identified key players involved in this project. This isn’t all the 3 
key players; we definitely have been involved with Santa Clara Water District and we’ve been 4 
working with the JPA directly. We will continue to do that but for the point being here is that 5 
Palo Alto is the lead agency when it comes to this CEQA component. We do have a process that 6 
we need to follow and that’s through Caltrans for NEPA. So, that’s something separate and 7 
that’s something that we will still continue as part of our schedule. This depicts our current 8 
schedule. Currently, we’re in this public draft comment period. We’ve gone through all these 9 
processes and what we’re estimating, our best-case scenario based on what we’ve had and 10 
based on the information that’s currently available is this is our objectives and we’re hoping to 11 
start construction spring of 2020. I realize this is a best-case scenario, but we’ve been waiting 12 
long enough and I want to advance the project. I want to make sure that we complete the 13 
project. There’s a lot of hurdles in front of us, but we need to get through them and we’re going 14 
to work together to accomplish our goals and setting this plan in place so we can start 15 
construction. I know a couple of questions have come up in the past regarding coordination 16 
with JPA and we are in a process of coordinating it. There are ways that we can build both 17 
projects concurrently if need be; where we would build Newell Road bridge and they would 18 
build a creek widening improvements. So, with that, I’m bringing this up for comments and 19 
discussions and also to recognize that we do have another meeting coming. One’s scheduled 20 
for tomorrow and another one is going to be in a month from now. 21 

Mr. Eggleston: Thank you, Michel. So, we have the microphone set up here to hear your 22 
comments. You know we’re welcome to answer – happy to answer questions, to hear your 23 
general feedback and thoughts about the project as well. One of the primary intentions of 24 
these meetings we’re having though is that since we have this draft EIR released, to get 25 
comments specifically about things that pertain to the Environmental Analysis. So, that we can 26 
respond to them when the final EIR is eventually released. Trish. We’re not going to ask Trish 27 
(inaudible) 28 

29 
include enough free (inaudible) to satisfy FEMA to get people out of needing to pay for flood 30 
insurance? 31 

Mr. Eggleston: I don’t believe that it will have enough capacity at this time to get people of 32 
flood insurance because of the fact that we’re no longer planning for 100-year flood protection 33 
in these projects; for both Pope/Chaucer and the Newell Road bridge. In our discussions with 34 
the Joint Powers Authority, I believe the objective is to build the Pope/Chaucer bridge with 35 
similar capacity and then hope to have other instances of upstream detention that would 36 
essentially reduce what the 100-year flow rate is. So, that then eventually, these bridges could 37 
be providing 100-year protection. 38 

39 

Ms. Trish : I appreciated it. My question is with the capacity planned under the bridge; will it 
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1 

Speaker : Hi, I didn’t hear the finish date, could you tell me what the finish date is on this 2 
bridge? 3 

Mr. Eggleston: So, these are not hard dates as Michel mentioned. This is sort of a best-case 4 
scenario; if everything went as smoothly as it possibly could and we were able to begin 5 
construction in 2020. I believe we’re saying about a year and a half for the construction. That 6 
would essentially take us toward the end of 2021 and again, that’s a best-case scenario. 7 

Speaker : The reason I ask is because I live on the other side of the bridge and we’ve been boxed 8 
in for the last 4-years. I was just wondering how much longer we’re going to be because they 9 
put the new creek in – the bridge for the new creek, then they put the overpass in on the other 10 
side of the freeway. So, we’ve been boxed in quite a while so I was just wondering how much 11 
longer we’re going to be boxed in because I don’t have a problem with the bridge? I just want 12 
to know how long we’re going to be boxed in? 13 

Mr. Eggleston: Can I ask that we have people come up to the microphone? It’s not an issue for 14 
Michel – any of us to take the microphone around but many of your questions are probably 15 
ones that Michel will have the technical answers too. 16 

Speaker : So, I’m a little confused. When did the objective for it not to be a 100-year floor 17 
compliant happen? 18 

Mr. Eggleston: It happened about 3-years ago when the Joint Powers Authority was planning 19 
for the capacity for the upstream project. 20 

Speaker : Ok, so if you go back, there’s a slide in here where you talk about the 100-year 21 
capacity. That. So, how come it says yes, all the way down in the first column when… 22 

Mr. Eggleston: I think there was a little nuance missing from our description of this slide. So, 23 
we’re trying to combine here – as Michel was describing, back in essentially the 2013-2014 24 
timeframe, we went through an alternative screening process and several public meetings. 25 

Speaker : I know that. 26 

Mr. Eggleston: At the time, when we had the full list of eight, one of the criteria in which we’re 27 
using was that it would provide 100-year protection. 28 

Speaker : So, what I recommend is you update that slide and put the current capacity because 29 
what you’re counting on is JPA building catchment up by El Camino and further upstream of 30 
that; which may or may not happen. So, I think it’s fair to the residents who do worry about the 31 
flood to put the real answer on this which is get – if in 2021, when the bridge is supposable 32 

Ms. Trish   Thank you. 
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completed, what will the actual reality be without knowing – without counting on the upstream 1 
improvements, which may or may not happen right? I mean building those big catchment areas 2 
takes money, it takes times, there’s a huge, I’m sure, EIR that they have to go through, the JPA 3 
will have to go through. Please update this with the – kind of the crux. Can you go back to that 4 
other slide? 5 

Mr. Eggleston: Can I add one bit of context there? 6 

Speaker : Sure. 7 

Mr. Eggleston: Which is just that if the 100 – if those improvements aren’t made upstream, the 8 
100-year flow rate could never make it down to Newell Road bridge because the capacity in9 
other places won’t except the 100-year flow. 10 

Speaker : I understand. 11 

Mr. Eggleston: Ok. 12 

Speaker : So, there’s a nuance. You could put an asterisk, then you could explain that, but this – 13 
if I were looking at this, solely at this, I’d say oh, well that’s great because all of the alternatives 14 
meet the 100-year storm protection. For those people who live near the bridge, that’s kind of 15 
important. Unfortunately, the story is more nuanced but you need to explain that in some way 16 
shape or form. You can’t just put yes and assume that we agree with it. The other one that I – 17 
the LOS impact, again that was – what did the LOS stand for? Level of Service? 18 

Mr. Eggleston: Intersection Level of Service. 19 

Speaker : Ok, so when it has – when you say impact, yes, that means it degrades the Level of 20 
Service? 21 

Mr. Eggleston: Correct. 22 

Speaker : Ok, alright and then TIRE Impact, so TIRE stands for? 23 

Mr. Eggleston: Traffic Infusion on Residential Environment. 24 

Speaker : So, who did you ask or because part of your – what you said was we surveyed 25 
residents. 26 

Mr. Eggleston: No, I don’t think that’s what we said. 27 

Speaker : Ok. 28 
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Mr. Eggleston: What the TIRE Impact – so there have been multiple traffic studies that were 1 
done as part of this project where traffic engineers calculated that. What we were meaning to 2 
say is that an increase in TIRE here is something that residences would notice in a negative way 3 
in terms of an increase in traffic on their street. So, if there’s a yes under TIRE impact it means 4 
to say that that’s going to cause a significant impact that residents would notice. 5 

Speaker : But in some of these the traffic would decrease so I’m not sure how TIRE impact is a 6 
yes for removing the existing bridge when there would be no more traffic. 7 

Mr. Eggleston: Because it reroutes the existing traffic onto other streets that would see a 8 
significant increase in traffic. 9 

Speaker : Ok, it reroutes it to Woodland and University, it reroutes it to Woodland and 10 
Embarcadero. 11 

Mr. Eggleston: That’s all in the traffic studies. 12 

Speaker : But so I think the challenge I have is again, TIRE impact is not well – you don’t describe 13 
from whose perspective are you assuming TIRE impact because for the residents that live near 14 
the bridge, removing it, yes there is a TIRE impact and there would be no traffic. So, you have to 15 
I think clarifying what that means and to whom. So, who’s the constituent population that 16 
would see the tire impact? I think the last question I have is by how much are you raising the 17 
roadway of the bridge and by how much is the grade changing between the intersection at 18 
Edgewood and Newell to the bridge? 19 

Ms. Jeremias: So, the increase in elevation on the bridge, we’re raising it by about a foot and a 20 
half, the bridge itself. On the intersection of Woodland and Newell, closest to the approach, 21 
about 4-feet. It’s a significant increase and it would increase – and it would shift depending on 22 
the alternative that we choose. Some of the retaining walls as we move further away from the 23 
bridge in either direction; 2-feet; 1-feet; insignificant. 24 

Speaker : Now, my last question is probably more philosophical. If one of these alternatives 25 
causes an increase in traffic, what is Plan B for that? Or if it causes increased vehicular speed, 26 
what is the Plan B that the City would do for that? I don’t expect an answer; I want to see a plan 27 
for that. 28 

Mr. Eggleston: Thank you. 29 

Speaker : The bridge looks nice and everything but my concern is it looks like from the pictures 30 
in the back that most of the cars – there’s going to be no car – I can hold it. Most of the parking 31 
on the East Palo Alto side is going to be removed. You already removed it on the Palo Alto side, 32 
so you’re taking away the parking along Woodland close to the bridge, is that correct? 33 

Ms. Jeremias: No, that’s not correct. Again, the visual simulations are intended to show all sorts 34 
of things and I realize – depending on your concerns they depict different things. Ultimately, 35 
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when the bridge is built you will only lose one parking space on the East Palo Alto side on 1 
Woodland. That is actually based on – we’ve measured the length of parking available on 2 
Woodland and accounted for 24-foot parking spaces – 24-foot long parking spaces. Those 3 
parking spaces are not marked so we’d be best guessing on how many cars are parked. Since 4 
there’s no designated parking space, it’s really hard to say how many park there on a regular 5 
basis but we would not – it would be decreasing with either – on any of these alternatives by 6 
one parking space. 7 

Speaker : Even with the widening of the bridge? 8 

Ms. Jeremias: Even with the widening of the bridge, yes. A decrease is also providing sidewalks, 9 
providing means to get across the street for pedestrians. 10 

Speaker : And where it increases, is that on the East Palo Alto side or the Palo Alto side? The 11 
raising of the road. 12 

Ms. Jeremias: The bridge itself would be raised by a foot and a half. The rest, Woodland and 13 
Newell – both Newells, East Palo Alto and Palo Alto, closer to the bridge is about 4-feet so both 14 
sides. 15 

Speaker : So, it’s not going to be – you’ll be able to see? 16 

Ms. Jeremias: Yes. 17 

Speaker:  Because otherwise, that could cause a problem with all the bikes and things. 18 

Ms. Jeremias: Definitely, we’re making improvements for the line of sight to allow for vehicles, 19 
motorist drivers and cyclists to see each other. 20 

Speaker : Alright, thank you. 21 

Speaker : Hi, I have a question regarding drains, so we understand that the street will be raised, 22 
and there will be retaining walls going – abutting the property that we saw. So, will there be 23 
additional drains that the City will build? 24 

Ms. Jeremias: If your concern is on private property, we can talk about this afterward. 25 

Speaker : I mean on the street. 26 

Ms. Jeremias: On the street, there is existing drains on the street so we would maintain existing 27 
drains. 28 

Speaker : Just existing, ok. 29 

Ms. Jeremias: Correct. 30 
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Speaker : The second question we – you did say that the traffic light options are only for Option 1 
One and… 2 

Ms. Jeremias: Correct. 3 

Speaker : …because we have to go through PG&E and a lot of stuff. Is that a cost prohibition or 4 

is that just time prohibition? That’s why it’s not presented on the other options. 5 

Ms. Jeremias: It’s an option that would be required to allow bi-directional traffic on a narrow 6 
street so a traffic signal would be required. The cost that I tried to show or depict on this was 7 
the operation maintenance; long term. 8 

Speaker : Long term, ok, thank you. 9 

Speaker : Thank you, good evening. I have a few questions. My greatest concern is about the 10 
retaining walls proposed for the East Palo Alto side. I assume that if the streets are raised 4-11 
feet, then said walls would be 4-feet high, is that correct? 12 

Ms. Jeremias: Yes, the retaining walls would be to hold up the street. 13 

Speaker : So, that means say, at the corner of Woodland and Newell, there would be a 4-foot 14 
high wall and pedestrians would not be able to go from the sidewalk to the street there? How 15 
would people walk from the sidewalk to the street? 16 

Ms. Jeremias: So, we would have an accessibility compliant path and that’s something that we 17 
have met with the neighboring property owners to discuss. I think we’ve got a couple of the 18 
neighbors here present and we have made meetings with them to talk about impacts to their 19 
properties. 20 

Speaker : So, it might be stairs or ramps there? 21 

Ms. Jeremias: Accessibly compliant, we have to have ramps or if necessary -- if otherwise in 22 
some cases we don’t have stairs; there’s no need for stairs, it’s just a ramp. 23 

Speaker : Ok and I didn’t understand in the preferred alignment, your preferred alignment, is 24 
the – was it decided the non-realignment meaning Newell Road would be in the same place or 25 
was it the partial realignment is favored? 26 

Ms. Jeremias: The locally preferred alternative keeps it in the existing alignment. 27 

Speaker : Ok and what is the cost total of the project? 28 
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Ms. Jeremias: I believe we’re currently looking at about an $8 million cost for the construction 1 
and this is very early stages of design. 2 

Speaker : Ok, thank you very much. I have always, from the beginning of this project, been 3 
confused why does the City of Palo Alto Staff so insistent on widening the roadway much wider 4 
that it needs to be? Why does the Staff keep saying over and over again that that’s safer? That’s 5 
just ridiculous. We know, in Palo Alto, that narrower streets are safer streets because people 6 
drive slower and in the case of this bridge, we know that the fact that you have poor visibility 7 
results in safety. You can’t see around the corner so you have to drive really slowly and that’s 8 
safer. So, everything that the Staff has said about safety is completely opposite of the truth. 9 
What’s up with that? Why do you say false things? Why do you say safer – wider is safer? 10 

Mr. Eggleston: I’m going to treat that as a rhetorical question. 11 

Speaker : But I mean I think this is actually a question minus the rederick which is why is it – why 12 
did you pick Alternative Two instead of Alternative One because Alternative Two is wider? 13 
What is the safer advantage of having two lanes? I think that is a legit question. Can you 14 
address that? 15 

Ms. Jeremias: Sure, so Alternative One, aside from the traffic signal, it does cause a delay. So, 16 
cyclists would have to wait on for the traffic light to change before they were able to use the 17 
bridge to get across. We picked Alternative Two because we’re looking at overall of the impacts 18 
it would cause. It’s less impacts to the neighbors immediately adjacent, less impacts to the 19 
creek, less impacts to neighbors that are using this to get across the bridge, it’s a preferred 20 
option because of the least amount of impact. 21 

Speaker : Why would you say there’s a least amount of impacts if the street is wider which 22 
encourages people to drive safer? What… 23 

Mr. Eggleston: Our traffic engineers and traffic studies did not determine that this bridge, in the 24 
configuration that we’re talking about being a little bit wider, would cause people to drive 25 
faster. We would… 26 

Speaker: (inaudible-spoke from the audience) 27 

Mr. Eggleston: As I said that before, we would want to address these things with traffic calming 28 
measures if they became a – speeds on the bridge became a concern. 29 

Speaker : So, the narrowness of – sorry, one more question, what’s the width in Alternative One 30 
of the roadway where you call it a one-lane? 31 

Ms. Jeremias: It’s 26-feet wide so one, 16-foot wide lane; two, 5-foot wide sidewalks. 32 

Speaker : So, cars to drive in two directions on a 16-foot wide lane you need traffic signals when 33 
now it’s the same width roughly? 34 
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Ms. Jeremias: They would go in different directions so it’s got to be something that needs multi-1 
model access and it proves improved safety. So, the concern is allowing traffic to move in two 2 
directions, we need traffic signals to allow traffic to move based on when they have a green and 3 
to stop when they have a red. 4 

Speaker : But traffic moves in two directions with an 18-wide roadway as it is with zero safety 5 
problems for everybody. 6 

Mr. Eggleston: This was an alternative that was suggested. It came out of the community 7 
meetings that we had in 2012 and 2013 and that’s why we studied it. 8 

Speaker :  My final comment is that two things make me very – three things make me very upset 9 
about that. Retaining walls being built outside of my apartment so I can’t walk from the 10 
sidewalk to the street. Number two, the bridge is wider, totally unnecessary. The narrowness of 11 
the bridge is what makes it safe and that is universally understood by people all over the world. 12 
Modern transportation experts everywhere understand that narrower streets are safe streets 13 
because you have to drive slower in those streets and this is the thing really confounding about 14 
this. The Staff has been saying for years, this isn’t true. The third thing is cutting down all the 15 
beautiful trees there. That -- we have Eucalyptus trees and there’s a very old tree on the right 16 
side of that image in the upper left which is in bloom right now and you’re going to kill that tree 17 
so that you can have 28-foot wide roadway for no reason. It’s a beautiful tree, all the trees are 18 
beautiful there, and I don’t like this picture of a wide-open sky with no shade. I walk or bike 19 
across this street almost on a daily basis and I feel that the configuration of the bridge as it is, is 20 
ideal, and would like to see a narrow bridge rebuilt narrow. Thank you. 21 

Speaker : I think it’s great to raise specific concerns and I think people want to get a little bit of a 22 
deep dive so maybe – with some of these questions including the last one. So, I’m actually 23 
going to follow up to dig a little bit deeper. It helps if you go a little bit more technical and 24 
maybe we need to get a traffic engineer in here, but I – well let me -- so I have a few questions 25 
and I’ll make a little bit of commentary at the very end. East Palo Alto Staff and Council, would 26 
they get behind Alternative One? Would they consider that an acceptable alternative? 27 

Mr. Eggleston: We haven’t asked them that question. We… 28 

Speaker : Because it says – yeah, go ahead. 29 

Mr. Eggleston: We’ve met with East Palo Alto’s Staff and went over the impacts that have been 30 
identified in the studies of the various alternatives. They agreed with us that Alternative Two 31 
was preferred. 32 

Speaker : Did they have any significant concerns about Alternative One? 33 

Mr. Eggleston: We – I don’t remember them being voiced. 34 

Speaker : Ok. That would be one of my concerns is that if we went with Alternative One, East 35 
Palo Alto government might not get behind it and that it would just delay the project. My next 36 
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question is when you go from one-lane which has to alternate going in one direction or the 1 
other which is Alternative One, it’s one of the options that’s being studied, to Alternative Two 2 
which is in each direction, you studied whether that would increase the speeds on Newell 3 
Street in Palo Alto which is a Safe Route to School and also if it would increase the traffic flow. 4 
Can you tell us what your engineers found when they did those studies? Can you summarize 5 
that for us? 6 

Ms. Jeremias: So, I don’t have the traffic study with me but – and unfortunately, we don’t have 7 
our traffic engineers present today, but from what I recall, what the study shows there’s no 8 
significant increase. 9 

Speaker : In traffic or speed? 10 

Ms. Jeremias: That’s correct. 11 

Speaker: Ok. 12 

Ms. Jeremias: That was our original criteria when we looked at how to create a project, what 13 
alternatives to consider, those were the items that we were looking at. 14 

Speaker : Ok, thank you and then I had just a little commentary. I was – we – myself and my wife 15 
bought our house in ’97, a few months before the ’98 flood. During the ’98 flood, 400 houses in 16 
Palo Alto had over the floor flooding. When you have over the floor flooding, you’re looking at a 17 
remodel, it’s hundreds of thousands of dollars, you have to move out of your house for 9-18 
months, you lose a lot of the things that are really important like your photos and stuff like that. 19 
A lot of the houses on the Palo Alto side are in the flood zone and at risk and we’ve had – we 20 
had one instance where we almost overtopped since then. It was actually right – just about to 21 
overtop on – so for a lot of us, the ability to get increased flood protection is really important. 22 
So, we have an alternative that keeps the same – the exact same configuration, single-lane but 23 
adds sidewalks, or the configuration that they have proposed still does have the same 24 
alignment which is essentially a traffic calming because from East Palo Alto you have to turn a 25 
corner and stop and stuff before you go. So, I would ask the people who are maybe against the 26 
project or – just to consider that a lot of us, this flood control is really important to our house so 27 
thank you. 28 

Speaker : So, I have a couple of questions and they’re mostly procedural, not substantive. I live 29 
about 2-blocks away from the bridge and the information that I get is usually after the fact; 30 
which means you guys hold these meetings, you generate documents, make decisions, and 31 
then the community, in general, finds out about it after the fact. My first question just goes to 32 
this particular meeting, how was notice sent out to the community about this meeting? 33 

Ms. Jeremias Do you want to talk about noticing? So, we have Claire Hodgkins, our project 34 
planner, so we can talk about some of the noticings that went in advance of the EIR. 35 

Speaker : So, do you guys all work for Palo Alto – the City of Palo Alto? 36 
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Ms. Jeremias: Yes. 1 

Mr. Eggleston: Yes. 2 

Speaker : You do too? 3 

Mr. Eggleston: Yes. 4 

Ms. Jeremias: Do you want to talk about the EIR noticing and I’ll talk about this meeting? 5 

Ms. Claire Hodgkin, Project Planner: Sure, yeah, so for the EIR noticing, we sent out email blasts 6 
to everybody who had signed up and then noticing was sent for meetings at – once the EIR was 7 
released. It was also noticed in the Palo Alto Weekly which is our standard that we – I’m sorry, 8 
the Palo Alto Daily which is where we typically notice for release of a draft EIR. Noticing is being 9 
sent out for each and every meeting that we’re having individually. 10 

Speaker : Ok, so we have never received notice of any of these things… 11 

Ms. Jeremias: Are you… 12 

Speaker : … and we’re literally 2-blocks away. 13 

14 

Speaker : Yeah, we put it down… 15 

Ms. Jeremias: Yeah, please give us your email because we have lists of emails that we received 16 
from all the community meetings that we’ve had in the past. So, we did a mass e-blast to that 17 
email address, it’s been now a couple of times. 18 

Speaker :  For this meeting? For this meeting? 19 

Ms. Jeremias: For this meeting we had one go out, I want to say on Friday of last week? We had 20 
one go out Friday of last week. 21 

Speaker : To who? 22 

Ms. Jeremias:  To everybody on that email… 23 

Speaker : The reason I’m asking – let me preface my question, the reason I’m asking is because 24 
I’ve spoken to some of my neighbors who have put their email on the list and they have not 25 
received notice. I think just looking at the comments coming here, I mean communities are 26 
going to agree and disagree. That’s fine and we can debate that, but City Councils and City 27 
Planning Commissions have a fiduciary duty to their members, to the community. A critical 28 
component of that fiduciary duty is the duty to inform, to keep them aware of all of these 29 
things. Do you think you’ve done that effectively? 30 

Speaker: (spoke from the audience off mic) Put your email on that. 
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Ms. Jeremias: I apologize if you haven’t received the email but we definitely send out notices, 1 
I’ve been present on the last four upstream project presentations, and in each of those we 2 
announced Newell EIR was released. We also… 3 

 Speaker : To who? 4 

Ms. Jeremias: To individuals present, to anyone who was watching or watched the video. We 5 
also did noticing based on the list that we have. If your name is not on the list, please sir, put 6 
your name on – there’s a sign-up sheet in the very entrance of the door here. 7 

Speaker : Were letters sent out? 8 

9 

Speaker : There were letters that were sent out? 10 

11 

Speaker : Ok, so how did you decide who received these? We didn’t receive that. 12 

Ms. Hodgkins: I do want to clarify, if you are living in East Palo Alto it was… 13 

Speaker : No, I… 14 

Ms. Hodgkins: Are you in Palo Alto? 15 

 Speaker : I’m in Palo Alto, yes. 16 

Ms. Hodgkins: So, it was sent to a 600-foot radius which is the standard practice. 17 

 Speaker : Well, I understand that’s the statute but the – but compliance with the statute 18 
doesn’t necessarily mean you’re complying with your fiduciary duty to inform. You can’t say 19 
because we follow it, the law is clear on that. So, I mean what’s frustrating is – and I, to be 20 
honest with you, I don’t really know the substance of this at all so I can’t really ask questions 21 
about that. But what is very clear is you guys are not informing the communities about these 22 
meetings and these policies and things. Everybody hears about it after the fact and if procedure 23 
is not followed properly, legally, then the whole thing breaks down. You can see it in front of 24 
your eyes that it’s breaking down. So, has the Commission had internal discussion about this? 25 
I’m assuming they have. What’s your duty to inform? Who do you need to inform? What does 26 
the law require? All of these things, all of these meetings have to had occurred, correct? 27 

Mr. Eggleston: I’m sorry, I’m not sure I understand your question. Has the Commission had this 28 
discussion? 29 

Speaker : Whoever’s job it is to make sure that the community is informed, I would like to know 30 
when those discussions were made – happened, when the policies and the procedures were 31 

[many people started speaking from the audience] 

[many people started speaking from the audience] 
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put in place, and what legal considerations were clarified in making those decisions? If you 1 
haven’t done that, you haven’t even lived up to your fiduciary duty as City Council. 2 

Ms. Hodgkins: Well, I can say that all of our requirements are outlined in our Code and they’re 3 
also under the CEQA Guidelines, NEPA Guidelines, and so we have followed the practice that 4 
we’ve been following for years and years and years of the standard 600-foot radius is what we 5 
mailed too. We make every effort to reach out in other ways to community members through 6 
Neighborhood Park Associations and… 7 

Speaker : Ok but who made that decision? That’s all I’m asking because… 8 

Ms. Hodgkins: Our City Council -- at whatever point and time, our City Council made that 9 
decision. Our Code is through ordinances through our City Council. 10 

Speaker : So, is there a City Council meeting that happened that discussed ok, these are our 11 
fiduciary and legal obligations in putting this whole plan together. We need to make sure that 12 
we comply with statutes and rules and all of these things. I’m assuming that meeting occurred 13 
and there are notes… 14 

Ms. Hodgkins: It did many, many, many years ago I’m sure. Our Code has been the same as long 15 
as I’ve work for the City. 16 

Speaker : But specific to this project. 17 

Mr. Eggleston: No. 18 

Ms. Hodgkins: No, we don’t have hearings specific to a project and how we notice for a project, 19 
it’s outlined in our code how we notice for a project. 20 

Speaker : So, who decides then the procedure that you’re going to… 21 

22 
communication (inaudible) 23 

Speaker : Well no, I… 24 

25 
discussed at Council, at the Planning and Transportation Commission, they’ve been having 26 
meetings for years on this. If you read Next Door, if you’re on (inaudible)(crosstalk) 27 

Speaker : No, I agree, I’m just asking the question. I don’t know the answer. 28 

29 
been a bazillion emails (inaudible). It’s just that you’re not (inaudible) so stop, put your name 30 
down and you’ll (inaudible). 31 

Speaker: (spoke from the audience off mic) (inaudible) special case, he wants more 

Speaker: (spoke from the audience off mic) For example, (inaudible) in the 600-feet, it has been 

Speaker: (spoke from the audience off mic) (inaudible) you would have gotten notice. There’s 
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Mr. Eggleston: So, I think we understand your question, we’ll take that back and discuss it. 1 

Speaker :  Fair enough. 2 

Mr. Eggleston: I’ve asked Claire to describe it. I mean that has been the standard practice but I 3 
totally understand if you feel like you and your neighbors are not getting the information you 4 
need. 5 

Speaker : We literally have no idea, to be honest with you and I – the only reason I found out 6 
about this meeting is I got home from work at 5:45, my wife told me that one of our friends told 7 
them about it or we would have had no idea. 8 

9 
Community Center, it was very -- like the whole neighborhood that there… 10 

11 

12 

Speaker : I think there’s a procedural problem here that you guys have to address. I’m not sure 13 
how you address it but you’re not keeping your community informed of this and that is a 14 
requirement, that is a legal requirement so. 15 

Speaker : So, I will say I did receive the notice of the meeting but I’ve lived on Newell Road since 16 
1996 and one things I’ve noticed is that the traffic, both in quantity and in speed, has 17 
dynamically increased. They did put a stop sign at the corner of Hamilton and Newell a few 18 
years ago and I will tell you when I walk my dog in the morning a significant percentage of 19 
people just blow through that stop sign. So, the concern from a lot of this, this configuration 20 
like this is really going to increase both amount and traffic and speed of traffic. So, my question 21 
to you is what are the factors that are being considered if that eventuality takes place and are 22 
there going to be follow up studies even after this is built to address those concerns? Similar to 23 
the gentlemen behind me who had brought it up. 24 

Mr. Eggleston: That’s a fair comment. I don’t know that in the EIR right now there are plans for 25 
future monitoring of traffic, but certainly – Chantel, did you want to weigh in? 26 

Ms. Chantel Cotton-Gaines, Office of Transportation: Good evening. I’m Chantel Cotton-Gaines, 27 
I’m with the Office of Transportation as well as the City Manager’s Office, and in terms of the 28 
ongoing monitoring, within our transportation office we are always looking at different things 29 
happening throughout the City. So, if we are aware of issues or with newer projects, we are 30 
doing monitoring; maybe 6-months or 12-months later in terms of trying to find out some of 31 
the differences and if additional traffic calming is needed. So, when a project is finished that 32 
doesn’t necessarily mean that we won’t consider future traffic calming. I think that answers 33 
your question. 34 

Speaker : No, not really. 35 

Speaker : (spoke from the audience off mic) I think (inaudible) the first meeting at the 

[many people started talking at once from the audience] 

Speaker : (spoke from the audience off mic) …and everyone knows about it. (inaudible) 
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Ms. Cotton-Gaines: Oh, well, yeah, the ongoing monitoring I think was part of the question. 1 

2 
absolutely part of the (inaudible) monitoring and we really should be – even a few times the 3 
police department they’ll tell you, its literally within minutes that a police officer is at the 4 
corner of Edgewood (inaudible). So, I think it’s real concerning that we don’t have (inaudible). 5 

Ms. Cotton-Gaines: Sylvia works with our Safe Routes to School team so she can also provide a 6 
little more context. 7 

Ms. Sylvia Star-Lack, Transportation Programs Manager: Hi. Sylvia Star-Lack, Transportation 8 
Programs manager, I am surprised to hear about the speeding problem, and we currently have 9 
a 311 system where you can call me and tell me that there’s a speeding issue or a stop – non-10 
compliance issue. We are happy to go out and do an observation and do what we can. I mean 11 
we can – we do traffic in calming in neighborhoods all – ongoing. It doesn’t have to be after or 12 
before a particular project. So, yes, I also oversee the Safe Routes to School Program so I’m 13 
always looking out for the kids. So, I’ll give you my card and we can have a conversation. 14 

15 
the community who are worried about the traffic impacts. So, it would be really helpful if the 16 
City actually put a plan together for if there is a negative impact, what would you do? Not like 17 
we might do this or we could do this but I think it would be really helpful to get us on board 18 
with saying (crosstalk)… 19 

Ms. Jeremias: I’m sorry, we’re recording this and I’m not sure if our microphone is actually 20 
picking it up. So, if you don’t mind, please come to the microphone, and there is a gentleman 21 
who’s been waiting patiently for you so I want to make sure… 22 

Speaker : No, no, please, let him and then I’ll go. 23 

Speaker : No problem. 24 

Ms. Jeremias:  Thank you. 25 

Speaker : Could we go to the slide that has the preferred alternative and your rational around 26 
that, please. This, so least disturbance to existing trees and creek bank. So, you’re saying the 27 
number of trees that are going to be removed under the alternative for the wider bridge 28 
alternative than the single lane has less disruption from a tree/greenspace impact than the 29 
single bridge? 30 

Ms. Jeremias: Actually, the tree impact between the single lane and the Alternative Two is the 31 
same. 32 

Speaker : So, that’s not an accurate statement then. It says least. 33 

Ms. Jeremias: So least – yes, least impact compared to Alternative Three and Alternative Four. 34 

 Speaker : (spoke from the audience off mic) I think what we’d like to hear is (inaudible) 

Speaker : (spoke from the audience off mic) So, I think it’s fair to say that there are a few of us in 
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Speaker : No, no… 1 

Ms. Jeremias: Those… 2 

Speaker : … least means relative to all of the other alternatives and that’s not a factually 3 
accurate statement. 4 

Ms. Jeremias: Ok, so it has the same impact as Alternative One… 5 

Speaker : Right… 6 

Ms. Jeremias: …and it has less of… 7 

Speaker : …so it’s not least. 8 

Ms. Jeremias:  …an impact than Alternative Three and Four. 9 

Speaker : But definitionally it’s not least, correct? 10 

Ms. Jeremias: Ok. 11 

Speaker : Ok and least impact on adjacent residents. So, your traffic study indicated that you’re 12 
alternative would reduce a tributary road onto University Ave. and East Crescent but increase 13 
traffic on Edgewood and Newell. Yet, you seem to accept that alternative sort of shifting 14 
current traffic into our neighborhood as a preferred alternative. Why is that? 15 

Ms. Jeremias: We – so the impact to traffic is if we do not build a bridge… 16 

Speaker : No, no, no, that’s not my question. Your EIR traffic analysis states that under your 17 
preferred alternative there would a reduction of traffic at the East Crescent and University 18 
Avenue intersection and an increase at the Newell Road and Edgewood intersection. That’s 19 
unacceptable to me because this is, you’re shifting traffic out of a current corridor into our 20 
neighborhood which is not acceptable. 21 

Ms. Jeremias: Do you want to? Go ahead. 22 

Ms. Cotton-Gaines: Hello and I’m messaging my traffic engineer as well just because he had a – 23 
he’s in another part of the community this evening… 24 

Speaker : Sure. 25 

Ms. Cotton-Gaines: …so my apologizes that he’s not here, but the information that I’m receiving 26 
from him is that the difference between the travel time of taking Newell and going through the 27 
Crescent Park neighborhood versus going University is pretty negligible for the average traveler 28 
as long as University traffic is moving. In the cases where University traffic does back up, it’s not 29 
a significant savings of time for someone to take this Newell route and so the expectation 30 
based off the traffic study is that it would not divert that University traffic to the Newell… 31 
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Speaker : But that’s not what your draft EIR traffic report states. 1 

Ms. Cotton-Gaines: Ok. 2 

Speaker : I’ve read it and that’s why my concerned about it. 3 

Ms. Cotton-Gaines: Understandable, I will definitely pass that information along. 4 

Speaker : And then under Alternative One, is the traffic LOS under an acceptable level to the City 5 
of Palo Alto? The single-lane bridge to be clear, the LOS under that, is it an acceptable level to 6 
the City of Palo Alto? 7 

Ms. Jeremias: I think if we go back to the table. 8 

Mr. Eggleston:  Can I ask where you’re referring to the Level of Service? 9 

Speaker : In your draft EIR report that has the Level of Service at ever intersection laid out in it, 10 
my question is under all intersections impacted by this, under Alternative One so the single-11 
lane of vehicular traffic with pedestrian and bike lanes as well, is the LOS an acceptable level of 12 
the City of Palo Alto? 13 

Ms. Jeremias: So, looking at the table that we’ve identified, so looking at Alternative One, the 14 
Level of Service, the impact did not meet the threshold for significances. So that answers… 15 

Speaker : Right, so it is acceptable. 16 

Ms. Jeremias: Yes, yes. 17 

Speaker : So, then why isn’t that being advocated with a strong, strong view? You weren’t here 18 
when all of this came done in 2012 and 2013 so we’ll give you a hall pass. Jim Keene, who we 19 

20 
has turned over under that time period, and so the people who understand the significance of 21 
traffic in the neighborhood. All of these alternatives solve flooding and so I couldn’t agree more 22 
with my neighbor, flooding needs to be solved. All of these alternatives solve flooding issues so 23 
now we’re talking about the alternative causes and consequential impact which are significant 24 
to those of us who live in the neighborhood. We want to preserve it as quiet and safe as it 25 
possibly can be and building a two-lane super bridge into Palo Alto is not that. The only way to 26 
do it is to maintain what is there today which is a single-lane because everybody has to stop. 27 
You can’t see, it’s the safest bridge because people have to inch across it today. So, the only 28 
way to maintain a traffic calming measure is to maintain a single lane of traffic in either 29 
direction. By your own analysis, it is an acceptable level under the LOS, it’s acceptable under 30 
your TIRE analysis, it’s acceptable under everything, and so I’m baffled as to why it’s not 31 
something that you’re supporting. 32 

33 Speaker : (spoke from the audience off mic) It doesn’t solve the flooding. 

spent a lot of time with, George Reesey [phonetics] who we spent a lot of time with, everybody 
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Speaker : It does solve the flooding, it absolutely, so, please… 1 

2 

Speaker : No, no, single-lane, Alternative One. They all solve the flooding. 3 

Mr. Eggleston:  So, I’d have to go back and look at the details of the different factors and 4 
impacts we looked at. I understand what you’re saying about the TIRE impacts and Level of 5 
Service. There was a question earlier I think that Hamilton Hitchings’s asked about what East 6 
Palo Alto might have said about Alternative One. We didn’t specifically discuss it with them 7 
other than it being in the room at the table and looking at the impacts of the different 8 
alternatives, but it is the case, just to remind you, that we ultimately do have to have the 9 
agreement of both Palo Alto and East Palo Alto. 10 

Speaker : Completely understand but East Palo Alto shouldn’t be wanting to push more traffic 11 
into our neighborhood either. So, there isn’t anything objectable… 12 

13 

Speaker : …about the objectives that we’re trying to accomplish. Pardon me? 14 

15 
Dumbarton Bridge, all the traffic has been pushed into there all along (inaudible). It’s horrible. 16 

Speaker : Understandably, it’s horrible everywhere and that’s what we’re trying to preserve that 17 
it doesn’t get worse. When you start to build… 18 

Mr. Eggleston: I’m just trying to… 19 

Speaker : Sorry and a final comment is your traffic analysis, looking at it, the 24/40 impacts of 20 
only a 2 to 5 percent increase of traffic is ridiculous. It doesn’t contemplate – East Palo Alto did 21 
not eliminate the option in their 30-year Plan of building an eight-story, multi-use complex in 22 
that sliver of East Palo Alto between the creek and Highway 101. So, there’s absolutely no 23 
analysis relative to that. Their 5 percent increase is less of an increase than we’ve experienced 24 
over the last 15-years in our neighborhood and so it’s – your traffic analysis seems highly 25 
specious given that. There’s just a reality of what we experience day to day and the only thing 26 
that we can control is the size of that bridge. So, the moment you increase it, as everybody 27 
knows, speeds will increase, traffic flows will increase because it will always go to the least 28 
common denominator, and if that’s going to relieve stress then that’s where it will come. 29 
Maintaining a single-lane of vehicular traffic is critical. 30 

Speaker : So, I just have actually a process question as well and I maybe fall on the category of 31 
not having heard about these meetings previously, but I’m – without saying it’s your fault, I just 32 
haven’t heard about them. Did you already talk – I don’t want to have this be a repeat for 33 
everyone in the audience if you already went through it. Actually, I sort of do what it to be a 34 
repeat. Can you just say what the process – because it feels like there’s a lot of strong feelings, 35 

Speaker : (spoke form the audience off mic) (inaudible) 

[Many people started speaking from the audience at once off mic] 

Speaker : (spoke from the audience off mic) I said East Palo Alto has certainly take all the 
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I’m personally am for the single-lane alignment as it today and it feels like a lot of this comes 1 
down to the hard job you have a weighing different objectives and hearing from a whole set of 2 
people who might weight those different objectives differently. If feels, through this 3 
conversation, that it is not sufficiently explicit how important one objective is versus another 4 
objective. So, I would love to have a chance to engage on this more. Can you just talk through 5 
and apologizes if you already did it once, but could you just talk through what the process is 6 
from here on out and the opportunity we’ll have to give input? 7 

Mr. Eggleston: Sure, so this is a community meeting here in Palo Alto for anyone to attend. 8 
Tomorrow night there’s a meeting of the East Palo Alto Public Works and Transportation 9 
Committee so we’ll have another presentation, we’ll hear more comments. As I mentioned 10 
before, at all of these meetings we’re taking comments on the draft EIR that will be going back 11 
and reviewing the comments and making sure that we address in a Final EIR. Then the next 12 
meeting after that, I – is it July 18th, Michel? There’s a meeting of the Palo Alto Architectural 13 
Review Board on July 18th and then theoretically, depending on how that meeting goes, the 14 
next step could be to go to Palo Alto City Council for approval of a project and certification of 15 
the EIR. (crosstalk)(inaudible) having worked on multiple projects, a lot of times projects go to 16 
the Architectural Review Board multiple times. 17 

Speaker : So, just – you guys have done lots of projects but based on sort of strong feelings, 18 
again I am a fan of single-lane alignment as is and feel strongly about that. Given the strong 19 
feelings here, it’s slightly unclear to me as you walked through that will there be – yeah, how 20 
will community input be incorporated at this point and if there’s a fair number of people who 21 
are looking for – I forget what you call it, but the new bridge single-lane. If there are a fair 22 
number of people looking for that, how does that sort of get – how will those voices be heard 23 
and how can that be incorporated in the process and is there still an opportunity to go to 24 
single-lane instead of two-lanes? 25 

Ms. Eggleston: Well, we’ve got a draft EIR that has the Alternative Two recommendation. 26 
Ultimately, we’ll be going to the City Council and describing to them all of the comments we’ve 27 
heard and what our response is. So, there’s certainly an opportunity – maybe Claire – I’ll let 28 
Claire from our Planning Department speak to this. 29 

Ms. Hodgkins:  I just wanted to add to that, so any alternative that is analyzed in the EIR can be 30 
considered by our City Council and our City Council can certainly choose to implement 31 
Alternative One instead of Alternative Two if they so choose. So, we will be hearing comments 32 
through July 30th for this project and we actually provide a formal response to every single 33 
comment that we receive in detail which is why we are recording this tonight. So, that we can 34 
transcribe your comments and provide a formal response to why they were considered, why we 35 
(inaudible) them but didn’t move it forward in the analysis or anything along those lines. So, 36 
and then moving forward from that, our Architectural Review Board, and our Council, as he 37 
noted, will be reviewing the project. So, there will be opportunities for you to comment and 38 
provide direct comments to our Architectural Review Board or to our Council on why you think 39 
that a different alternative should be considered. 40 
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Speaker : Ok and so final decision is made by the City Council with a suggested preferred 1 
approach put forward by your team, is that how it will work? 2 

Ms. Hodgkins: Correct. 3 

Speaker : Great, thank you. 4 

5 

Ms. Eggleston: With the added caveat that the City – our City Council could approve a Palo Alto 6 
project and certify the EIR based on an alternative but ultimately, as I was saying, whatever 7 
alternative we build have to be approved in both East Palo Alto and Palo Alto. 8 

9 
meeting will be? 10 

Ms. Eggleston: I don’t think we have that scheduled yet. 11 

12 

Ms. Eggleston: By our email list. 13 

14 

Ms. Eggleston: Absolutely, yes. 15 

16 

17 
(inaudible) 18 

19 

Speaker : Ok, so my question is between Alternative One and Alternative Two, what is the 20 
difference in cost roughly because it’s just the traffic signals so? 21 

Ms. Eggleston:  We don’t have cost estimates for the alternatives other than Alternative Two. 22 

Speaker : Ok, so it would be higher because of the added traffic signals but unknown how much. 23 

Ms. Eggleston: It would be a narrower bridge so there might be lower costs in that regard, the 24 
traffic signals would – yeah so. 25 

Speaker : Ok, so we don’t know. I think the – from my perspective, the community feedback – at 26 
least my feedback is that there may or may not be a traffic impact. We may not agree with the 27 
traffic engineer. There have been a number of traffic projects across Palo Alto, some have been 28 
successful, some have not, and so I think that’s it's wise for the City to consider what would – 29 

Speaker : (spoke from the audience off mic) (inaudible) 

Speaker : (spoke from the audience off mic) I was curious about the date of the City Council 

Speaker : (spoke from the audience off mic) Is there a certain way I can find out? 

Speaker : (spoke from the audience off mic) The email list (inaudible)… 

Speaker : (spoke from the audience off mic) (inaudible) 

Speaker : (spoke from the audience off mic) The agendas of City Council are also on the website 

[many people started talking at once from the audience off mic] 
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what should happen if the traffic predictions don’t pan out because that is a prime concern. It is 1 
a prime route for kids on bikes and if we – if traffic increases or if compliance – and I apologize 2 
but compliance with stop signs at Newell and Edgewood, you can say its probably 50 percent or 3 
less and that’s not going to change. That’s human nature for that particular intersection. You’re 4 
coming off the bridge, oh there’s a stop? I don’t see anybody, blow right through it. So, I think 5 
that it’s fair to ask what the City should plan to do, a definitive plan not a wishy-washy one, 6 
about traffic monitoring post construction. 7 

Speaker : I am an East Palo Alto resident, so I head you say that the East Palo Alto City Council 8 
will also need to go through an approval process of this? Is it sort of a similar thing like some 9 
sort of set of Committee’s that will go through... 10 

Ms. Eggleston: It hasn’t been fully defined yet for us, we’re working with the Public Works Staff 11 
in East Palo Alto to talk about that. If wouldn’t be exactly the same because they wouldn’t be 12 
certifying an EIR since Palo Alto is the lead agency on the project. 13 

Speaker : And then an additional question is have there been traffic studies about these 14 
alternatives on the East Palo Alto side of the bridge and what was shown in terms of the impact 15 
of this Alternative Two? 16 

Ms. Jeremias: So, the traffic study identified I want to say a total of seven or eight different 17 
locations; Newell and Woodland come to mind; Woodland and Embarcadero come to mind; 18 
University and Woodland. So, it’s included in the traffic study, yes. 19 

Speaker : I’m sorry, I heard you say that earlier but what I want to know is do the studies show 20 
increase in sort of flow or speed in this preferred alternative on the East Palo Alto side? 21 

Ms. Jeremias: The preferred alternative does not show an increase on those three 22 
intersections, no. 23 

Speaker : Ok, thank you. 24 

Speaker : Thank you for answering all our questions and all the information. I see a lot of 25 
support here for Alternative One and I also would support that given the alternatives 26 
presented. But I’d like to know if a – if only exactly that can be chosen because only exactly that 27 
has been included in the EIR or can that be modified in any way? So, could you have, for 28 
example, an 18-foot wide roadway with no traffic signals as it is today? 29 

Ms. Eggleston: I’ll start to answer and Claire can come up if she thinks it needs more work. I 30 
would say that things that are small changes to the alternatives that have been studied, that 31 
wouldn’t have been expected to change the impacts, can probably be things that can changes. 32 
But if we’re doing something that would affect the impacts that have been studied in our 33 
technical studies, then that would take us back to have to redo or augment those studies. 34 

Ms. Hodgkins: That’s exactly right. If it would be covered under the environmental analysis and 35 
small revisions could be made but I think you were specifically asking – it seemed like the 36 
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alternative you were just discussing of keeping that 18-foot wide bridge would essentially be 1 
what is existing today which is what is analyzed under the no project alternative. So, that has 2 
been fully analyzed in our Environmental Impact Report so. 3 

Speaker : So, yes it could ahead legally without any problems? 4 

Ms. Hodgkins: So, the option of the no-build alternative could be the option that would move 5 
forward. 6 

Speaker : But I don’t mean a no-build anything, I mean rebuilt it with the same width and no 7 
traffic signals. 8 

Ms. Hodgkins: I don’t believe that it could be rebuilt with the same width and the no traffic 9 
signals because it wouldn’t meet any of today’s standards. If you’re rebuilding, it would need to 10 
be rebuilt to today’s standards. I don’t know that there would be any point in rebuilding if it’s 11 
not going to meet any different standards. The bridge is technically safe as is, it’s just 12 
functionally obsolete in that it doesn’t meet standards. Does that make sense? 13 

Speaker : Yes, it does. My thoughts about it are that I think that the traffic functions well today 14 
because there are no traffic signals and it’s safer because there are no traffic signals. When 15 
there’s a traffic signal well, then you have to stop and if you’re riding a bicycle you have to think 16 
about well, am I just going to run this or not? It prevents people from – the traffic is able to be 17 
continuous slow flow right now which I think is a great feature of it. Thank you. 18 

Speaker : One of the questions I had was will Caltrain – will the State of California fund the 85 19 
percent if it’s Alternative One and will they fund it if it’s Alternative Two? 20 

Ms. Eggleston:  No and yes. 21 

Speaker : Ok so of the $8 million bucks they’ll pay 85 percent of it if we do Alternative Two but 22 
they won’t give us money if we do Alternative One? 23 

Ms. Eggleston:  That’s correct. 24 

Speaker : My next question was for Alternative One is there a reason – since we’re not getting 25 
the Caltrain money anyway and the reason we would do Alternative One, even if there’s no 26 
improvement in terms of traffic flow, is to get the flood control and it’s also probably 27 
seismically safer, but is there a reason why Alternative Two couldn’t have narrow roads? 28 
What’s the – for example, let me rephrase it slightly differently. What’s the minimum width in 29 
each direction that would still qualify for the California funding? Is it 14-feet? Could it be 12-30 
feet? I mean you could have narrower lanes, could it be 10-feet? 31 

Ms. Eggleston:  It’s 14-foot road surface from our discussions with Caltrans. As I think Michel 32 
mentioned earlier, we have started dialog with them about whether it would be possible to 33 
stripe that differently so that we might be able to provide a bicycle facility with a narrower lane. 34 
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Speaker : And could you put in – if you were to do the striping, could you actually put in any kind 1 
of physical separator like things that make it so that the car wouldn’t go across? Whenever you 2 
constrain the width of the road it slows traffic. So, you know you’ve seen like in front of Jordan 3 
they have those white things that stick out, right? Would any of that be possible? 4 

Ms. Eggleston:  We don’t know yet but that’s something we plan to discuss with them. 5 

Speaker : Also, for Alternative One, would it be possible to have a single-lane, maybe a little bit 6 
narrower but with let’s say bike lanes on either side and would that sort of derail the EIR? Well, 7 
they’re not going to pay for Alternative One no matter what. 8 

Ms. Eggleston: It potentially could but we’d have to look back at that width and what the 9 
resulting width of bike lanes would be. I would say on most of these things, subject to Caltrain’s 10 
constraints that there may be, the way we ultimately stripe it is somewhat more flexible. 11 

Speaker : Good evening. First of all, I’m glad all of the options have sidewalks, that’s going to be 12 
a huge improvement so thank you for that. I dislike the stop light option, I dislike the fact that a 13 
stop light will slow me down on a bicycle more than a stop sign will, and I dislike that the new 14 
stop lights with pedestrians crossings have little beeps that go on 24-hours a day so that blind 15 
people can find them I think. Then I sent you a note, I hope that you will look beyond just the 16 
automobile traffic impacts and the automobile capacities and actually do some analysis of what 17 
will it be like as a bicyclist across any of these options and what will it be like as a bicyclist going 18 
through the intersection with – at Woodland. I’m not – I was out there this evening at 6:30 and 19 
it’s not – it’s no problem at all and so I should go back at I think 5:00 pm and find out what the 20 
real problem is like, but it would be interesting to know… 21 

22 

Speaker : Ok, so I hope you will take all these times and consider what it’s like for a bicycle at 23 
these times. Did I have a question? No, I don’t think so. 24 

Speaker : So, I just have two really quick questions. My first question is over the past 2-years 25 
how often has the Commission that set up this process and is defining this procedure spoken 26 
with legal counsel either in East Palo Alto or Palo Alto to make sure that you’re complying with 27 
the codes, with the law, with the fiduciary duties of the decision makers, with the notice 28 
requirements? How often have you spoken with attorneys in East Palo Alto or Palo Alto over 29 
the past few years? 30 

Ms. Eggleston: Specifically, about noticing requirements we have not… 31 

Speaker : Anything. How often have you spoken with them? 32 

Ms. Jeremias: So, in the past 2-years we’ve been preparing the technical studies that were 33 
necessary for us; there are 17 total technical studies. I think they’re all available on our EIR and 34 
the website. Those studies were necessary, those were shared with Staff including attorneys, it 35 
was shared with the City of East Palo Alto and their Staff. So, they have been reviewing them so 36 

Speaker : (spoke from the audience off mic) (inaudible) 
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we have had Staff review technical studies and then also prior to releasing – and I know a1 
couple individuals in this room have been inquiring about the status of the release of this EIR. 2 
We have – we (inaudible) a draft copy, Internal Administrative Copy with Staff, so we have been 3 
looking at the EIR (inaudible) (crosstalk) 4 

Speaker : I just want to make sure that I understand your answer. So, I’m not talking about Staff, 5 
I’m talking about we want to make sure that the process is legal. My sense of things is that 6 
there may be an issue there. 7 

Ms. Jeremias: No and so… 8 

Speaker : I want to know when you spoke in the past 2-years and to who? 9 

Ms. Eggleston: So, I’m sorry, I’m just going to tell you that we have established processes for 10 
establishing capital projects, City Council review of things like contract amendments, 11 
(crosstalk)(inaudible)… 12 

Speaker : Right and normally legal counsel is involved in those things… 13 

Ms. Eggleston: (inaudible)(crosstalk)… 14 

Speaker : … like Palo Alto School District is constantly talking to legal counsel. I’m just want to 15 
get a sense as to how much diligence you guys did to make sure that you met your fiduciary 16 
duties, that you met you notice requirements, that you made sure that you’ve complied with 17 
code? Simply saying we follow procedure doesn’t work, that’s not enough. 18 

19 

Speaker : How do you know? 20 

21 

Speaker : Trust you? 22 

23 
(inaudible)… 24 

Ms. Eggleston: I’m sorry, I think I would probably have to speak to one of our attorneys to 25 
(crosstalk)(id) 26 

Speaker : Ok, if you’re telling me you are talking to them then that’s ok, fair enough. 27 

Speaker : So, first of all, thank you so much for working so hard on this. This is a detailed effort 28 
and it followed all of the environmental and EIR requirements and thank you for your hard, 29 
good work. Second, we started this project in 2012, there’s been a significant amount of 30 
community input at that point. The first proposal that came out, there was feedback that 31 

Speaker : (spoke from the audience off mic) (inaudible) compliance. 

Speaker : (spoke from the audience off mic) (inaudible) 

Speaker : (spoke from the audience off mic) (inaudible) They’re doing tons of projects 
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maybe a bridge that is not as tall, maybe a bridge that’s not as wide, maybe a bridge that 1 
preserves the current alignment might be better. You have taken that input into account and 2 
that is what the second alternative is all about. It’s time to move forward with this. This project 3 
is urgent, we started it in 2012, that’s what 7-years ago, it’s been 7-years. I know you worked 4 
very hard to put this together and get us to this point so thank you. At this point, we are at a 5 
point with this project of Newell Road bridge that any further delay on Newell Road risks 6 
delaying the replacement of Pope/Chaucer which is a San Francisquito Creek JPA project. That’s 7 
just not acceptable, it’s just not ok to risk endangering hundreds of homes in the community by 8 
delaying this project. So, Alternative Two represents a really good compromise and thank you 9 
for your good work and let’s move forward with it as quickly as possible. Thank you. 10 

Speaker : Thank you. 11 

Speaker : So, I just want to comment, as my neighbor brought up the funding aspect of it, just 12 
for context. The City of Palo Alto and East Palo Alto spent $12 million each, no federal funding, 13 
no state funding, to build a pedestrian and bicycle bridge from Newell Road in East Palo Alto 14 
over to Home Depot. So, spending $8 million to solve flooding issues and traffic issues, no 15 
matter who funds it via federal dollars or City dollars, understanding the traffic impact is every 16 
bit as critical as the flooding impact. So, I think we have alternatives that address both hence 17 
wise, from my perspective I couldn’t agree more, mainly in post haste, we need to get this done 18 
but we shouldn’t be pushing traffic unnecessarily into Crescent Park and Crescent Park addition 19 
communities when there’s a perfectly viable alternative that would ensure that traffic isn’t 20 
coming needlessly into our community. 21 

Speaker : I agree. I’m also a fan of the one-lane bridge. I think we should maintain the flow as 22 
we have it. I think I’d like to just look back and go back to the needs because – oh I guess – 23 
yeah, sure if you can find it. We mentioned or it is mentioned that the current bridge is 24 
functionally obsolete and I’m not sure if it’s in the slide – yeah, does not accommodate two-25 
way vehicular traffic. I don’t think we’d all agree that that’s a problem. So, I think if we’re going 26 
to say that’s a need and that’s why we’re starting this project, I think we might want to take 27 
that off because we’re all in acceptance of one-lane traffic. Not – well, most of the people in 28 
the room. 29 

30 

Speaker : Ok, just the most vocal. Ok, well I think we should take it off if we’re going to say it 31 
does not accommodate two-way traffic. The second thing that I want to bring up is about the 32 
increase in traffic that we’re going to be experiencing in Palo Alto if Stanford gets to grow. So, 33 
there’s going to be more cars coming into the neighborhood. They are going to be looking for a 34 
way out and if we don’t solve it on University and Embarcadero and other ways, it’s just going 35 
to sneak through here if we have a two-lane bridge. It’s just going to make it easy so that’s all I 36 
have to say. Thank you. 37 

Speaker : Good evening. A question I have for the City is I’ve been going to these meetings and I 38 
have seen the progress and there’s been a lot of work and diligence. What I haven’t heard is the 39 

Speaker : (spoke from the audience off mic) Most vocal. 
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decision criteria to make a decision so could you explain what the decision criteria is and the 1 
process to draw the conclusions for – with that criteria to make a decision on the options here? 2 

Ms. Eggleston: Well, I talked a little bit about that before, that we’ve got a preferred alternative 3 
currently in the draft EIR, and we’re going to go to the ARB and get their feedback. Then go to 4 
the City Council and then ultimately, they’re the ones that will make the decision. 5 

Speaker : I understand the process. What is the criteria for making the decision? So, let me kind 6 
of preface this, right? So, we (inaudible) residents of Palo Alto, I think that we all want to – the 7 
question – well, most people here, not – because we’re hosting it in Palo Alto. One of the 8 
comments I had for Jim Keene several years ago when we had this meeting in Lucille Stern 9 
building, what do you want Palo Alto to be? So, the question is, this is going to be a 10 
generational decision, it will have an impact for the future of Palo Alto. So, we definitely need 11 
to solve the flooding problem, we definitely need to do that, but this impact of the traffic will 12 
change the complexion of a significant part of Palo Alto. We will create another artery which 13 
will start to carve right through Crescent Park and start feeding down towards downtown and 14 
everywhere else. So, we’re going to start to bisect a residential area that has been known to be 15 
a very private, very calming, safe, and so forth. So, by doing this, it’s going to change the 16 
complexion of the town. So, the question I have is, what is the criteria to make this decision and 17 
what does that have on the impact of the future of Palo Alto? 18 

Ms. Hodgkins: Oh. 19 

20 
to say something (inaudible) 21 

Ms. Hodgkins: Hoping I understand your question. So, in terms of the environmental analysis, 22 
we looked at the – all of the objectives that are laid out and we analyze all of the different 23 
environmental impacts that could occur under several different resource sections. So, biology, 24 
paleontological resources, cultural resources, traffic, a very wide range of different resource 25 
areas. We analyze all of those environmental impacts along with whether the basic purpose 26 
and need has been addressed and the basic project objectives have been met for the project 27 
and how many of them have been met. So, I don’t know if that’s what you mean in terms of the 28 
criteria that we use in terms of the environmental analysis. Certainly, our Council is also 29 
considering just input from the public in general as part of their criteria and making a 30 
determination as well. Then – does that answer your question? Is that kind of what you’re 31 
asking or? 32 

Speaker : I understand you’re describing the process. What I’m trying to understand – let me 33 
frame it a little bit more – if we want to build a community, we want to build a company, we 34 
want to build something, we have a criterion on what we’re trying to build in the end. So, my 35 
question is, what do we think that is and to get to that point, what are the criterion for us to 36 
actually take strides to keep that? So, let me frame it for you, so if we were to preserve Palo 37 
Alto and I think everyone has come to Palo Alto for many reasons and have invested heavily in 38 
our homes and in our families here and our schools. Are we looking to continue to preserve 39 

Mr. Ed Shikada, City Manager: (spoke from the audience off mic) No, go ahead. I was just going 
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that or are we looking to actually change that? I think the answer is that we want to preserve 1 
that, that’s why people are coming here, that’s why you’re seeing the real estate prices go up, 2 
that’s why you’re seeing people invest in the community and school districts. So, fundamentally 3 
by changing that, that’s going to change the complexion of Palo Alto. So, my question is when 4 
we look at what we’re trying to build, what is the criteria that we’re using to decide? I 5 
understand we’ve got this (inaudible), make it safe so we’ve got the flood issue, we got that, 6 
that makes sense. I’m not sure what we’re trying to do with the traffic? I’m not sure I 7 
understand what’s – why a one-lane and preserving the one-lane traffic bridge would not be 8 
acceptable? I mean some people… (crosstalk) 9 

Mr. Shikada: Alright, I’m going to stop you right there. 10 

Speaker : …would even argue that if you really want to preserve the state of Palo Alto you might 11 
even remove it, but that’s a separate subject. So, why don’t we just maintain what we have to 12 
preserve what we have? 13 

Mr. Shikada: I understand what your question is and unfortunately, I suspect you’re not going 14 
to get a satisfactory  tonight. Let me introduce myself. 15 

Speaker : But (inaudible), you understand what I’m getting at? 16 

Mr. Shikada: I do. 17 

Speaker : This is fundamental to make the decision. If we don’t have that in mind when we’re 18 
suspect to making the wrong decision; which would have – and you’re not going to change the 19 
bridge after it’s built. I’m not concerned – quite honestly, I’m not concerned about – I think the 20 
City and the points that were made earlier about the cost of the bridge. I think that that’s 21 
secondary because we look at general – the long-term impact, that will be dwarfed by the tax 22 
implications on the City, the tax implications on the City. You know what I’m saying? If property 23 
values go down, tax base for the City goes down, and they will dwarf any funding that would be 24 
required to build that bridge. Does that make sense? 25 

Mr. Shikada: I’m just waiting till you’re finished. First, let me introduce myself, you mentioned 26 
Jim Keene, I’m Jim Keene’s successor. My name is Ed Shikada, I’m the City Manager nowhere in 27 
Palo Alto. I appreciate the comments that have made tonight. My apologies, I was at a Council 28 
Committee meeting so I arrived about 45-minutes late but I have heard many of the comments 29 
that have happened over the last hour. To your point, in terms of the criteria for decision, 30 
ultimately as reflected in this chart it will be City Council. City Council will discuss this and I can 31 
tell you, like any elected body, there’s no specific criteria that they will use. This environmental 32 
process, the Environmental Impact Report, is intended to provide them with good information, 33 
the best information we can with the comments that we’re hearing tonight feeding into that 34 
body of information that ultimately will get to the City Council as a part of its decision-making 35 
process. Ultimately, it comes down to seven people that will take this information into 36 
consideration and then make a – take a vote as to what project to move forward. As our Staff 37 
has pointed out it will also, in this particular case, need to reflect a balance or an understanding 38 
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of what the City of East Palo Alto is comfortable with. So, this is really a partnership that needs 1 
to be worked through. Again, the process is one of gathering information, doing the analysis in 2 
an objective fashion such as our Staff has done, get the input on the analysis, and that all feeds 3 
to the Council. As was pointed out earlier, I think you and certainly, your neighbors are 4 
welcome to speak to the Council directly as to your impressions of what project they should 5 
proceed with, and the bases on which that decision would be made. 6 

Speaker : I just urge that the Council consider the decision criteria… 7 

Mr. Shikada: Great. 8 

Speaker :  …and so I’m looking forward to seeing that. 9 

Mr. Shikada: (inaudible) 10 

Mr. Eggleston: Well, we’ve been at it for almost an hour and forty-five minutes. So, I don’t see 11 
any other speakers so I think we’ll adjourn for the evening. Thank you all very much for coming 12 
to the meeting and your comments. 13 
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Response to Comment T‐2.1 

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	I‐12.1.	

Response to Comment T‐2.2 

Construction	is	planned	to	begin	in	2020	and	take	approximately	a	year	and	a	half.	It	is	likely	that	
the	Project	would	be	completed	at	approximately	the	end	of	2021.	

Response to Comment T‐2.3 

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	I‐20.2.	When	the	Alternatives	Screening	Analysis	Report	was	
prepared	in	2014,	the	goal	was	to	accommodate	the	100‐year	flood.	However,	because	upstream	
restrictions	(e.g.,	Middlefield	Road	Bridge)	restrict	flow	at	the	Project	site	to	7,500	cubic	feet	per	
second	(cfs),	the	goal	of	the	Project	was	revised	to	accommodate	a	capacity	that	could	reach	the	
Project.	Revised	hydraulic	modeling	determined	that	7,500	cfs	was	approximately	the	70‐year	flood.	
Therefore,	the	goal	of	the	Project	was	revised	to	accommodate	the	70‐year	storm	event	of	7,500	cfs.	
In	addition,	the	Santa	Clara	Valley	Water	District’s	description	of	the	anticipated	capacity	in	a	100‐
year	flood	event	has	changed	since	2014.		

Response to Comment T‐2.4 

LOS	stands	for	Intersection	Level	of	Service.	TIRE	stands	for	Traffic	Infusion	of	Residential	
Environment.	TIRE	represents	the	effect	of	traffic	on	the	safety	and	comfort	of	human	activities,	such	
as	walking,	bicycling,	and	playing	on	or	near	a	roadway,	and	on	the	freedom	to	maneuver	personal	
autos	in	and	out	of	residential	driveways.	The	TIRE	analysis	looked	at	six	residential	roadway	
segments	that	had	the	potential	to	be	impacted	by	project	operations	within	both	Palo	Alto	and	East	
Palo	Alto’s	jurisdictions,	not	only	the	two	segments	immediately	adjacent	to	Newell	Road	Bridge.	
This	analysis	is	provided	in	Section	2.1.4.3,	Environmental	Consequences,	under	Traffic	Infusion	on	
Residential	Environment.	The	perspective	is	from	residences	around	all	six	of	the	segments	included	
in	the	analysis.		

The	bridge	would	be	raised	by	approximately	1.5	feet,	while	the	roadway	approaches	on	both	the	
Palo	Alto	and	East	Palo	Alto	sides	would	be	raised	by	approximately	4	feet.		

Response to Comment T‐2.5 

See	Master	Response	1.	As	discussed	in	Section	2.1.4.3,	Environmental	Consequences,	and	discussed	
in	Master	Response	1,	although	future	development	within	the	area	would	generally	contribute	to	
increased	traffic	in	this	area,	the	Project	would	not	have	an	adverse	effect	or	significantly	contribute	
to	traffic	on	the	studied	roadway	segments	and	intersections	under	CEQA.	Therefore,	mitigation	
measures,	such	as	future	traffic	studies,	are	not	warranted	to	reduce	an	impact.	The	City	of	Palo	Alto	
will	continue	its	current	practice	of	monitoring	traffic	city‐wide.	If	future	traffic	monitoring	in	this	
area	determines	that	additional	traffic	calming	measures	are	needed,	the	City	of	Palo	Alto	will	
consider	options	available	at	that	time.		
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Response to Comment T‐2.6 

After	the	bridge	is	replaced,	there	would	be	a	net	decrease	of	approximately	one	(unmarked)	on‐
street	parking	space	along	Woodland	Avenue	in	East	Palo	Alto.	All	other	(unmarked)	on‐street	
parking	spaces	would	remain,	even	after	widening	the	bridge.		

Response to Comment T‐2.7 

The	bridge	would	be	raised	by	1.5	feet.	The	road	would	be	raised	approximately	4	feet	on	both	sides	
of	the	bridge.	The	Project	includes	improving	sight	distance	to	accommodate	motor,	bicycle,	and	
pedestrian	traffic.	Master	Response	2	respond	to	traffic	considerations	for	bicycle	safety.	

Response to Comment T‐2.8 

It	is	generally	anticipated	that	any	storm	drains	that	would	be	demolished	would	be	reconstructed	
in	place	and	that	all	other	existing	storm	drains	would	remain	as	is.	However,	during	final	design,	
the	City	of	Palo	Alto	will	carefully	study	the	locations	of	the	existing	onsite	storm	drain	inlets	to	
address	changes	in	site	drainage	in	coordination	with	the	City	of	East	Palo	Alto	and	adjacent	
property	owners.	

Response to Comment T‐2.9 

Only	Build	Alternative	1	includes	traffic	signals.	They	are	proposed	for	Build	Alternative	1	to	allow	
for	bi‐directional	traffic	on	a	one‐way	bridge.	The	other	build	alternatives	all	allow	bi‐directional	
traffic	on	a	two‐lane	bridge,	making	traffic	signals	unnecessary.	The	cost	shown	in	the	presentation	
represented	long‐term	operational	maintenance	of	the	traffic	signals.		

Response to Comment T‐2.10 

Retaining	walls	in	East	Palo	Alto	would	be	approximately	1	to	4	feet	high	and	would	be	necessary	to	
hold	up	Woodland	Avenue	when	the	roadway	is	raised.	These	retaining	walls	would	be	constructed	
between	the	sidewalk	and	private	property;	they	would	not	be	placed	between	the	street	and	the	
sidewalk.	Americans	with	Disabilities	Act	(ADA)‐compliant	sidewalks	and	curbs		would	be	re‐
constructed	adjacent	to	the	neighboring	properties	for	pedestrian	access	between	streets	and	
sidewalks.	In	addition,	ADA‐compliant	paths	would	be	constructed	on	private	properties,	in	
coordination	with	private	property	owners,	to	ensure	that	proper	access	is	maintained	to	all	
residences.	

Response to Comment T‐2.11 

The	Locally	Preferred	Alternative	(Build	Alternative	2)	retains	Newell	Road	along	its	existing	
alignment.		

Response to Comment T‐2.12 

The	preliminary	cost	of	construction	is	approximately	$8	million.	

Response to Comment T‐2.13 

The	commenter’s	sentiment	that	the	existing	bridge	does	not	present	a	safety	concern	is	noted.	
Section	1.2.2.2,	Roadway	Deficiencies,	of	the	Draft	EIR/EA	identifies	the	deficiencies	of	the	existing	
bridge,	particularly	with	respect	to	compliance	with	current	safety	standards.	Under	all	build	
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alternatives	the	current	bridge	would	be	replaced	with	a	bridge	that	allows	for	greater	flow	capacity	
beneath	the	bridge	and	that	complies	with	safety	requirements,	particularly	with	respect	to	line‐of‐
sight	and	lane	width	requirements.	The	proposed	bridge	would	be	wider,	primarily	to	provide	
dedicated	space	for	safe	passage	of	pedestrians	and	cyclists	in	both	directions.	

Response to Comment T‐2.14 

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	T‐2.10.	

Response to Comment T‐2.15 

Please	see	Master	Response	1.		

Response to Comment T‐2.16 

As	discussed	in	Response	to	Comment	I‐3.7,	compliance	with	the	City	of	Palo	Alto’s	and	the	City	of	
East	Palo	Alto’s	Municipal	Codes	as	well	as	Mitigation	Measure	MM‐BIO‐2,	as	identified	in	the	Draft	
EIR/EA,	will	require	replacement	of	tree	canopy	for	any	trees	removed	as	part	of	the	Project.	Project	
engineers	studied	whether	the	design	of	the	build	alternatives	could	be	adjusted	to	preserve	the	
buckeye	tree	or	eucalyptus	trees	in	place.	It	was	determined	that	this	is	not	possible	due	to	
demolition	of	the	bridge	and	the	need	to	raise	the	roadway	approaches	in	order	to	meet	sight	
distance	and	safety	requirements.	

The	commenter’s	preference	for	a	narrow	bridge	is	acknowledged.	Under	any	of	the	build	
alternatives,	the	newly	constructed	bridge	must	be	designed	to	meet	current	roadway	safety	
standards.	The	lane	width	for	vehicles	would	increase	from	the	existing	width	of	18	feet	to	20	feet	
(an	increase	of	1	foot	for	the	vehicle	lanes	in	each	direction)	in	order	to	meet	basic	safety	standards.	
The	additional	18	feet	in	width	that	is	proposed	would	accommodate	sidewalks	and	a	bicycle	path	
on	each	side	of	the	bridge	to	allow	safer	passage	for	pedestrians	and	cyclists.	

Response to Comment T‐2.17 

The	City	of	East	Palo	Alto	has	stated	in	its	comment	letter	(see	Comment	Letter	A‐1)	that	it	supports	
Build	Alternative	2,	the	Locally	Preferred	Alternative.	The	City	of	East	Palo	Alto	did	not	note	any	
specific	concerns	about	Build	Alternative	1.	

Response to Comment T‐2.18 

As	discussed	in	Section	2.1.4.3,	Environmental	Consequences,	and	in	Master	Response	1,	the	Project	
would	not	have	an	adverse	effect	or	significantly	contribute	to	traffic	on	the	studied	roadway	
segments	and	intersections	under	any	of	the	build	alternatives	under	CEQA.	Build	Alternative	1	
would	replace	a	two‐lane,	bi‐directional	bridge	with	a	one‐lane,	bi‐directional	bridge,	requiring	the	
construction	of	traffic	signals.	This	build	alternative	would	increase	delays	at	some	of	the	nearby	
intersections	and	traffic	speeds	would	not	be	anticipated	to	increase	in	this	scenario.	Build	
Alternative	2	would	replace	an	existing	two‐lane,	bi‐directional	bridge	with	a	two‐lane,	bi‐
directional	bridge.	The	location	of	the	stops	signs	would	not	change.	Traffic	speeds	would	not	be	
anticipated	to	increase	in	this	scenario.	

Response to Comment T‐2.19 

The	commenter’s	support	for	the	Project	due	its	flood	protection	goals	is	acknowledged.	Flood	
protection	is	part	of	the	Project’s	purpose	statement.	
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Response to Comment T‐2.20 

The	Project	has	complied	with	the	CEQA	Guidelines,	the	City	of	Palo	Alto’s	Municipal	Code,	and	
NEPA	provisions,	in	terms	of	proper	noticing	for	the	Project.	Noticing	for	public	meetings	associated	
with	public	review	of	the	Draft	EIR/EA	was	done	in	a	variety	of	ways.	All	entities	on	the	distribution	
list	(Chapter	5	of	the	Draft	EIR/EA)	received	the	Notice	of	Availability	(NOA)	of	the	Draft	EIR/EA,	
hard	copies	or	CDs	of	the	Draft	EIR/EA,	or	an	email	with	the	NOA	and	links	to	the	Draft	EIR/EA.	A	
notice	was	posted	in	the	Palo	Alto	Daily,	which	is	typically	where	the	City	advertises	release	of	a	
Draft	EIR.	The	City	has	maintained	an	email	list	of	everyone	who	has	signed	up	at	past	public	
meetings,	and	a	notice	was	emailed	to	this	list	as	well.	Per	City	of	Palo	Alto	Municipal	Code	Chapter	
18.77	of	Title	18,	notices	were	also	mailed	to	all	addresses	within	a	600‐foot	radius	of	the	Project.		

The	City	of	Palo	Alto	Municipal	Code	Chapter	18.77	of	Title	18	specifies	the	600‐foot	radius	for	
mailings	and	was	approved	by	City	Council	in	2007.	Individual	project	meetings	to	discuss	noticing	
are	not	held	by	the	City	Council	or	other	City	commissions.		

The	commenter	is	encouraged	to	sign	up	for	email	updates	if	they	have	not	done	so	already.		

Response to Comment T‐2.21 

See	Response	to	Comment	T‐2.5.	Individual	compliance	with	required	traffic	controls	(e.g.	stop	
signs)	will	continue	to	be	enforced	by	the	City	of	Palo	Alto	and	East	Palo	Alto	police	departments	
within	each	of	their	respective	jurisdictions.	

Response to Comment T‐2.22 

See	Response	to	Comment	T‐2.5.		

Response to Comment T‐2.23 

Please	see	Table	2.3‐3	in	the	Draft	EIR/EA	for	the	tree	impacts	for	each	build	alternative.	Build	
Alternative	1	would	affect/require	removal	of	the	least	number	of	trees,	followed	by	Build	
Alternative	2,	then	Build	Alternative	3,	then	Build	Alternative	4.	The	referenced	presentation	did	not	
include	Build	Alternative	1.		

Response to Comment T‐2.24 

Please	see	Tables	2.1.4‐3	and	2.1.4‐4	in	Section	2.1.4,	Traffic	and	Transportation/Pedestrian	and	
Bicycle	Facilities.	Under	year	2020	conditions,	when	comparing	the	No	Build	Alternative	to	Build	
Alternative	2,	delay	at	the	Newell	Road/Edgewood	Drive	intersection	would	remain	the	same	in	the	
a.m.	peak	hour	(8.2	seconds)	and	would	worsen	by	0.1	second	in	the	p.m.	peak	hour	(8.9	seconds	
versus	9.0	seconds).	Under	2040	conditions,	when	comparing	the	No	Build	Alternative	to	Build	
Alternative	2,	delay	at	the	Newell	Road/Edgewood	Drive	intersection	would	worsen	by	0.1	second	
in	the	a.m.	peak	hour	(8.6	seconds	versus	8.7	seconds)	and	would	worsen	by	0.1	second	in	the	p.m.	
peak	hour	(9.7	seconds	versus	9.8	seconds).	This	is	a	very	minor	change	that	would	not	be	
perceptible	to	users	of	the	intersection	or	local	residents.		

Under	Build	Alternative	1	under	2020	conditions,	level	of	service	(LOS)	would	be	acceptable	at	all	
intersections	except	for	the	University	Avenue/E.	Crescent	Drive	intersection,	which	would	operate	
at	LOS	F	in	the	a.m.	peak	hour	and	E	in	the	p.m.	hour.	Under	Build	Alternative	1	under	2040	
conditions,	LOS	would	be	acceptable	at	all	intersections	except	for	the	University	Avenue/Woodland	
Avenue	intersection,	which	would	operate	at	LOS	E	in	the	a.m.	and	p.m.	peak	hours,	and	at	the	
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University	Avenue/E.	Crescent	Drive	intersection,	which	would	operate	at	LOS	F	in	the	a.m.	and	p.m.	
peak	hours.	The	delay	under	Build	Alternative	1	under	both	2020	and	2040	conditions	is	also	
consistently	worse	than	the	other	build	alternatives.	This	was	a	factor	in	why	Build	Alternative	1	
was	not	selected	as	the	Locally	Preferred	Alternative.		

Response to Comment T‐2.25 

The	City	of	Palo	Alto	and	Caltrans	acknowledge	the	commenter’s	statement	that	flood	control	is	a	
priority	and	that	all	build	alternatives	address	flood	control.	As	shown	in	Table	1‐1	in	Section	1.4.4,	
Comparison	of	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR/EA,	all	build	alternatives	address	flood	control.		

Response to Comment T‐2.26 

Master	Response	1	responds	to	statements	that	traffic	changes	would	result	from	Build	Alternative	
2.		

Response to Comment T‐2.27 

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	T‐2.25.	

Response to Comment T‐2.28 

Please	see	Master	Response	1.		

Response to Comment T‐2.29 

The	commenter’s	support	for	Build	Alternative	1	is	noted.	Four	public	meetings	were	held	for	the	
Project	during	the	public	circulation	period,	which	allowed	members	of	the	public	to	ask	questions	
and	provide	public	comments.	Members	of	the	public	could	also	mail	or	email	public	comments	to	
the	City	of	Palo	Alto.	All	public	comments	have	a	response	in	the	Final	EIR/EA,	which	also	shows	any	
text	changes	made	between	publication	of	the	Draft	EIR/EA	and	Final	EIR/EA.	The	next	step	is	for	
the	Palo	Alto	City	Council	to	approve	the	Project	and	certify	the	Final	EIR	and	for	Caltrans	to	
conclude	the	NEPA	process.		

The	Draft	EIR/EA	selected	Build	Alternative	2	as	the	Locally	Preferred	Alternative,	but	the	Palo	Alto	
City	Council	could	select	any	of	the	build	alternatives	evaluated	in	the	Draft	EIR/EA	to	implement.	A	
date	for	the	City	Council	meeting	for	the	Project	has	not	been	selected	yet	but	information	will	be	
posted	on	the	City’s	website,	and	those	who	have	signed	up	for	the	City’s	email	list	for	the	Project	
will	be	notified.		

Response to Comment T‐2.30 

CEQA,	Article	9,	Section	15126.6,	Consideration	and	Discussion	of	Alternatives	to	the	Proposed	Project,	
states	“(b)	Purpose.	Because	an	EIR	must	identify	ways	to	mitigate	or	avoid	the	significant	effects	
that	a	project	may	have	on	the	environment	(Public	Resources	Code	Section	21002.1),	the	
discussion	of	alternatives	shall	focus	on	alternatives	to	the	project	or	its	location	which	are	capable	
of	avoiding	or	substantially	lessening	any	significant	effects	of	the	project,	even	if	these	alternatives	
would	impede	to	some	degree	the	attainment	of	the	project	objectives,	or	would	be	more	costly.”	
NEPA	also	requires	consideration	of	a	reasonable	range	of	alternatives	that	can	accomplish	the	
purpose	and	need	of	the	proposed	action,	regardless	of	cost.	Therefore,	comparative	costs	estimates	
were	not	prepared.		
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Response to Comment T‐2.31 

See	Master	Response	1	and	Response	to	Comments	T‐2.5	and	T‐2.22.	

Response to Comment T‐2.32 

Table	1‐2,	Permits	and	Approvals	Needed,	in	the	Draft	EIR/EA	identifies	all	permits	and	approvals	
that	are	anticipated	as	part	of	the	approval	process.	It	is	anticipated	that	the	City	of	East	Palo	Alto,	as	
s	responsible	agency,	will	issue	a	tree	removal	permit	and	encroachment	permits	to	the	City	of	Palo	
Alto	following	certification	of	the	EIR.	The	East	Palo	Alto	City	Council	would	not	formally	certify	the	
Final	EIR	because	the	City	of	Palo	Alto	is	the	lead	agency.	

Response to Comment T‐2.33 

Please	see	Tables	2.1.4‐3	and	2.1.4‐4	in	Section	2.1.4,	Traffic	and	Transportation/Pedestrian	and	
Bicycle	Facilities.	The	East	Palo	Alto	intersections	included	in	the	analysis	were	Newell	
Road/Woodland	Avenue	and	University	Avenue/Woodland	Avenue.	For	both	of	these	intersections,	
the	Level	of	Service	(LOS)	would	remain	the	same	under	the	No	Build	Alternative	and	Build	
Alternative	2	under	2020	and	2040	conditions.	Delay	would	worsen	under	Build	Alternative	2	by	
less	than	0.2	second	under	most	conditions.	The	greatest	delay	would	be	at	the	University	
Avenue/Woodland	Avenue	intersection	under	2040	conditions,	where	delay	in	the	p.m.	peak	hour	
would	worsen	by	approximately	2	seconds.	However,	LOS	would	remain	LOS	E.		

Response to Comment T‐2.34 

The	commenter’s	support	for	Build	Alternative	1	is	noted.		

Response to Comment T‐2.35 

Following	the	review	of	public	comments,	the	engineering	characteristics	of	the	preferred	
alternative	(Build	Alternative	2),	such	as	width	and	alignment,	will	not	change	from	the	proposed	
design	analyzed	in	the	Draft	EIR/EA.	However,	other	design	characteristics,	such	as	landscaping	
plans	and	striping,	are	not	yet	fully	determined	and	can	change	before	Project	construction.	The	
bridge	could	not	be	reconstructed	in	the	same	configuration	(18	feet	wide	for	two	vehicle	lanes)	
because	it	would	not	conform	to	current	Caltrans	Bridge	Design	standards	for	vehicles	in	terms	of	
lane	width	and	would	not	meet	multi‐modal	and	safety	requirements.	

Response to Comment T‐2.36 

The	commenter’s	support	for	existing	conditions	is	noted.	Build	Alternatives	2,	3,	and	4	do	not	
include	a	traffic	signal,	allowing	traffic	and	bicycles	to	travel	without	stopping	at	a	light.	Build	
Alternative	2	keeps	the	alignment	as	is.	

Response to Comment T‐2.37 

As	responded	to	in	the	public	meeting,	Build	Alternative	1	does	not	meet	federal	guidelines	and,	
therefore,	would	not	be	eligible	for	Highway	Bridge	Program	funding.	Build	Alternative	2	does	meet	
federal	guidelines	and	would,	therefore,	be	eligible	for	funding.	
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Response to Comment T‐2.38 

The	Draft	EIR/EA	indicated	that	Build	Alternatives	2,	3,	and	4	would	have	14‐foot‐wide	lanes	for	
shared	bicycle	and	vehicle	use	(sharrows);	however,	the	project	plans	show	that	these	build	
alternatives	would	include	10‐foot‐wide	lanes	(sharrows)	with	4‐foot‐wide	shoulders	for	bicyclists.	
Section	1.4.1,	Common	Design	Features	of	the	Build	Alternatives,	of	the	Final	EIR/EA	has	been	
updated	for	clarity	and	consistency	with	the	project	plans.	A	second	option	has	also	been	discussed	
with	Caltrans,	which	would	place	two	9‐foot‐wide	raised,	mixed‐use	paths	on	either	side	of	the	
bridge,	allowing	the	curb	to	act	as	a	barrier	for	cars	from	both	pedestrian	and	bicycle	traffic.	In	both	
options,	the	vehicular	traffic	lane	width	would	be	10	feet	wide	in	each	direction.	The	text	for	Section	
1.4.1,	Common	Design	Features	of	the	Build	Alternatives,	has	been	updated.			

Response to Comment T‐2.39 

The	overall	width	of	the	bridge	cannot	change	without	recirculating	the	Draft	EIR/EA	because	a	
wider	or	narrower	bridge	would	change	the	environmental	impacts.	However,	the	specific	striping	
of	the	bridge	can	change	as	long	as	the	environmental	impacts	do	not	become	worse	than	what	was	
analyzed	in	the	Draft	EIR/EA.		

Response to Comment T‐2.40 

Please	see	Master	Response	2.		

Response to Comment T‐2.41 

The	comment	does	not	raise	a	specific	issue	on	the	substance	of	the	Draft	EIR/EA.	The	City	of	Palo	
Alto	attorney’s	office	is	included	in	the	internal	reviews	and	process	of	City	projects.	See	Response	to	
Comment	T‐2.20	in	response	to	comments	on	the	noticing	process.	

Response to Comment T‐2.42 

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	I‐1.1.	

Response to Comment T‐2.43 

The	commenter’s	support	for	Build	Alternative	1	is	acknowledged.	Please	see	Master	Response	1.	
The	traffic	analysis	in	the	Draft	EIR/EA	does	not	indicate	that	any	build	alternative	would	increase	
traffic	in	the	neighborhoods	around	Newell	Road	Bridge.	Additionally,	many	members	of	the	public	
have	voiced	support	for	a	two‐lane	bridge.	Build	Alternative	2	was	selected	as	the	Locally	Preferred	
Alternative	because	it	accomplishes	all	of	the	Project	objectives	while	minimizing	environmental	
impacts.		

Response to Comment T‐2.44 

Please	see	Master	Response	1.	

Response to Comment T‐2.45 

The	City	of	Palo	Alto	Comprehensive	Plan	and	East	Palo	Alto	General	Plan	guide	development	within	
the	City	of	Palo	Alto	and	City	of	East	Palo	Alto,	respectively.	The	City	of	Palo	Alto	City	Council	
considers	a	project’s	consistency	with	this	adopted	document	and	other	adopted	guiding	documents,	
such	as	the	City	of	Palo	Alto	Bicycle	and	Pedestrian	Transportation	Plan,	when	evaluating	proposed	
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projects.	As	discussed	in	Sections	2.1.1.3,	Environmental	Consequences,	and	3.2.10,	Land	Use	and	
Planning	of	the	Draft	EIR/EA,	the	Project	is	consistent	with	these	guiding	documents.	See	also	
Master	Response	1	regarding	traffic.	
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CITY OF EAST PALO ALTO 
PUBLIC WORKS TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

Presentation of Newell Road Bridge Project 
June 19, 2019

Fallaha Again, I have my colleagues from Palo Alto.  We have their Public Works 
Director over here, Brad Eggleston.  Brad is the new Public Works Director 
in Palo Alto.  We have Michel Jeremias. She's going to be doing the 
presentation. She's the project manager, if you have substantive questions.  
With that, I want to recognize the staff on Caltrans.  I'm joined here with the 
City Engineer, Humza, and Shari, our senior engineer.  After our 
presentation, we'll try to answer any questions and to go over the boards 
over there.  If you have any questions, we'll be available after our 
presentation.  With that, I will turn to Michel. 

Jeremias: Good evening.  My name's Michel Jeremias.  I'm a senior engineer in Public 
Works.  I'm here to provide you guys with a presentation of the EIR.  The 
Draft Environmental Impact Report was released on May 29.  We have a 
60-day comment period.  We're in the timeframe of that.  The objective
today is to obtain public comments.  We'd like to hear any input you may
have regarding our EIR.  Thank you.

As you can see on the attached location map, Newell Road Bridge is located 
over San Francisquito Creek.  For the purposes of everyone present, you 
can see Newell Road on the Palo Alto side and Newell Road on the East 
Palo Alto side.  For the purposes of this meeting, we will also make 
references to Alternatives 3 and 4, which talk about the realignment of the 
bridge.  The realignment entails adjoining this Newell Road with the Newell 
Road on this side.  Alternative 3 brings it 30 feet closer.  The full realignment 
aligns the two streets.  I want to clarify that.  Newell Road is located east of 
Edgewood Drive and west of Woodland Avenue.  Currently, this project is 
a portion of an upstream project that we're also considering.  There's an EIR
that was also for the upstream project; the comments were due today.   

The purpose and need.  Why are we replacing this bridge?  The bridge is 
narrow.  It does not accommodate two-way traffic or provide access for 
pedestrians.  There's also poor visibility due to the trees.  You can see the 
trees on the left-hand side of the screen that prevent the clear line of sight.  
In addition to that, as drivers proceed heading into Woodland Avenue, there 
is a vertical profile that creates an uncomfortable condition for most drivers.  

A site for access.  As I mentioned before, this is a project that is a—
replacement of the bridge is a necessary element of the comprehensive 
San Francisquito Creek flood protection strategy.  Replacing the bridge 
would allow the conveyance of 7,500 cfs between El Camino here and West 
Bayshore here.  Increasing capacity in the levee was a project, as you're 
well familiar, that was recently completed, last October.  The project 
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upstream, which I believe you might have seen already, would replace 
Pope-Chaucer.  We cannot proceed with replacing this bridge unless we 
replace Pope-Chaucer.  Excuse me.  They cannot proceed with replacing 
Pope-Chaucer unless we replace our bridge.  If Pope-Chaucer is delayed, 
it would create the same flooding condition that exists presently, which is 
shown on the photo on the bottom of the screen.  In addition to that, Newell 
Road Bridge would delay any work on any of the creek widening aspect of 
the project.   

With our purpose and need defined, we also focused on project objectives. 
Why are we doing this?  What are our goals?  Our goals are to maintain 
vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian access across San Francisquito Creek at 
Newell.  As part of identifying objectives, we also talked about how do we 
monitor those objectives, what measures do we have, what criteria.  The 
objective was not to increase a significant number of vehicles onto adjacent 
streets; not to increase the number of vehicles that would cross over Newell; 
or not to increase the average speed of vehicles as they traverse Newell.  
In addition to vehicle access, we also focused on access for cyclists and for 
pedestrians.  Later on when we're done with this presentation, I'd invite you 
to take a look at some of the visual simulations in the back of the room.  The 
attached visual simulation, I get it's a little bit confusing.  I can try to walk 
you through it.  One of the aspects, as far as improving the multimodal 
access, is providing two 5-foot-wide sidewalks.  We would also be 
continuing—there are two options for consideration here.  As shown, we 
show the class 2 bike lanes terminating right before the driveway on the 
Palo Alto side.  One of the alternatives that we are currently processing and 
trying to work through with Caltrans is additionally extending the bike lane 
lines past the driveway, over the bridge.  That would create a shoulder on 
the 14-foot-wide travel lane, which could be used for cyclists.  That's one 
option.  Option 2, similar to what you have currently installed at Newell Road 
on East Palo Alto, we would continue with the sharrows, the green 
background with the bicycle and the two arrows.  We could place sharrows 
on top of that, and that would allow for cyclists and for vehicles to share the 
road.  We're looking at two different options at this point, and we're 
discussing these with Caltrans.  This would allow us to, one, improve 
multimodal access for cyclists by giving them two different ways of handling 
it.  As I mentioned previously, this also is—the upgrade would improve the 
capacity of the creek.  I just wanted to give you that little recap of how we 
got here.  It's been a long process.  Part of this project is a combination of 
other projects that have occurred prior to us.   

This project began with community outreach back in 2012, seven years ago.  
As part of the community outreach, we tried to provide an alternative.  The 
bridge that we considered back in 2012 was slightly wider.  At that time, we 
were considering a bridge that was 16-foot-wide travel lanes as opposed to 
what we're looking at now, 14-foot-wide travel lanes.  The two sidewalks 
would have been provided included.  We received comments and feedback 
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from the public.  As a result of the comments, we also decided to make a 
commitment to procced with a full EIR.  We were at the point in 2013 that 
we agreed to proceed with the EIR.  Part of the EIR is identifying what 
alternatives to consider.  We went through a list of alternatives.  On my next 
slide, I will give you an overview of what the eight alternatives were.  We 
also considered and compared those alternatives through using screening 
criteria.  In February 2014, the screening analysis was distributed and 
discussed amongst staff and also with the residents, which allowed us then 
to narrow down to five alternatives, which I'll discuss in a minute.

This slide has been a little bit problematic.  Some of the people present in 
this room have attended a couple of our other meetings.  I know this slide 
has been an issue, the way it's presented, so I wanted to make clarification.  
This is the slide that we were looking at back in 2013, when the project 
objectives were identified, when we tried to identify the eight alternatives 
that we would advance.  You'll notice that the alternatives shown in bold are 
the ones that are being compared on the EIR.  The alternatives in gray are 
the ones that were eliminated, that were not advanced.  The screening 
criteria at that time in 2013 was for a 100-year storm event.  We were 
looking at the level of service impact, whether or not any of these 
alternatives would increase the level of service, would affect any of the 
adjacent streets, also looking at a TIRE impact, which is traffic infusion on 
residential environments, does it make you feel safe as you're backing out 
of your driveway, are you able to cross the street and not feel affected by 
the traffic.  That's the TIRE impact.  We also looked at providing multimodal.  
You'll notice the alternatives that were advanced are the ones that actually 
complied and met with field, the alternatives considered with the criteria.   

Male: Say that again.  TIRE is what? 

Jeremias: TIRE is traffic infusion on residential environments.  This shows us each of 
the alternatives that we did agree to carry forward.  We agreed to carry a 
total of five alternatives.  Typical that no-build alternative usually remains.  
The no-build alternative is leave the bridge as-is, no changes to this bridge 
would be done.  In my next slides, I will discuss each of the different 
alternatives just so that you have an idea of what they would look like and 
reference to the impacts.   

Alternative 1.  Alternative 1 is a bidirectional, one-lane traffic signal control.  
The traffic lane would be 16 feet wide.  The sidewalks will remain as 5-foot 
sidewalks.  There would be a total of nine traffic poles and 15 signals.  
Seven of the poles would be located in East Palo Alto; two of them would 
be located on the Palo Alto side.  The ones in Palo Alto are necessary 
because of the driveway that exists in this location.  This alternative shows 
the poles that would be located on the East Palo Alto side.  This alternative 
also creates the need for figuring out how do we sequence both traffic 
signals.  It may be problematic in particular because they would be affecting 
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both of our cities, and we'd have to figure out the sequencing, the timing, 
the control, where the power (inaudible).  One of the options of one of the
items considered as far as the impacts in this was future operation and 
maintenance costs.  That's something that should be accounted for in 
comparison to the alternatives that I'll discuss next.   

Alternative 2.  This is two 14-foot-wide travel lanes. The sidewalks similar 
at 5-feet wide.  This exhibit, as I discussed previously, we're looking at two 
different options for the class 2 bicycle where we would extend the lane line 
across to create a shoulder, so it would feel like a bike lane while 
maintaining a 10-foot-wide travel lane for vehicles.  The other issue that I 
want to make sure we clarify in this is when we created these exhibits, it 
was a purpose for the EIR.  We were looking at trying to create exhibits that 
would be compared evenly.  We also omitted putting in planting or 
landscaping or trees on these exhibits.  Ultimately, when the project is 
moved forward, we will have plants along the planter strips on the Palo Alto 
side.  Unfortunately, due to the line-of-sight issue constraints that we have, 
we would have to maintain this area with vegetation that's low coverage.  
We don't want to create the same feel, the eucalyptus trees that are now 
blocking the line of sight.  We would try to provide as many trees within the 
vicinity of this bridge to mitigate the removal of the trees.  

Alternative 3.  As I discussed previously, Alternative 3 has a realignment. 
It's a minor realignment.  It's 30 feet, shifting 30 feet north on Woodland.  
Again, similar to a previous alternative, it's two 14-foot-wide lanes with two 
5-foot-wide sidewalks.  Similar to Alternative 2, they'd be stop controlled.
You can see not only—based on the image and the coloring, it's hard to tell
on one side.  We definitely have a stop control, all controlled on four sides.

Alternative 4.  This is the alternative that closely resembles an alternative 
that was originally discussed in 2012 and was omitted.  This alternative 
does a full realignment.  This alternative, similar to the previous ones, are 
two 14-foot-wide, two 5-foot wide sidewalks.  It also would have the same 
stop traffic at the stop signs and at the intersections.  One of the impacts on 
this would be it would increase the area of disturbance.  Since we are 
shifting the alignment to an area that has not been dug into in the past, we 
would have to increase the work area.   

With that, I wanted to also identify how we got to identifying Alternative 2 as 
our locally preferred alternative.  We discussed this last night, and the issue 
regarding the least disturbance to existing trees and creekbank came up in 
the conversation.  The existing trees between Alternative 1 and Alternative 
2, an additional two trees are being removed.  It's minor, but it's definitely at 
this point hard to tell the number of trees, but they're similar.  Again, the 
creekbank, it's a small area of change between the two alternatives, but 
some of the bigger issues that would be—as a matter, we talked with the 
neighbors in both cities—is impacts to residents.  In the East Palo Alto side, 



Page 5 of 20

as we proceed with Alternative 4, the retaining walls to hold up the road 
would be taller.  I'm sorry.  I forgot to mention that earlier.  Part of this project 
would require raising not only Newell Road and raising the bridge, but we 
would also be raising Woodland and Newell Road on East Palo Alto.  The 
bridge in order to avoid and to eliminate that vertical profile concern that we 
have at this point would be raised by about 1 1/2 feet.  Woodland Avenue 
and both Newells would be raised, as we get closer to the bridge, about 4 
feet.  We have to adjust both streets.  As we move further away from this 
bridge, it would be reduced to maybe a foot or 2 feet.  There is an 
adjustment that's going to take place in order to eliminate the vertical profile 
that exists.  This would create a better line of site, and oncoming traffic 
would be able to see each other.  Having said that, one of the benefits here 
is the retaining walls needed for the neighborhood, the private property 
owners, the walls on Alternative 2 are shorter since the hinge point would 
lie right at the edge of the intersection.  Alternative 4 would create taller 
walls.  In addition, this would maintain the existing distance that we have 
from our adjacent neighbors on all sides.  This alternative, similar to what I 
talked about the traffic signals, does not require operation and maintenance 
costs.  It's something that both our cities have an agreement on.  We've 
discussed this with staff, and this is how we got to this alternative.   

Environmental review process.  As stated, the City of Palo Alto is the lead 
agency for CEQA.  We've got Caltrans present here as well.  They're here 
to answer any NEPA-related questions.  They're the lead agency for NEPA.  
We've got a number of other agencies that I want to also recognize that are 
not listed on this slide.  We've been working diligently with the Santa Clara 
Valley Water District and the SFCJPA trying to advance all these projects.  
They would all be part of the responsible, and we would obtain comments 
from both of them.   

Lastly, the schedule.  Where we are at this point is we have released the 
EIR.  We're looking for comments through July 30.  Following that, we've 
created a schedule based on best-case scenario.  We believe the final 
release of the EIR will be the end of August, hopefully going through 
councils for approval and certification.  We will then follow up with permitting 
concurrently as we advance the construction documents.  Ultimately, 
hopefully best-case scenario is construction would begin in spring of 2020.  
Current estimate for construction is about a year and a half.  Depending 
when we start, we would be ending the project either at the end of 2021 or 
beginning of 2022.  With that, I want to open this up for any questions. 

Male: All right.  I'll entertain questions from my committee members.  

Male: During the 18 months, it's going to (inaudible) from 2020 (inaudible). I 
presume that means that we know where it would cross (inaudible). 
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Jeremias: That is correct.  We've done this in a lot of different projects where we have 
multi agencies.  The project would extend—it would be the responsibility of 
the contractor to maintain this site safe.  We wouldn't have the opportunity 
to create anything that would allow for either pedestrians or cyclists to use 
the bridge or what remains of the bridge during construction. 

Huerta: I'm for Alternative 4, the realignment.  I don't see pictures of what the bridge 
is going to look like, like if you're standing down in the creek, what the arch 
looks like or anything like that.  Why would it take so long to build that?  
What happened to all the street lamps?  The street lamps in Palo Alto are 
different.  I don't know if you guys have the overheads; we do.  Is there 
going to be lighting down there?  I'm for a bicycle lane on both sides and 
keeping it wide enough.  Who is deciding on this Number 2 alternative?  
Right now, who owns the bridge?  It's both Palo Alto and East Palo Alto.  I 
guess Caltrans will be paying for this.  Will they own it?  A bunch of 
questions.  Thank you. 

Eggleston: Brad Eggleston, Director of Public Works.  As we've looked into this when 
we were first starting the project, we believe that the bridge is jointly owned 
by the Cities of Palo Alto and East Palo Alto.  The dividing line actually runs 
down the center of the creek between the two cities and the two counties.  
In Caltrans' system, they list the City of Palo Alto as the agency that's 
responsible for the bridge.  That's actually the reason why, for this particular 
project, it's not the Joint Powers Authority leading it.  Early on, it was 
identified that this was an opportunity, because Caltrans had identified the 
bridge as functionally obsolete, to get funding from Caltrans for 88 percent 
of the project.  Palo Alto applied for that funding.  Because of that, we've 
done the lead on the project and the lead agency under the CEQA process.  
I think you were asking about how will it ultimately be determined.  There's 
a City of Palo Alto process that involves us going through the Palo Alto 
boards and commissions, notably Palo Alto's Architectural Review Board, 
and then to the Palo Alto City Council who would approve the project and 
certify the EIR.  What we've been discussing with East Palo Alto staff is, 
because the project is in both cities, ultimately it has to be a project that 
both cities agree on.  We've been talking with Kamal about exactly how that 
would take place on the East Palo Alto side, whether it's via permitting or 
some other mechanism.  This is something we describe in all the meetings 
we have, that it needs to be a solution that's acceptable to both 
communities. 

Fallaha: We can start there, what Brad said.  The bridge is maintained by Palo Alto.  
It's a (inaudible) like, for example, that new bridge that Caltrans just built on 
West Bayshore over the creek.  It's an East Palo Alto bridge and so 
(inaudible).  East Bayshore Bridge just across the freeway, that's a Palo 
Alto bridge even though half of it is in East Palo Alto and half of it in Palo 
Alto.  That's how the ownership and maintenance is designated.  We are 
responsible for West Bayshore, and Palo Alto is responsible for East 
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Bayshore.  Newell Bridge is the responsibility in terms of maintenance by 
Palo Alto.  (inaudible)  Their process would be working with this Commission 
since 2012.  (inaudible) for realignment, as Michel indicated.  If you look at 
(inaudible) to have a straight shot on Newell between East Palo Alto and 
Palo Alto (inaudible) to have this (inaudible) connection.  (inaudible) 
advocate for partial realignment, I will likely bring this (inaudible) so we can 
improve sight distance and not need a traffic signal.  I don't like traffic signal.  
(inaudible) The difference between the existing alignment and the Palo Alto 
alignment is very small in terms of impact.  If we're going to go with that 
(inaudible) we are here to hear the Committee and the comments so we 
can address the Committee (inaudible) what they prefer.  We would like to 
see what's the best for East Palo Alto.  From my perspective (inaudible) our 
community (inaudible) summarize our comments and send them to Palo 
Alto.  (inaudible) that's why the process of the review and the community 
meetings.  We would like to see if (inaudible) would they prefer (inaudible) 
more analysis about the sight distance.  My concern is the two intersections 
are far apart, but maybe sight distance's not an issue.  That's really more 
important (inaudible) what's being constructed is now (inaudible) the sight 
distance from here to the wall that we see over there, 4 or 5 feet walls which 
are just (inaudible) walls that are blocking the view.  We can look at some 
(inaudible) based on the preferred alignment if that's what you (inaudible) 
with.  Michel will be able to say this is what we see if we go with the preferred 
alternative.   

Male: I have a couple of questions.  That picture right there, that is going from 
Palo Alto to East Palo Alto, correct? 

Jeremias: No.  It's the opposite. 

Male: That car is going—that stop sign is Palo Alto. 

Female: Woodland. 

Fallaha: The stop sign is on the East Palo Alto side. 

Jeremias: The car is going from Palo Alto to East Palo Alto.  The cyclist is moving the 
opposite. 

Male: Is it going to pivot?  You don't want a partial going over to the other side.  
Let's say, where that car is, the car will start there going over the bridge, but 
he'll end up possibly where that—you see where the right side of the bridge 
is, where the stop sign is?   

Jeremias: Right. 

Male: If you realign that bridge, that stop sign would be right where that oak tree 
is to the left?  Something like that, right? 
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Jeremias: To you question, yes.  If Alternative 4 is looked at, is what you're 
considering, the car would start where it is currently and it would head to 
the left on this photo, to where that oak tree or tree is located. 

Male: Four is the complete drive-through. 

Jeremias: Right. 

Male: The partial, where would the partial begin? 

Jeremias: The partial would be 30 feet over.  I think four is actually further.  Four is out 
here.  Three is probably closer to the tree. 

Eggleston: Right.  The partial realignment moves it about 30 feet.  If you imagine the 
stop sign moving about 30 feet to the left in this slide. 

Male: I heard something in the presentation about you're going to replace stop 
signs on Newell with lights.  In other words, you're going to have lights from, 
let's say, the bridge all the way to Embarcadero? 

Jeremias: No.  Alternative 1 is the one that would replace the stop signs with lights.  
Alternative 1 is shown here, where the traffic signals would be added.  In 
this alternative, we're looking at a 16-foot-wide bridge, which does not 
accommodate two-way traffic at the same time.  It would be all traffic-light 
controlled, allowing vehicles to move in one direction at a time. 

Male: Once you pass, let's say, that bridge, it's going to be stop signs all the way—
or whatever the stop signs you have now—to Embarcadero? 

Jeremias: There would be traffic lights.  This photo here is looking from the East Palo 
Alto side.  There will be traffic signals on the East Palo Alto side as well all 
the way to Embarcadero.  It's just one block. 

Male: There is going to be signals all the way to  …

Eggleston: No, I don't think so.  This is just an idea for—this alternative …

Male: That's Option 1. 

Eggleston: Yeah.  This Option 1, in concept what it's trying to do is say what if we 
wanted to build something that was still a narrow bridge because there are 
people that are concerned about traffic and speed impacts of a wider bridge. 
If we wanted to build a new bridge that addressed the flood control concern 
but essentially maintained a narrow bridge with sidewalks, then to do that 
safely you would need to have these signals.  The traffic signals would only 
be in the vicinity of the bridge, and the alternative doesn't look at anything 
on Newell as you head towards Embarcadero.  Although, I believe Newell 
and Hamilton does already have a traffic signal. 
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Male: On the creek itself, is the ravine going to be made wider?  Because it is 
supposed to be for a 100-year flood, so that means either the bridge is going 
to be a little higher, but then is that creek going to be hauled down to make 
it wider?  In other words, the span is going to be longer than what it is now. 
Is that correct? 

Jeremias: Exactly.  As you saw in the first slide, there are constraints on that creek. 
The abutments for the existing bridge encroach into the creek.  To your 
question, yes, the creek will be wider.  Those abutments will be removed.  
To clarify one of the things we just said, we originally looked at providing 
measures to allow a 100-year flow to pass, but that's not feasible.  This 
creek can only handle what is close to approximately 70-year storm 
improvements.  We can't create a 100-year without doing significant 
improvements throughout the creek, and that's not something both projects 
are trying to move forward.  We're trying to allow the pass of 7,500, which 
is one of the highest storms we've measured. 

Male: This would be (inaudible).  This Alternative 1, when you say 16-foot-wide 
means a 16-foot total from one side of the road to the other side of the road. 

Jeremias: No.  It's a 16-foot travel lane, so curb to curb.  Outside of the curb, there's 
two 5-foot-wide sidewalks.  So 26. 

Male: A curb-to-curb road? 

Jeremias: Right. 

Male: On Alternative 2, we have …

Jeremias: Two 14. 

Male: Two 14s.  That's really 28 curb to curb plus 5-foot sidewalks. 

Jeremias: That's correct. 

Male: You use the word 16 on this one and use the word 14 on the other one.  It 
can get confusing. 

Jeremias: Sorry. 

Male: I was thinking it was 7 feet and 7 feet for cars going back and forth, which 
seemed a little scary. 

Fallaha: This is one-way traffic, so 16 feet is going one way.  That's why the signals 
are moved. 

Male: As they call it in Costa Rica, OMG bridge, Oh My God bridge. 
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Huerta: Originally, the Public Works and Transportation Division, years back, 
worked on this.  We were for Alignment Number 4.  You're saying your 
commission in Palo Alto wants Number 2, but we want Number 4.  We want 
to get that straight, that we want Number 4.  Again, I ask who's going to own 
it after all?  If it's going to be 50 percent East Palo Alto, 50 percent Palo Alto 
or it's going to be Caltrans since they're paying for that.  What happened to 
the street lamps and all that were originally designed with this? 

Jeremias: Let me answer a couple of those questions.  As I mentioned, Mayor, I look 
at the logistics.  Regardless of where the bridge is located, I'm looking at 
how we can compare, how can we quantify the changes.  On Alternative 4, 
one of the logistics issues—one of the questions you asked earlier, why a 
year and a half, we're constrained with work within the creek to a five-month 
window, which means we've got to get into the creek, provide immersion 
control measures, protect the creek for anything that may leak or spill into 
the creek, do any tree removal within the creek, remove the abutments, 
remove the existing bridge, start building the foundation, and install the new 
span, all within the course of five months.  We're going to be rushed to 
proceed with both.  Ideally, doing this in one location, again I go back to 
looking at logistics and looking at quantitatively how is this going to benefit 
both of our cities.  Looking from logistics, expanding the bridge in Alternative 
4 would cause additional delays because we're not only removing in one 
area, we're building in the other area.  We're limited to access.  Timewise, 
there would be some delay with Alternative 4 or additional costs.  Part of it 
is how can we move forward.  Alternative 2 has the least amount of impacts 
in general compared to all the different alternatives in place.  That's what 
I'm trying to portray.   

As far as your question regarding lights, we are actually trying to do a 
photometric design.  I'm working with staff in East Palo Alto; Kevin's 
providing me with the type of lights that you have within East Palo Alto along 
Newell.  We're trying to install the same thing you currently have in place.  
For the benefit of future maintenance, it's good to account for what do you 
have available that you can restock.  If you have to replace a cover head, 
can we replace the same cover head that East Palo Alto has to make it 
quicker as opposed to having to go out and find out what lights you guys 
installed.  What I'm proposing to do is maintain existing standards for both 
of our different cities.  We would install exactly what you have in place on 
East Palo Alto.  This is how we're starting this.   

Looking at the existing conditions, one of the issues at hand is the trees.  
The trees provide a lot of shade.  When we looked at this project originally, 
I think we proposed putting streetlights within that bridge, but maybe the 
streetlights would not be needed if we omit the trees, if we remove the 
canopy.  In addition to that, there may be a conflict by putting any streetlights 
on the bridge itself.  I would advise possibly putting—for future maintenance 
of streetlights, it would be easier for either power, fiber, conduit that's being 
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installed within the bridge if we maintained the lights on either side.  I am 
working with one of our vendors along with getting information from City of 
East Palo Alto to see if I can create a photometric plan.  That's something 
we will look at later—it's currently not available—to determine whether or 
not streetlights are needed.  We don't believe they would be needed simply 
because we are omitting the trees and the canopy that exists.  If they are 
needed we can come back and place streetlights within each of our different 
streets and provide the type of light that we have either access to.   

Huerta: This Commission went with the public.  The public wanted Alternative 4.  I'm 
still for that alternative.  You still haven't told me who would own it.  If 
Caltrans builds it, don't they own it? 

Fallaha: No, (inaudible) own that Palo Alto (inaudible). 

Huerta: Isn't it half in Palo Alto right now? 

Fallaha: Caltrans just built a bridge for East Palo Alto (crosstalk). 

Huerta: No, but why would it end up in somebody else's hands totally? 

Fallaha: It's going to still be Palo Alto's bridge (inaudible) maintained and there's got 
to be O&M (inaudible) and the City of Palo Alto.  This is what (inaudible) is 
saying. 

Huerta: Right now, the bridge is half East Palo Alto.  Why would we give that up? 

Fallaha: It's something you have, East Palo Alto.  Again, let me (inaudible).  Bridges 
can go across jurisdictions and have one owner on one of the two sides.  I 
gave you an example of West Bayshore and East Bayshore.  West 
Bayshore Bridge over the creek has one owner. 

Huerta: I heard that. 

Fallaha: That's East Palo Alto.  (inaudible) if I I'm going to paint the curb red, I can 
do it on East Palo Alto side but not on Palo Alto side.  The main thing is the 
responsibility is different than who funds it.  Those funds (inaudible) by 
Caltrans, but it's down to us now for maintenance.   

Huerta: What I'm saying, right now that bridge is half East Palo Alto property.  Why 
doesn't the bridge in the future—why does it end up totally in Palo Alto's 
hands later?  It should be half East Palo Alto's bridge. 

Fallaha: It's not part of East Palo Alto's assets.  If you look at (inaudible) construction 
of assets, it's not one of (crosstalk). 

Male: Yeah, I'd like to see the (crosstalk). 
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Fallaha: On University Avenue, the bridge over the creek next to Woodland is East 
Palo Alto's bridge (inaudible).  We are required to maintain it.  In fact, we 
have a capital improvement to do some needed maintenance, just to give 
an example.  Caltrans does the inspection on these bridges, and they 
provide us with biannual (inaudible) report.  Each city has to follow up with 
how (inaudible) and the (inaudible) it's going to take to keep these bridges 
maintained. 

Huerta: What I'm saying is Palo Alto gets to choose Alternative 2 because they're 
going to own the bridge.  If we owned half the bridge, we would have 
something to say about Alternative 4.   

Male: Commissioner Huerta, at the very beginning (inaudible) on the construction 
of the bridge, we have likely a year and a half to talk about the ownership.  
Right now, we're talking about what's going to happen with this bridge.  One 
thing I just found out—it's a couple of things.  I thought this was going to be 
a 100-year bridge; it's going to be a 70-year bridge.  I thought the builder 
was the Army Corps of Engineers.  Is that true or is it—now, it's Caltrans?  
It's Caltrans.  Wasn't it the Army Corps of Engineers because they were 
going to do it free?  That's all (crosstalk). 

Eggleston: Early on in the Joint Powers Authority process, they were pursuing a Corps 
of Engineers project.  The funding was not coming through for that, so 
ultimately they looked at other strategies for funding the projects.  The 
downstream project that was completed was funded by a number of sources 
including State grants.  The JPA's looking at funding sources for the 
upstream project that includes Pope-Chaucer.  This particular bridge is 
being primarily funded through the Caltrans Highway Bridge program. 

Male: This straight shot that Commissioner Huerta advocates …

Huerta: Number 4, which is not (crosstalk). 

Male: All right.  That's the straight shot, which is Number 4. 

Huerta: (inaudible) Number 1 is on the left.  Number 2, 3, and 4 … 

Male: (inaudible) 

Male: Isn't four the straight shot? 

Eggleston: Correct. 

Male: It seems to me …

Huerta: (inaudible) 
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Male: I'm going with the presentation.  He just said Number 4 is the straight shot.  
In fact, we're going to take a break after my questions, and everybody's 
going to take a look at it.  It seems that this is a straight shot, and you want 
traffic lights.  That means if it's a straight shot, that's going to be another 
avenue for traffic to go through East Palo Alto on Woodland to get out of 
town.  If we have it where it's not a straight shot and there's a slight jog, then 
the stop signs will stay, and that'll discourage people from trying to make 
this a cut through.  I understand that.  How about a ten-minute break? 

Male: Before we have a break, I want to (inaudible). 

Male: Has everybody had a chance to look at it? 

Fallaha: Commissioners have to make comments, and we have the public to hear 
from as well.  (inaudible)

Male: It seems to me that—what was the year?  We had eight options in 2012.  
Mr. Huerta says that we picked four.  Apparently sometime between 2012 
and today, Number 4 was an option that (inaudible).  Upon further study, 
apparently, we discarded a number of options.  We learned a lot as we went 
along with the study.  Now, we have come to the conclusion that the option 
with the most benefits, least cost, least hassle, and most likely to get 
cooperation among the various entities, agencies, cities, etc., is Number 2.  
I think Number 2 deserves a serious scrutiny before we charge off and say, 
"Wait a minute.  I thought we already decided on this other one."   

Male: (inaudible) you, Commissioners, anybody have any questions?  The public, 
anybody have any comments or questions?  (inaudible) step over there to 
(inaudible) and come on up. 

Female: We have two speakers.  First speaker is Michelle Dare. 

Dare: Good evening, Commissioners, Chair.  Thank you for hearing my concerns 
and comments.  I've been following this project since 2012.  I want to 
emphasize that I've reviewed all alternatives.  I want to see if perhaps we 
can get Item 3, the third option, up for review.  That's not a very good view. 
My concern is that we prioritize—I agree with reducing the amount of vehicle 
speed and traffic and having that cut-through traffic coming through East 
Palo Alto.  Again, that will happen if the full alignment is in place.  The 
concern that I have is that we're not properly prioritizing.  We should first 
prioritize safety, and next we should prioritize alternative modes of travel 
because obviously nobody wants cut-through traffic through their 
community.  We have a brand-new pedestrian overcrossing that hits the 
Bay Trail.  It's something that's a very accessible route for people to use 
alternative transportation.  I want to emphasize that Alternative 3 is probably 
the most preferred alternative for either looking into the future and 
eliminating the motorized vehicle travel, which is something maybe you 
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should be considering doing because obviously (inaudible) and we need to 
think about that for longevity.  I know that in terms of construction (inaudible) 
of time, and I know that in terms of costs (inaudible) costs, but I think that 
now is the time to do that.  I don't think that having a sharrow on the road is 
going to encourage people to bicycle.  I think the only way to encourage 
that is to do it as safely as possible, which is a full bike lane.  I don't believe 
that anything less than a full sidewalk is an option.  I go to Palo Alto quite 
often, and I bike there, and it's not safe to do so right now, so I choose to 
drive there most of the time.  If you build it, I will come.  I think that's the 
case for most of community members.  If it's (inaudible) and safe, we'll use 
it.  That concludes my comments.  Thank you. 

Female: Our next speaker, Gail Wilkerson. 

Wilkerson: (inaudible) Woodland, where that bridge is.  They say (crosstalk) heard one 
person speak, there's 600 people that feel the same way.  I'm speaking for 
600 people.  Thanks to the GPS, a lot of people have found that bridge. 
Now, all of a sudden Palo Alto wants to widen it.  I've been living here since 
1985.  All I've heard is close that bridge down.  They didn't want it because 
East Palo Alto will wander through.  They're not very neighborly, friendly-
wise.  They won't let people park on their street.  I sort of understand that, 
but they've got parking permits to avoid the people parking on their street. 
They want the bridge where all this traffic is going to come through.  What 
do we get out of it?  The benefit we get out of it is more of their traffic, Teslas, 
BMWs, Volvos.  I think they go to the Tesla spot over there to get recharged 
in the shopping center.  We're like a backyard to Palo Alto.  Aside from 
abusing East Palo Alto for all these years, I don't see why we should widen 
the bridge.  They could put some wings on the side and have bicycles go 
through because that's what they're going to do anyway.  They're going to 
come right down Newell and go over that bridge through their wilderness 
that they have.  I think they filed a lawsuit about 27 years ago where they 
didn't want the traffic to come off of the Dumbarton Bridge around East Palo 
Alto down into Embarcadero.  Why should we accommodate them because 
the right people have spoke up and said, "I almost got hit going around that 
curve and on that bridge"? That's not my problem.  That's their problem.  
They want to avoid University Avenue.  They want to come down Newell 
and create cut-through traffic.  If you widen it, (inaudible) of us are going to 
start coming through.  Watch.  Thank you. 

Female: That concludes the speakers.  We have one more.  After Bernard …

Male: Your name and address please. 

Female: Hi.  Esther Barrett, and I live at 127 Mission Drive.  I've been in East Palo 
Alto since the early '80s.  I think it's really important—the main priority is to 
have a bridge.  I heard some Palo Alto people talking about they wanted to 
shut it down.  I just think that's completely unrealistic because those of us 
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living in that part of East Palo Alto would be completely locked in.  We get 
stuck with traffic, lots of people commuting through and blocking traffic.  I 
have to ride my bike.  I can't even get my car (inaudible) sometimes.  That's 
one thing.  To maintain the bridge—I know destroying it isn't on the table 
right now.  The other thing is the flood control.  That's priority number one.  
It has to take care of its own flood issues and has to be safe.  I totally agree 
with the last speaker about East Palo Alto being the butt-end of Palo Alto's 
business for a long time.  I think we really need to make our voice heard 
loud and clear.  I understand at the meeting in Palo Alto last night there was 
just so many people wanting to eliminate the bridge altogether.  Thank you. 

Male: I have another question.  Wasn't that bridge supposed to be called the 
Friendship Bridge?  I heard that a long time ago.  Is that true? 

Fallaha: I remember we had a committee meeting in Palo Alto, and my colleague, 
Brad, when they go through presenting, they said this would be a friendship 
bridge 2 because we have a friendship bridge near the (inaudible) station.  
This would be Friendship Bridge 2.  I just want to comment about what was 
said over here.  I totally agree.  I understand East Palo Alto's frustration with 
the history of two neighboring cities for the past 80 years.  This atmosphere 
has changed significantly.  Just last year, we had half a million gallon of 
water from Palo Alto to East Palo Alto when we needed the water.  We have 
collaboration on the flood protection project and others.  If the history is bad, 
we must change it.  We need to work together and find the best project for 
both committees, that fits the needs of both committees.  The project is up 
to Palo Alto, yes. Maybe they will remove that bridge because it's obsolete.  
It's old.  It was built for (inaudible) not cost.  We said, "No.  If we don't get 
East Palo Alto with"—the neighborhood is landlocked, freeway on one side, 
creek on the other side.  Every other emergency exit to come and exit the 
neighborhood is very essential.  I talked to the Fire Chief today, and he said, 
"Please do not let them remove that bridge.  We need access in case of 
evacuation, flood, whatever it may be."  The project, we've seen the needs 
and the purpose for the project is the flood issue.  We want to take that 
neighborhood—if you see some pictures over there from the '98 flood, 
(inaudible) along that northern neighborhood.  We should trade bad with 
good.  If your bad was in the past, you must change this.  We are working 
with them on all fronts now, and we need each other.  I always say, "What's 
bad for East Palo Alto is bad for Palo Alto, and what's bad for Palo Alto is 
bad for East Palo Alto" and vice versa. We must work with issues to resolve 
(inaudible) transportation issue, cut-through traffic.  We just went through a 
new project, the signal synchronization.  It's all the way from downtown Palo 
Alto through Bayfront Expressway to the bridge.  They had (inaudible).  We 
supported it, and we get benefit from that.  We are working on all front with 
Palo Alto.  I would like to continue this cooperation on all fronts.   

Male: Are there any other comments? 
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Male: Two more things now.  I want to make sure the levees or whatever walls on 
each side will be the same.  Now, I do know this because it was brought up 
last month at one of our meetings.  Now, that creek, they have people go 
through, and they cut down brush and everything and whatever stuff, but 
they don't remove it.  They let the water remove it, let it run out to the Bay. 
If I'm not mistaken, doesn't that cause floods?  If this bridge is supposed to 
be a 70-year bridge and not a 100-year bridge, that means we might have 
this again if they don't remove their brush and let a clear flow go out to the 
Bay.  Am I wrong? 

Eggleston: You're right except that the rules that the Regional Water Board has for the 
brush removal, we're actually not allowed to remove it.  What's done is the 
larger pieces are cut up into lengths that are short enough that they're not 
a threat for actually getting hung up on other things and causing flooding.  
We're pretty confident that that material—our agencies all work together 
every year before the rainy season to do this.  We're confident that material 
easily floats out to the Bay without causing flooding. 

Male: Come on.  Last year, how many truckloads of debris did we get on our side 
that was caught in the grill? 

Fallaha: (inaudible).  That's the good news.  That was needed during the 
construction of the new bridges over 101 and over East Bayshore and West 
Bayshore.  On West Bayshore, we had that grill to catch most of the debris 
so they don't end up in (inaudible) and that construction bridge.  The new 
alignments, the new one versus the old one, they're not in the same 
alignment.  We can't access that bridge during the rainy season, so we had 
the grill catch all the logs and any debris coming from upstream, and we 
have (inaudible).  Yes, we remove about 15 (inaudible) trucks, and each 
was (inaudible) yards or more.  We had to close West Bayshore four or five 
times in that year.  Now, that concern is no longer there.  By the minimum 
requirements, as Brad mentioned, the Santa Clara Valley (inaudible) they're 
not allowed to do this.  If there's a tree that fell, they will chop it into 2-feet 
pieces.  The first rain will just bring it down to the Bay, very natural.  That's 
what the environmental guidelines (inaudible) on us, and that's what we 
have to abide by.   

Male: As (inaudible) is saying, the origin of San Francisquito Creek is Stanford.  
Stuff can float from Stanford all the way down and go out into the Bay 
hopefully.   

Fallaha: We (inaudible) the creek all the way (inaudible) risk, and then remove the 
trees before the rainy season. 

Male: When you said record rain, was that a record—like the flood that was there, 
was that a record or was this rain more than the flood? 
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Fallaha: Maybe there was record rain (inaudible).  If you remember, we went through 
a flood.  We had flood into April.  Come two or three years, we had dropped. 
Then, we had 2015, 2016, but we had a lot of rain that year.  The whole 
creek was flushed by (inaudible) when we had these storms back to back 
and we had this rain between them.  We had so much rain.  The flow is 
definitely from rain.  We could have more rain but no flood because a 
storm—you have a day between them.  It can drain naturally and relax 
before another storm comes in.  If you have heavy rain over 24 hours, that's 
what happened in 2012.  We had about 6,500—we have the numbers, but 
we had it at that time before the drain.  The largest one was in 1998.  That 
was 7,600.  I think that was (inaudible).  Now, we have design based on 
that (inaudible).  The 70 percent that was referenced by Michel and Brad—
this is our (inaudible) the JPA's looking at upstream (inaudible) at Stanford.  
How can we get them to store water in high demand and release it naturally?  
There are other alternatives that we are trying to meet at least the highest 
flow that is recorded along that creek.  That bridge will accommodate it with 
this design. 

Male: Is the 100-year flood—is it really a 70-year flood?  Is that a term you're 
talking about or are you talking about 70 percent of maximum flow? 

Fallaha: That EIR is still under review.  We haven't (inaudible) anything on the 29th 
of May.  They're looking at that (inaudible).  That's the authority that we 
accommodate by widening the creek.  We're basing the Newell Bridge to 
accommodate the highest recorded flow on record. 

Male: Which is about 7,600? 

Fallaha: Yes, that's approximate.  Downstream from 101, the project just completed 
has more capacity.  It makes sense your capacity higher downstream 
versus upstream.  Downstream from 101, I think we have close to 8,000? 

Jeremias: Nine. 

Fallaha: 9,000, which is …

Male: Another kind of question.  I had sat through a so-called EIR discussion last 
night.  (inaudible)  Were there any interesting issues that came up or are 
coming up in the EIR, this one?  The Draft EIR (inaudible). 

Eggleston: There's a lot of different interesting areas of impacts that we assess.  If you 
mean interesting like we discovered something new or unexpected, I don't 
think there was anything like that. 

Male: No, just the ones that are trickier than others to the committee, or did you 
find there's nothing you need to mitigate? 
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Eggleston: There's definitely items that need mitigations.  There's a whole table of 
different types of impacts and proposed mitigations in the EIR. 

Fallaha: That's Appendix D on the Draft EIR if you go to the website.  It summarize 
all the mitigations that's required. 

Male: I'm going to suggest that all the members (inaudible) go to Appendix D and 
read the … and be prepared to defend it against all the sundry questions 
(inaudible). 

Male: One more question now.  The bridge is—when I first heard it, the bridge 
was being paid for by the Department of Army Engineers now.  The bridge 
is still being paid for by somebody but not Palo Alto or East Palo Alto.  Is 
that correct? 

Eggleston: The current funding strategy is under the Caltrans Highway Bridge program.  
They pay, I think, 88.5 percent of the cost.  The Santa Clara Valley Water 
District has been putting in the local funds match, which is about 11.5 
percent. 

Male: Any other questions? 

Male: East Palo Alto and Palo Alto are not putting any money into it? 

Eggleston: Not currently. 

Fallaha: Not East Palo Alto. 

Male: After listening to Michel's comments on Alternative 3, can we go back and 
hone in on the (inaudible) Alternative 3?  Specifically, what is the difference 
in the bicycle capacity for one versus the other? 

Eggleston: I think in our analysis we didn't think there was any difference in the bicycle 
capacity as we were saying earlier.  This is Alternative 3.  Really the only 
difference between this and Alternative 2 is that, if you were at this stop sign 
going to turn left and then go onto the bridge, you would go about 30 feet 
further in that direction before being able to turn right onto the bridge from 
the East Palo Alto side there. 

Male: Alternative 3 is controlled by a stop light? 

Eggleston: Stop sign.  Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are all stop-sign intersections.  It's only 
Alternative 1 that's controlled by traffic signals. 

Male: It's controlled by traffic lights because it's one way at a time. 

Eggleston: Correct.  It's trying to keep traffic one direction at a time on essentially a 
one-lane roadway. 
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Male: I told you that's an Oh My God bridge. 

Male: Let me ask you this question here now.  With stop signs—looking at 
Alternative 3, wouldn't it be safer for the traffic to be regulated by lights than 
by stops signs?  When you have commuters, they get impatient, and they 
start running through stop signs. 

Male: They run through stop lights too, you know. 

Male: Yeah.  Is there anything with lights as opposed to stop signs as far as the 
safety aspect? 

Eggleston: I think the thought here was that the traffic volumes are not high enough to 
justify traffic signals. 

Male: One more question.  Since Caltrans is paying most of this, will there also be 
one of those traffic cameras to monitor (inaudible) also added to their 
system? 

Eggleston: It's not something we've discussed with them to this point. 

Male: Will somebody find that out? 

Fallaha: Yeah.  For low traffic, usually (inaudible) considering there are so many 
bridges now (inaudible) more than that traffic-wise, and they don't have 
cameras.  If you're (inaudible) this will (inaudible) additional traffic smart 
(inaudible) 101 and the freeway's closed to traffic, we can use University 
Avenue or (inaudible), for example, to detour traffic (inaudible) and they can 
(inaudible).  Obviously, the staff we have here makes (inaudible) we have 
access to these cameras, and we can control the timing of the signal to clear 
the traffic.  There's a general agreement with MTC, C/CAG, and Caltrans 
and the City on the use of these cameras.  There are mainly used just for 
traffic purposes, not city purposes. 

Male: Traffic counts, yeah.  I thought they'd be—MTC and all their (inaudible) 
traffic counts.  I thought they'd be putting a camera there. 

Male: There's all these different (inaudible) coming up.  Putting a camera, that's 
(inaudible).  That can be put in there.  Any others?  That finishes our talk on 
the Newell Bridge. 

Fallaha: Through the Chair, I encourage all residents, if there's anything, any 
comment, if you can put them in writing, send email to the city.  You can 
send directly to Palo Alto or us.  (inaudible) if you would like to give 
something in writing.  (inaudible) draft for the city comments for the EIR. 
We will share it with you in the next meeting in July and then send it to Palo 
Alto before the deadline, which is July 30.
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Male: Is there any action we need to take on this? 

Fallaha: This afternoon, I learned that the City Manager would like to have Palo Alto 
and staff present this to the City Council at the July 2 City Council meeting 
as well.  We'll get (inaudible) from the City Council on the alternatives and 
get more comments.  That's an adjustment about (inaudible). 

Male: Another reason is the Public Works and Transportation Commission 
(inaudible) ours and then go to our second meeting in case somebody has 
questions. 

Male: I'd like to thank the City of Palo Alto Public Works for updating us because 
I've learned some things since the last thing.  I remember I went to a meeting 
a couple of years ago at Lucie Stern or something, a long time ago.  This is 
an update.  Is the bridge going to be the same height?  It's just going to be 
(inaudible), but it's going to be taller, right? 

Eggleston: Yes, it's going to be about 1 1/2 feet higher than the current bridge.  Chair, 
can I make one more comment? 

Male: Sure. 

Eggleston: I just wanted to congratulate East Palo Alto on getting your 
bicycle/pedestrian overcrossing in place before we did, even though we 
started so much earlier.  To let you know, I'm having to answer a lot of 
questions now to my boss and City Council about why we're not done yet. 

Fallaha: We had help.  Thank you, Brad and Michel. 

Male: Let's have a ten-minute recess for everybody to take a look at all four plans, 
and then you'll be ready for the meeting at City Council. 

Male: I would like to join in our plans, but I can go over because when East Palo 
Alto did this years ago and went for Alternate 4, we went over a lot of 
elements along Woodland Creek that were also—we went through a lot of 
details through it.  That's why I want to see it here.  I just don't want to walk 
up through there and look at it once.  That kind of stuff should be in the 
packet. 

Fallaha: I think that makes sense.  (inaudible) they're in there because (inaudible).  
We'll go out and (inaudible) a nice presentation.   
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Letter T‐3. Transcript from East Palo Alto Public Works and Transportation 
Commission Meeting, 6/19/19 

Response to Comment T‐3.1 

The	commenter’s	support	for	Build	Alternative	4	is	noted.	

Response to Comment T‐3.2 

The	City	of	Palo	Alto	will	have	ownership	and,	thus,	responsibility	for	operations	and	maintenance	
of	the	new	bridge.	

Response to Comment T‐3.3 

As	explained	during	the	meeting,	design	will	utilize	each	City’s	standards	(Palo	Alto’s	and	East	Palo	
Alto’s)	on	either	side	of	the	bridge	for	the	street	lamps.	The	Project	proposes	to	replace	the	street	
lights	in	kind.	A	photometric	study	is	included	as	part	of	the	architectural	review	plan	set	for	the	
Project.	At	this	time,	it	is	not	anticipated	that	street	lamps	will	be	placed	on	the	bridge	itself.		

Response to Comment T‐3.4 

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	T‐3.1	and	T‐3.2.	With	respect	to	the	commenter’s	concern	that	
the	City	of	Palo	Alto	has	responsibility	for	operations	and	maintenance	of	the	new	bridge,	the	City	is	
the	lead	agency	for	the	Project	and,	thus,	has	responsibility	to	carry	out	the	Project.	

Response to Comment T‐3.5 

Please	see	Master	Response	1.	

Response to Comment T‐3.6 

A	distinct	benefit	of	this	bridge	replacement	project	is	substantially	improved	pedestrian	and	bicycle	
facilities	compared	to	the	lack	of	facilities	for	alternative	modes	present	today.	The	City	of	Palo	Alto	
is	studying	various	options	to	narrow	vehicular	lanes	and	improve	pedestrian	and	bicycle	facilities.	
These	options	are	being	presenting	to	Caltrans.	The	City	agrees	with	the	need	to	accommodate	all	
users	for	the	future.		

Response to Comment T‐3.7 

The	commenter’s	preference	to	remove	the	bridge	is	noted.	Please	see	Master	Response	1	regarding	
cut‐through	traffic.		

Response to Comment T‐3.8 

The	commenter’s	support	for	the	Project	and	concern	for	any	option	that	would	permanently	
close/remove	the	bridge	is	noted.	The	commenter’s	support	for	the	flood	protection	aspect	of	the	
Project	is	noted.	
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Call to Order/Roll Call 

Present: Chair Wynne Furth, Vice Chair Baltay, Board Members Alexander Lew, David Hirsch and 
Osma Thompson. 

Absent: None 

Chair Furth: Good morning. Welcome to the regular meeting of the Architectural Review Board of the City 
of Palo Alto, for July 18, 2019. Would you please call the roll? 

[Roll Call] 

Oral Communications 

Chair Furth: The first item on our agenda, as always, is oral communications. This is the time for anybody 
who wishes to do so to speak to the Board on a matter not on today’s agenda. Do we have any speaker 
cards for this item? We have no speaker cards. Seeing no volunteers, we’ll go on. 

Agenda Changes, Additions and Deletions 

3. PUBLIC HEARING/QUASI-JUDICIAL Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project [19PLN-00130]:
Review the Environmental Impact Report, Allow for Public Comment, and Consider a Major
Architectural Review Application to Allow for Demolition of an Existing Two-Way Bridge On
Newell Road Between Woodland Avenue in East Palo Alto and Edgewood Drive in Palo Alto and
Construction of a New Bridge Along the Same Alignment That Meets Caltrans Standards for
MultiModal Access. Environmental Assessment: An Environmental Impact Report
(EIR)/Environmental Assessment (EA) was Circulated on May 31, 2019 for a 60 Day Comment
Period That Will End on July 30, 2019 in Accordance With the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Zoning District: Not Applicable (Public
Right-of-Way) Adjacent Single-Family Residential (R-1[10,000]). For More Information Contact
the Project Planner Claire Hodgkins at Claire.Hodgkins@cityofpaloalto.org.

Chair Furth: Item #3, a public hearing on a Newell Road bridge replacement project. We are asked to 
review the environmental impact report, allow for public comment on that impact report, so, essentially, 
we’re holding the public hearing for the environmental impact report on this project. And, consider a 
major architectural review application to allow for demolition of an existing two-way bridge on Newell 
Road between Woodland Avenue and Edgewood Drive, and construction of a new multimodal bridge on 
the same alignment that meets Caltrans standards for multimodal access. The public comment period on 
the environmental assessment – this is a combined federal and state environmental review document, 
incidentally, so everybody uses slightly different words. But the public review period ends on July 30, 
2019, so those who wish to comment should do so before that. The adjacent property – in the city, at 
least – is R-1[10,000]. Could we hear from the project planner, please? 

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
DRAFT MINUTES:  July 18, 2019 

City Hall/City Council Chambers 
250 Hamilton Avenue 

8:30 AM 
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Claire Hodgkins, Project Planner: Good morning, Board members. Claire Hodgkins, Project Planner on this 
project. The project before you today, as you noted, is a Newell Road Bridge replacement project. Newell 
Road Bridge crosses San Francisquito Creek at Newell Road, between Edgewood Drive in Palo Alto and 
Woodland Avenue in East Palo Alto. To avoid repetition, I’m going to just give a brief overview of the 
project description, and then let Public Works Engineering speak to more detail about the purpose and 
objectives of the project. The City is required to identify a proposed project for the purposes of CEQA. 
After thorough review, Alternative 2 in the environmental analysis was selected as the proposed project. 
That was done in coordination with other responsible agencies for the project, as well. The plans before 
you today reflect that alternative, which includes replacement of an existing two-lane bridge with a two-
lane bridge along the same alignment. The new lanes would be wide enough to meet Caltrans standards 
for “sharrows,” which are shared bicycle and vehicle lanes. And also includes a sidewalk on each side of 
the bridge. The existing bridge is being razed to allow better flow capacity beneath the bridge. The 
project also raises a portion of Woodland Avenue and Newell Road Bridge, and it includes some retaining 
walls to support that road being razed. For informational purposes, we’ve also included a site plan in the 
plan set for the other three build alternatives, so if you look in your plan sets and you see Alternative 1, 3 
and 4, those are the other potential alternatives being considered. Public Works Engineering is also going 
to provide a bit more information on each alternative that was evaluated in the draft EIR/EA 
[Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment], and the staff report also provides a little bit 
more information on those alternatives as well. This is just a quick view of the bridge from Newell Road 
in Palo Alto. This is a view of the proposed bridge from East Palo Alto, on Newell Road, again, looking 
over Woodland Avenue. Part of the purpose of this meeting is to provide another opportunity for public 
comment on this project. As you noted, the circulation period for the draft EIR/EA is ongoing right now 
and ends on July 30th. This is the fourth and final public hearing during that review period. But we’re also 
here to request that the ARB provide comments on the design of the proposed project. Any thoughts you 
guys have on the bridge, the railings, the retaining walls, the landscaping in particular, would be very 
helpful. And then, any comments you may have on the draft EIR/EA are also welcomed. I also want to 
note that to the extent that you have comments relating to the NEPA [National Environmental Policy Act], 
Caltrans is here today to answer any questions as the lead agency for NEPA. In terms of next steps, as 
noted, the draft EIR/EA comment period ends on July 30th, and then we’ll prepare responses to all of 
those comments. We’ll be returning to the ARB for a formal recommendation on the project, and then, 
going to the Council for Council decision. With that, I will turn it back to you, and recommend that you 
hear from Public Works. 

Chair Furth: Thank you. I had one question. The other responsible agencies in this case are…? 

Ms. Hodgkins: There are several other responsible agencies. City of East Palo Alto is a responsible 
agency. Santa Clara Valley Water District is a responsible agency. Regional Water Quality Control Board 
would be a responsible agency. There are a number of different responsible agencies involved. 

Chair Furth: This is like landing on an aircraft carrier. Okay. 

[crosstalk] 

Chair Furth: And you said this is the fourth public hearing. What are the hearings on the environmental 
document, what have the other hearings been for? 

Ms. Hodgkins: There was a Planning and Transportation Commission hearing on June 12th. And then, we 
had a community information meeting on June 18th. What was the next one? I’m sorry? 

Michel Jeremias, Public Works Department: Hi, Michel Jeremias, City of Palo Alto, Department of Public 
Works. I’m a senior engineer, working on this project. A third meeting was scheduled for June 19th, and it 
was a Public Works Transportation Commission meeting in East Palo Alto. We also gave a brief 
presentation at the San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority Board, and we’ve had a separate 
community meeting for the City Council of East Palo Alto that was done earlier in the week, on July 16th. 
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Chair Furth: Thank you. First, to my fellow Board members, has everybody seen the site? 

Vice Chair Baltay: Yes. 

Board Member Lew: Yes. 

Board Member Hirsch: Yes. 

Board Member Thompson: I have not. But I looked at it on [crosstalk]. 

Chair Furth: All right, everybody but Board Member Thompson has been able to be there in person. Does 
anybody have any conversations they wish to disclose before we hear from this…? No. Thank you. Would 
you like to go ahead with your report? And spell your name for the transcriber. 

Ms. Jeremias: Thank you. My name is Michel Jeremias [spells name]. As we change our presentation 
here, bear with us a minute. Thank you. 

Chair Furth: We run your clock from when you’re ready to go. 

Ms. Jeremias: All right, thank you. The purpose and need. The project has been inspected over time by 
Caltrans, and Caltrans has determined that the bridge is functionally obsolete, meaning it does not meet 
the current Caltrans standards for either the upper travel lanes, or provide access for pedestrians through 
sidewalks. It also, it’s not providing any accommodations for cyclists crossing the bridge. In addition to 
that, the bridge has a couple of issues that are a concern. There is a stopping sight distance that’s 
obscured by having – as you can see on this photo – by having the trees and landscaping block the line 
of site. In addition to that, there is a vertical profile as you approach the bridge, crossing into Woodland, 
and that increase slope creates a visibility issue with the intersection of Woodland and Newell on the East 
Palo Alto side. Primarily, one of the bigger concerns on this project and how this is tied to an upstream 
project is that the bridge has a limited capacity. It can only allow 6,600 cubic feet per second to flow 
underneath it. The Pope-Chaucer project, as some of you may know, had flooding issues in the past. In 
1998, one of the storm events that occurred. Pope-Chaucer has only capacity to allow 5,400 CFS. Santa 
Clara Valley Water District, in conjunction with the JPA, are working on a project to replace that bridge. 
However, that project cannot commence until this project is replaced. Commencing that project would 
transfer the flooding issue downstream to any residence affected adjacent to Newell, so there is an 
urgent need to replace this project so that we can proceed with the upstream project. And, it would 
benefit the community by reducing the flooding risk that affects our neighborhoods. Project objectives. As 
we have described our need, we also tried to identify, what are the objectives? How do we identify which 
are the options to be considered for the EIR? Several items were considered. The first one primarily was 
vehicles maintaining a connection between both jurisdictions, allowing not only vehicles to pass through, 
but creating sidewalks and providing for multimodal. With those, there is, in line, looking into, let’s not 
increase traffic in either direction, and let’s not increase speeds. Those are items that were considered. 
The project before you is something that takes into account that should not increase speeds, or traffic, or 
divert traffic to other intersections. We also looked at increasing the capacity of this bridge. Increasing 
the capacity to something that is inline with the upstream project, and also, based on the largest storm of 
record, which is the 1998 storm. We’re proposing to bring this up to 7,500 CFS. That’s the capacity of the 
creek, as well. So, if you were to eliminate any constraints in the creek, that’s how much flow could get 
carried just through this creek, from upstream all the way out to, now the Bay. Recent improvements 
also downstream have allowed us to increase these capacities. As you’re aware of, there’s a project that 
took place to widen the levies. With these purpose and needs, we also – excuse me, objectives – we 
were able to narrow down – and this is following several community meetings that have occurred in the 
last seven years – to identify five alternatives. The fifth alternative, not shown here, is to leave the bridge 
in place. But the alternatives that were considered was, the first was a – in my next slide, I will be able to 
show you a depiction of what these entail. But for the purposes of the public, the first alternative 
considered was a bidirectional one-lane bridge. The second was a two-lane bridge on the existing 
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alignment. The existing alignment maintains the center line. We would replace the bridge using the 
center line as a control line, so the bridge would widen from the current bridge dimensions. I think I 
forgot to mention earlier, the current existing bridge is 22 feet wide. That’s from outside of the barrier to 
outside of the barrier. The travel lane is only 18 feet wide, so we would replace the existing bridge on the 
current alignment as Alternative 2. Alternative 3 looks at the same bridge, but a partial realignment, 
shifting the center line over 30 feet for closer alignment to the Newell Road and East Palo Alto. 
Alternative 4 is two-lane alignment with a full realignment, a 90-foot change. Alternative 1, a little bit 
more detail for you guys to look at. This depiction shows what Alternative 1 would include. Alternative 1 
is a bidirectional bridge. It’s only 60 feet wide; it provides five-foot-wide sidewalks that would 
accommodate the multimodal for pedestrians. But, in order to accommodate 16-foot, traffic in two 
directions, 16 feet wide, we need to install traffic signals. A total of 15 traffic signals would be needed. A 
majority of them would be located in East Palo Alto. The traffic signals would allow traffic to flow in one 
direction at a time. One traffic signal is needed on the Palo Alto side, and that’s to accommodate this 
driveway approach right here. Vehicles would only be able to travel in one direction at a time. There 
would be long-term operation maintenance cost associated with this alternative for the fiber and for the 
power that’s needed to run the traffic signals. The area of disturbance for purposes of comparison, it’s 
45,000 square feet. Alternative 2. Here is a site plan that shows Alternative 2 and where it’s in relation to 
the existing bridge. It’s really difficult to tell, but you can see, here are the foundations of the existing 
bridge. This is, again, two 14-foot-wide lanes, two five-foot-wide sidewalks. It would be stop controlled. 
The area of disturbance, again, is 45,000 square feet. This is similar to Alternative 1, but in this 
alternative, one of the items that I want to, as we proceed through the slide, I want to make note of. We 
were looking at the bike lane terminating at the end of the driveway approach here. We would then 
stripe within the 14 foot wide, four feet off from the curb. We would stripe a shoulder line. That would 
create a 10-foot travel lane. The shoulder lane would act as a bike lane. I know we’ve had a number of 
comments through the ongoing meetings that we received regarding adding measures, so this is a little 
bit of a change. We’ve added more information on these slides for your purposes, to show that the travel 
lanes in both directions still maintain at 14 feet wide, but four of those would be shoulders, and that 
could be used for cyclists. Another thing to make note of, as Claire stated, we are raising this bridge by 1 
½ feet, which also requires raising the approaches on both sides – on the Palo Alto side and the East 
Palo Alto side – by a total of four feet. That would reduce the vertical profile that currently creates a 
problem as people are driving over the bridge. Alternative 3. This is, again, two 14-foot-wide lanes, 5-
foot sidewalks, partially realignment with 30 feet shifting. Again, stop-controlled, and the area of 
disturbance increases. As you can see on the site plan, you can see where the existing bridge is in 
relation to the proposed bridge. Alternative 4 is a full realignment. Similar to the previous alternatives, 
we’re looking at two 14-foot-wide lanes, two 5-foot-wide sidewalks, with a full realignment. The area of 
disturbance is higher, 55,000 square feet, so as part of the EIR, analyze anything we have to mitigate at 
a later date. For the purpose of the meeting, we’ve added a few slides to kind of clarify the trees that are 
to be removed. On the slide, the items circled in red are the trees that are to be removed. Of those nine 
trees that are located within Palo Alto, I’ve identified the variety. We’ve got four eucalyptus trees that are 
right adjacent to these corners; a buckeye that I know a lot of people are in favor of; and of course, live 
oaks. These are the trees to be removed. Several trees to be removed also as part of this alignment 
would be located on the East Palo Alto side. The proposed project, again, this is showing you, we’ve 
made a few changes over the course of our presentation. We have an existing streetlight in place. That 
streetlight would need to be replaced because we are lifting the road. The proposed retaining walls that 
are needed would be located behind the sidewalk, so those retaining walls would not be visible from the 
public. But, for the most part, they would be visible on the East Palo Alto side by the residents of those 
areas. On our side, what we intend to do is also provide some screening. This area does not create the 
line of sight concerns. The concern with line of sight is located on Newell, on Woodland. That’s the area 
we try to avoid to add more trees. We’re proposing right now to provide a California buckeye, a blue oak, 
and Western redbud in this area. If you have opinions as far as what we would want to place, please 
provide us any comments and let us know. I thought there was a need of placing another buckeye, and 
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we’re providing two buckeyes in this location. Proposed project, also we talked about the concrete 
retaining walls. As stated, the concrete retaining walls are located behind the sidewalk. This shows where 
the retaining walls are shown, in red. The retaining walls on the Palo Alto side would again be located 
behind the sidewalk, as we’re raising the road. The location of the trees are shown in green in this 
proximity. And apologies; this isn’t a landscape plan, this is an engineering plan that has been added with 
a few details to depict where the trees are to be located. We also would look at guardrails to be installed. 
Guardrails are required to be installed per the CBC [phonetic] where the separation between the adjacent 
grade is 30 inches or higher, so we would try to provide those. For the purposes of the project, I think 
we are assuming retaining walls would be needed along this stretch, about 100 linear feet of retaining 
walls. We probably wouldn’t need guardrails the entire stretch. We’d probably only need, as we conform 
to the existing grade, the guardrails would be eliminated. A little more detail as far as the bridge itself. As 
you stated, this project is funded by Caltrans and they are reviewing it. We’ve got to comply with 
Caltrans’ requirements. Their standards for the bridge barrier is a Type 80SW for the sidewalk width on 
this. This is an area of what the guardrail would look like. The full height is over three feet. There are 
openings in the middle of the guardrail which would allow also for vehicles to be seen as people are 
driving across from Woodland. This would allow us to improve the line of sight concerns that we have. 
Other areas we’re looking at on the Palo Alto side, where the picture of the guardrails would be installed. 
The guardrail would be located in the retaining walls, any areas that are taller than 30 inches. That wraps 
up my presentation. Thank you. 

Chair Furth: Thank you. Any questions of staff before we go on? Before we go on to the public? Yes? 

Vice Chair Baltay: Two questions, please. As I understand it, you want to increase the flow of the creek 
under the bridge to 7,500 cubic feet per second. Is it possible to do that by somehow widening the 
channel, rather than raising the bridge? 

Ms. Jeremias: Unfortunately, it is not. Widening the channel, we have to remove the two barricades, the 
foundations that support the existing bridge. We’d have to remove those foundations to do the widening 
of the creek. So, there is no way of us to widen the creek in that vicinity and allow the flow to pass. 

Vice Chair Baltay: I’m sorry, you said if you remove the foundations of the existing bridge, then you 
could? 

Ms. Jeremias: If we remove the foundations of the existing creek, that would increase the capacity, but 
we’d also have to raise the bridge to allow that 7,500… 

Vice Chair Baltay: There’s no way to not raise the bridge and increase the width. 

Ms. Jeremias: No. 

Vice Chair Baltay: Second question. Have you or anybody researched the actual statistics of traffic 
incidents, accidents, pedestrian, bicycle problems, at this bridge right now? I understand it’s considered 
to be a dangerous intersection as you come over the bridge into East Palo Alto because it drops and you 
don’t have good sight lines. Is there a record of actual accidents occurring there? 

Ms. Jeremias: We do have a record. I want to say it was minimal, the number of accidents. I want to say 
it’s negligible. I don’t know offhand, though, but I think it was… We did not only information from the 
City of Palo Police Department, also East Palo Alto and Menlo Park, and I think we received, maybe a 
total of two or three, offhand. 

Vice Chair Baltay: Two or three over…? The past year? Or total of recorded…? 

Ms. Jeremias: For the period of the last couple of years. 

Vice Chair Baltay: And is that a lot, is that many, or few accidents for this type of situation, location? 
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Ms. Jeremias: I think it was negligible. 

Vice Chair Baltay: Okay, thank you. 

Chair Furth: Board Member Thompson. 

Board Member Thompson: I had a question on the concrete barrier detail section. There’s a black square 
kind of underneath the big concrete box, and…. I’m on Alternative 2, Cross Section. I think we did see it 
in your presentation, as well. 

Ms. Jeremias: Let me go back to that slide. 

[Locating slide.] 

Board Member Thompson: There you go. In the top right-hand corner, there’s that little black box that’s 
underneath… 

Ms. Jeremias: Right. 

Board Member Thompson: … measured at three inches. I don’t see that in the elevation. What is that? 

Ms. Jeremias: That little block is another steel, it’s still part of the bridge itself. The guardrail. It’s a steel 
metal barrier that goes across the intersection. One of the things that we have to comply in this project 
[inaudible] there’s a lot of difficulties involved, and a lot of things that need to be measured out. In this 
circumstance, we need to meet Caltrans’ mash test, meaning that if there is an accident and anyone hits 
the guardrail, this will prevent the guardrail from falling. It has to comply. This is one of the guardrails 
that has passed that mash test, so we’re installing a guardrail, a barrier, that meets Caltrans’ standards. 
That small circle is part of their standard barrier. It’s a small square. It’s steel. 

Board Member Thompson: It’s the steel bar that goes across the whole thing, and it’s not being shown 
on the elevation. 

Ms. Jeremias: Right. I think it has been inadvertently omitted on the elevation right below. 

Board Member Thompson: Got it. Thank you. 

Chair Furth: Any other questions? I have a question. I’m looking at page 2.1.5-17 in the Environmental 
Assessment, which is a drawing, a photograph and photo simulations of the existing and future view 
from… 

Female??: Two-point-what? 

Chair Furth: Two-point-one-point-five-dash-seventeen. Key view #1, existing view and build-out 
[phonetic] submitted; #2, simulated conditions from Newell Road looking towards East Palo Alto? And 
one shows a heavily wooded, you know, big eucalyptus, dappled sunlight, as it keeps saying in the 
aesthetic section. And one shows a wide-open, no shade, new bridge. In the environmental discussion, it 
talks about there would be some additional greenery and landscape softening, and what-not. Is this 
picture down below the initial state, or is this what it looks like with the grown landscaping? 

Ms. Hodgkins: This would be the initial state. At the time that this was prepared, we just didn’t know the 
landscape design yet. In the visuals today, we were adding in some of the trees that would be added on 
the Palo Alto side. I will note also that there is going to be additional landscaping. A lot of the 
landscaping that we can do on the East Palo Alto side is on private properties, so we are working with the 
private property owners to resolve which trees are going to have to be removed, and how they want… 

Chair Furth: This is not what the project is intended to look like when it’s done. 

Ms. Hodgkins: Correct. 
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Chair Furth: Thank you. All right, we have a number of people who wish to talk to us today, we’d like to 
hear from. The first one is Richard Yankwich, to be followed by Kevin Fisher.  

Richard Yankwich: Of course, I would be the first one. I wanted to hear everybody else. 

Chair Furth: We can put you in the back of the stack if you want. 

Mr. Yankwich: No, that’s okay. My name is Richard Yankwich [spells name]. I live at 1490 Edgewood, for 
the past 28 years. I’m about 150 feet away from the bridge. I’m the second house in.  

Chair Furth: I’m sorry, I forgot to tell you, you have three minutes. 

Mr. Yankwich: I understand. I understand this Newell Bridge must be replaced to improve water flows 
and flood control, but to limit and calm traffic, it should be as small as possible. On the line, narrow, and 
short. I’m not sure this project complies with that. I’m making this comment because the staff report and 
the EIR underestimate both the traffic impact of the designs and the extent to which East Palo Alto and 
Palo Alto have conflicting cross-purposes. I have been attending these meetings for the last seven or 
eight years and have gone through all the designs. I’ve also gone to East Palo Alto’s 2035 EPA general 
plan meetings. The west side is intended to be the most densely populated part of East Palo Alto, and 
they are intending to add hundreds of units, commercial mixed use, and raise building heights up to 75 
feet, while the city of Palo Alto notes in this report that Crescent Park is a low-density residential 
neighborhood. This bridge literally is what’s between those conflicting views of the neighborhoods. High-
density mixed use, low density residential. I think the bridge needs to be realistic about what’s really 
going to happen over the next hundred nears, because that’s how long the last bridge was in place. The 
Palo Alto staff report does not acknowledge any possibility of a traffic increase. I would just direct your 
attention to where it says, “However, the improvement would be so marginal, it is not anticipated to 
cause an increase in traffic through the area.” No change in the TIR. That is incomprehensible to me, 
that you can look at what is planned by both cities and think that there will be no change in the traffic. 
The size of the bridge is going from 18 feet wide to 45 feet wide. What I’m most concerned about is that 
right now, you can do sharrows and sidewalks and plan it so that people will use it in a nice, low-volume 
way, but when you’ve nearly tripled the size of the bridge, the pressure that’s going to be on that bridge 
in the future, to do away with the sidewalks, to increase traffic, do whatever we can to increase flow, 
because it’s one of only three points where that whole neighborhood in East Palo Alto has access, to 
Stanford, to the hospitals, to Palo Alto, to shopping centers. That’s what East Palo Alto talks about all the 
time. And on the Palo Alto side, we act as if it’s just going to be a bucolic residential, low-density 
community. My concern is that the traffic has not been taken seriously. And I don’t disagree that it isn’t 
the best alternative, but maybe one lane with a traffic signal would be better. Because I don’t know how 
to analyze this traffic, but I’m pretty sure that the EIR and the staff report really have not done so. Thank 
you. 

Chair Furth: Thank you. Kevin Fisher, please, to be followed by Clare Elliot. 

Kevin Fisher: Good morning, folks. My name is Kevin Fisher. I live at 728 Alester Avenue. I’ve been in 
Palo Alto for 35 years now, 34. Twenty years ago, my family was a victim of a manmade disaster, which 
is the floods of February 2-3 of 1998. I evacuated my small children in the middle of the night, carrying 
them through thigh-deep, poison oak-laden waters. It’s really a miracle there was no loss of life in that 
timeframe. It’s truly a miracle. I could go on and on, but I don’t need to. My children are now in their 
20’s, and finally we are on the cusp of a solution that will reduce the chance of flooding. 101 to the Bay 
has been largely solved, and Pope-Chaucer Bridge replacement is on the fast track. The main thing 
standing in the way is completion of a solution for the Newell Road Bridge. This Newell Road project has 
been bumping along for the better part of a decade. It was ahead; now it’s behind. And I’m very 
frustrated by our City’s inability to get something done. Now is the time to act. Pick a project. I don’t care 
which one. Other people have opinions about the particular project. I want a project. So, this manmade 
obstruction will be removed, and the risk of flooding will be diminished. If my City cannot find a 



City of Palo Alto Page 8 

consensus and get a solution to this, literally the water will be on your hands. Not you personally, but the 
City overall. I realize you’re just one part of this larger complex project, but please, find a solution. Thank 
you. 

Chair Furth: Clare Elliott, to be followed by Hamilton Hitchings. 

Clare Elliott: Hello. My name is Clare Elliott, and I’m a resident of the Ventura neighborhood, but I have 
ridden my bicycle over this bridge, and driven over it. I also was a past City employee who helped get the 
permits for the water quality monitoring station that was underneath it, and would love to see at least a 
slow gauge at that location, if not continued water quality monitoring. I’m currently a senior ecologist 
with Grassroots Ecology, and for over 20 years we’ve been involved in stewarding San Francisquito Creek 
and various entities, like Peninsula Conservation Center, Bay Area Action, [inaudible] stewardship, and 
now, we’re Grassroots Ecology. My primary concerns are about the natural resources element. I have 
commented in the past about concerns about the hardening of the creek banks, and that we minimize 
the amount of hardening that we do, and find ecologically-friendly ways to protect the creek from 
erosion. My other concerns are related to the natural resources in the form of the vegetation. 
Unfortunately, I haven’t seen the design. I’ve looked on the City website but didn’t find a preferred 
design, so I’m just going on what it said in the EIR as far as possibilities and what the mitigation would 
be. But I hear from Michel that the buckeye tree is slated for removal, and that tree has been one that I 
have had my eye on for years and have wished to have nominated for Heritage Tree status. I brought a 
picture that I took in the spring a few years ago. I see an earlier picture that Michel had up was of the 
tree, and below, it’s got an amazing canopy. In the spring, the scent of those flowers, it’s like you’re in 
Hawaii. And it’s a venerable old tree that’s been there, I guess for over 100 years. I discovered that of 
our eight heritage trees in Palo Alto, only three of them are native trees, two redwoods and one oak. This 
tree is not only aesthetically amazing… And I was really concerned that the EIR said – and I quote – 
“Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, such as trees?” Well, that’s paraphrased. The 
answer was no. Scenic resources aren’t visible because the trees block the view. Again, I paraphrase, but 
that’s what it said. You can’t see the forest for the trees. So, the impact on the aesthetics. And it said 
there was no forest land damage. Well, this is a riparian forest. I’m glad to see that the EIR says that the 
native trees should be replaced 3-to-1 and the non-native trees should be replaced 1-to-1 with native 
trees, so that’s a step in the right direction. The EIR lists invasive species but does not list eucalyptus as 
one, even though it’s on the Cal-IPC list of invasive species. The blue gum. And I believe that people are 
not aware of the value of these native species in habitat. This is like taking out an apartment building and 
replacing it with three single-family homes for the amount of habitat it’s providing. Or, like a roommate of 
mine who ran over a Stradivarius. Well, that’s okay, we’ll just buy three new Stradivarius. Stradivari-I? I 
really would like to see a design adjustment that allows us to maintain that bridge. In the past, Palo Alto 
has been very good about maintaining oaks, the old roads that go around trees… 

Chair Furth: I need to ask you to wind up. 

Ms. Elliott: To sum up, yes. I’d love to see maybe a hybrid between 1 and 4, so that the bridge is 
narrower and realigned to be able to protect that tree species. 

Chair Furth: Thank you. 

Ms. Elliott: I will also provide comments to the EIR in writing. 

Chair Furth: Thank you. I have a question for you. What’s the view of your group on the Himalayan 
blackberry in there? 

Ms. Elliott: We remove… 

[crosstalk] 

Chair Furth: … good habitat. 
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Ms. Elliott: It is not good habitat because it replaces a lot of native species that are used more by our 
native wildlife, and it’s very invasive. 

Chair Furth: Thank you. 

Ms. Elliott: We are removing it in a lot of places and replacing it with a native blackberry. 

Chair Furth: Thank you. 

Hamilton Hitchings: Good morning. I’m Hamilton Hitchings, I live in the Duveneck-St. Francis 
neighborhood, like Kevin. What Kevin didn’t tell you is that after that night, he and his family, with his 
children, had to move out for nine months while they remodeled the house because his house was one of 
400 that had over-the-floor flooding. In De Soto, a lot of people stepped out of their bed into over a foot 
of water, and in places it was six feet deep. There are thousands of houses in the flood zone, and when I 
woke up at three in the morning, Channing was a river. It’s really hard for us to imagine, but it was a 
river, and it continued to rise, and by the morning, it was within an inch of coming in my front door. We 
really want this bridge. The average flood capacity is, on average, it will over-top the banks every 22 
years. It’s been about 21 years. Now, it doesn’t mean that next year, it’s going to happen. This is a one 
in every 22 years. But the flood capacity is fairly low, and the reason is because in the 1940s, a city 
engineer filled in the sides of under the Newell Bridge with concrete. That significantly reduced the 
capacity. Now, as they said, to get to 7,500, you have to actually replace the bridge and raise it. But a 
city engineer made it a lot worse. We really need this project to increase flood protection for our 
neighborhood, for Duveneck-St. Francis and Crescent Park. It’s also dangerous to walk and bike across 
the bridge, which a lot of people do every day. And while Alternatives 1 through 4 all dramatically 
increase pedestrian, bicycle and vehicle safety over the bridge, 3 and 4 would realign it, so, in theory, it 
would increase speed and the amount of traffic. And it’s also important to keep in mind that many school 
children use Newell Road for their safe routes to school, for the Greene Middle School. It’s packed with 
kids on bikes in rush hour. For those reasons, I oppose options 3 and 4. In terms of funding, 85 percent 
of the $8.5 million is covered by Caltrans for Alternatives 2 or greater. I heard they were in the room 
today. I’d like them to speak to whether they would support Option 1, or not, because I think that’s an 
important decision criteria. It would be nice to not have to pay the 85 percent of the $8.5 million. For 
these reasons, I believe that, based on what I know right now, the preferred Alternative #2, selected 
cooperatively by the City of Palo Alto and East Palo Alto, is clearly the best overall trade-off. Please 
proceed with haste before another flood like the 1998 flood significantly damages hundreds of homes in 
Palo Alto. Thank you again for your time, and also for the staff for doing a nice job on the EIR. Thank 
you. 

Chair Furth: Thank you. Thomas Rindfleisch, to be followed by Xenia Hammer. 

Thomas Rindfleisch: Good morning. I’m Tom Rindfleisch. I live on Tevis Place, which is across from 
Eleanor Pardee Park. I had a foot and a half of water in my yard in 1998, and we’re 21 years out from 
that date and have finally a plan for getting the creek up to a level that would handle the 1998 flood. 
Pope-Chaucer Bridge is basically the dam, but it can’t be replaced until Newell Bridge is replaced. I 
believe that we absolutely have to move forward. There was $28 million in damage in 1998 from that 
flood, and we cannot have another one. We’ve had three very near cause in the intervening years. I 
manage the Crescent Park Neighborhood Association email list. Every winter, during the rainy season, I 
get lots of messages about, should we sandbag, should we evacuate, what should we do? It is absolutely 
imperative that we move forward. I believe that Option 2 that has been proposed by the City is a middle-
of-the-road, absolutely defensible option. The two extremes, and the arguments for the two extremes, 
have been going on now for nearly 10 years, and we’ve made no progress forward. I believe we need a 
compromise. I believe that Option 2 provides a way to satisfy Caltrans requirements. I believe it can also 
be modified as necessary to control traffic in terms of volume and speed. It accommodates pedestrians; 
it accommodates bicyclists. And as was mentioned, we are fortunate to have Caltrans supporting this 
replacement project, and if the funding that is available for that is something that facilitates what is going 
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to be, probably a $50 million project to increase the flow capacity of San Francisquito Creek. If that 
comes away, we have another problem of, how do we get the funding in place? And I think it’s silly not 
to take advantage of the opportunity that Caltrans has afforded us. So, please, please, help us get this 
bridge replaced. I believe Alternative 2 is a perfectly good plan for doing it. Thank you. 

Chair Furth: Thank you. Thank you. Xenia Hammer. 

Xenia Hammer: Hello. I’m Xenia Hammer, and I live on Sharon Court in Palo Alto, and that’s close to the 
intersection of Channing and Newell. A few of the earlier speakers spoke of the urgency of this project, 
and this project is truly urgent. The flood happened more than 20 years ago. This project has been in 
discussion for the past eight years. It’s time to get it done. This project is necessary for flood control on 
San Francisquito Creek, as Ms. Jeremias and prior speakers talked about. In terms of the alternatives 
proposed, the four build alternatives would all meet the flood control criteria equally well. Alternative 2, 
build-out Alternative 2, which is the proposed alternative, when a few minutes ago you compared it to 
landing on aircraft carrier. Alternative 2 lands on the aircraft carrier. Both the City of Palo Alto and East 
Palo Alto have to agree to this project. Alternative 2 meets that criteria. Alternative 1, I’ve heard East 
Palo Alto officials saying that that would not be acceptable. Alternative 2 provides increased pedestrian 
and bicycle safety. It can incorporate traffic calming measures that would ensure traffic safety for all 
involved. Another thing to keep in mind in evaluating various public comments is that the folks on the 
Palo Alto side who live close to Newell Road Bridge are currently not in the flood zone. They are just fine 
with the status quo, and that’s because of the specifics of this creek. The ground level next to the creek 
is actually higher than farther away from the creek, and because currently Pope-Chaucer Bridge would 
divert the water currently, the way it is right now. In evaluating those comments, it’s important to realize 
that the folks on the Palo Alto side who live close to the Newell Road Bridge are just fine with the status 
quo. Thousands of folks in Palo Alto who are in the flood zone are not okay with the status quo. So, it is 
important to move forward with these projects as quickly as possible. I urge you to move forward with 
this project, and especially with the locally preferred alternative, build Alternative 2, because it lands on 
the aircraft carrier. Thank you. 

Chair Furth: Thank you. And it does not look like it fell off the spaceship. Okay. We’ve been asked to do 
several things. There’s nobody else. We have no further speaker cards. We’ve been asked to do several 
things. One of the things is that we had a question from a member, one of the commentators asked for a 
statement from Caltrans, and maybe you can answer this, about whether they would participate in 
funding of Alternative 1. 

Ms. Jeremias: They will not participate. Staff is here from Caltrans today, is here to answer [inaudible] 
related questions. 

Chair Furth: Go ahead, Claire. 

Ms. Hodgkins: [inaudible] 

Ms. Jeremias: I just wanted to clarify. The first person that spoke had a comment regarding the width of 
this bridge, 45 feet wide. It’s not. It’s actually 42 feet wide. It’s also not… 

Chair Furth: I’m sorry, if you could speak a little more slowly. 

Ms. Jeremias: Also, the locally preferred alternative is not aligned, so just a point of reference. 

Chair Furth: And that’s Option 2. 

Ms. Jeremias: That’s Option 2. 

Chair Furth: Which keeps the, sort of existing extreme traffic calming. 

Ms. Jeremias: Exactly. 
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Ms. Hodgkins: If I could also add to that. I think a lot of people are kind of saying, well, it’s double the 
size, and then, there’s some concern that that would increase traffic. I want to clarify that it is wider; 
however, we’re looking at a curb to curb width of 18 feet, and it’s supposed to be a bidirectional bridge, 
so, that’s about nine feet per lane, which is not really enough room for two cars to safely pass each 
other. With the new design, we’d be looking at 14-foot sharrows, but as we noted, the shoulder would be 
drawn at four feet. We’re talking about 10-foot-wide vehicle lanes versus nine-foot-wide vehicle lanes. A 
four-foot area for bicyclists who could also share the road, and five feet on either side for pedestrians. 
Really, most of that width is coming from additional bicycle lane area and additional pedestrian area.  

Chair Furth: I have one question. The 10 feet that’s dedicated to pedestrian use, is that at a different 
elevation? Is that a raised sidewalk? 

Ms. Hodgkins: It’s slightly raised, yes. 

Chair Furth: It’s not intended to be an extra space for bicycles or…? 

Ms. Jeremias: No, currently, it’s not. The design ahead of us shows the shoulders adjacent to the travel 
lane. The sidewalk is raised by six inches, a typical standard sidewalk. 

Chair Furth: Thank you. Anything else staff wants to add in your ten minutes? Any further questions of 
staff before we bring this back to us? We’ve been asked to do two things here. One is comment on the 
environmental assessment; the other one is, I guess, comment on the proposal, is comment on the 
proposal. That’s the request of staff. Any comments on the environmental assessment, first? Peter? 

Vice Chair Baltay: Yes, great, thank you. Overall, it’s a very impressive impact report, at least as far as 
the ones I’ve seen. It seems to me, however, there’s two things that it’s lacking on addressing properly. I 
think that the project will raise to grade between one and four feet over a fairly significant amount of 
distance in the side roads, especially on the East Palo Alto side. And I don’t see it addressing secondary 
things, like how much more dangerous does that make riding along the sidewalk? Or, if you have a traffic 
accident and you go over this four-foot embankment? Or, if you live just on the other side of this four-
foot retaining wall? I think it’s a significant impact, and I don’t see that addressed in your report. The 
second thing I think one of the members of the public mentioned is that, I think it is likely that this new 
bridge will increase the traffic flow between East Palo Alto and Palo Alto. Let me rephrase that. I think 
the traffic across this bridge will increase between East Palo Alto and Palo Alto, maybe not because of the 
bridge, but traffic is going to increase, and I don’t see much of a mention of what that does to the Palo 
Alto side, at least. The people who live along this road are going to be impacted. Traffic is going to 
increase, I think, because of development in East Palo Alto. The bridge perhaps facilitates that. In any 
case, all of that, I think, should be at least discussed in the impact report. Those are my two comments 
on that. Thank you. 

Chair Furth: Anybody else have comments on the impact report? In that case, I have one. This is an 
environmental assessment, right? It’s not the federal equivalent of a negative dec; this is a full-blown 
environmental document, so you can find adverse impacts as long as you deal with them. You have more 
freedom of action here. I think it’s a really sophisticated discussion of the aesthetics. It’s a very 
thoughtful discussion of what’s there, of how people perceive it, of how it will change. I don’t think that 
this document makes the case for no impact, primarily with respect to the replacement of heavily 
wooded, rich, riparian habitat, even if it needs to have some trees and bushes removed. As opposed to 
what we see in the lower figure at 2.1.5-17. You may be able to make that case if you better explain to 
us how it’s intended to work when you do that landscaping and that replacement planting, and you do 
the maximum tree conservation. But I don’t think you’ve done it yet. I think it understates the value of 
the, that great, you know, overgrown bramble patch, which is quite lovely in its own way, and is quite 
important as riparian habitat, which is a rare commodity here. I think that section needs to be reworked 
and beefed up. And perhaps we acknowledge that there is a permanent loss. I don’t know. But as it 
stands now, if I was reviewing this from the outside, I would think you haven’t made your case that there 
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is no adverse impact. And having done that, you fail to address how to make it better. I mean, if you 
have to do a statement of overriding considerations, so be it. All right. Any comments on the other area 
where Claire asked for comments, which was the proposed alternatives themselves? Particularly 
Alternative 2. Alex?  

Board Member Lew: I’m fine with Alternative 2. 

Chair Furth: Peter? 

Vice Chair Baltay: I think Alternative 2 is the preferred solution. It’s certainly okay with me. I have two 
design ideas, I guess, to throw out, and now seems to be the time to do that. One is that, be careful with 
your 30-inch grade separation requiring a railing. That’s a code minimum, and it may be appropriate 
inside a residence or something like that, where people are very familiar with the project, but I think, on 
the side of a sidewalk, if you have a 30-foot drop-off, that’s a dangerous situation. You should have 
guardrails to a much less grade change. Just consider not just a code requirement. Secondly, maybe it’s a 
folly, but when I drive down El Camino and go over the bridge, over the same creek, between the two 
counties, there’s a small cast in place memento, saying you’re going from San Mateo into Santa Clara. 
This is a 100-year bridge. Why don’t we leave our children with something on the bridge, cast into it 
somehow? Just a memento that says this is the county line, or this is the date it was built. It’s an easy 
thing, it doesn’t take much to do, but it would be nice to see some detail like that added to the project. 
Thank you.  

Chair Furth: Osma. 

Board Member Thompson: I’m also fine with Option 2. My only concerns, which I think have already been 
discussed, are the impact to the landscape, the foliage. I’m sure everyone is doing what they can to 
retain as much as possible. The replacement trees do seem a lot less than what’s getting removed, so 
that’s a concern. And then, the actual design of the barrier, the mash…? What was it called? Mash test-
rated barrier. I don’t have too much experience in what all the particular formations are with that. Not 
absolutely in love with the design chosen in terms of that, but again, we have to meet a criteria, and 
there aren’t many designs that meet that. It just is what it is. But if you’re asking for our comments on it, 
I think it could be better. But it is what it is. 

Chair Furth: David? 

Board Member Hirsch: I also agree that number 2 is the best solution. I also agree with my cohorts here 
who say that the landscape plan is very important. We see excellent engineering drawings here, but we 
don’t really see the aesthetics of what you see in the environment above it completed yet, and I would 
hope that that would be added to this study. The shape of the bridge seems to be shape based on 
engineering, again, to prevent the car from destroying the perimeter there, but it isn’t particularly 
aesthetic. But I think you could go along with protections, and it’s very important, of course, crossing the 
bridge. I wouldn’t look to anything too much different than this. It’s sort of a functional situation. It 
doesn’t really, and it isn’t really a major crossing all the time, so I think it’s okay to be functional rather 
than extremely aesthetic. But some delightful items could happen here as well with a little more creative 
thinking somehow. I’m really pleased, I happen to live on San Francisquito Creek, a little further up, and 
I’m glad the water will be flowing better down this way, and hoping for improvements to our area as 
well, which would follow, I’m assuming. I happen to be in a non-flood zone but feel a little sorry for my 
neighbors who aren’t, and who, in fact, are lower than they ought to be relative to the creek. I’m 
wondering about the bicycle lane. Does it continue around…? I’m going south on Woodland, or where, 
but it seems to stop abruptly. Is it a continuation on Woodland? 

Ms. Jeremias: On Woodland and on Newell on the East Palo Alto side, they have sharrows, so the bike 
lane would end at the return on, on the return of the bridge.  
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Board Member Hirsch: And I think that meeting the level changes relative to the height of the street 
seem to be trickier in the East Palo Alto area than they are in Palo Alto itself. But there is one property 
there, and that’s going to be raised, their roadway is raised significantly to create access to the road? 
That’s been negotiated with the owner of that property? 

Ms. Jeremias: We have met with all the property owners, and the one property that you’re referencing is 
475 Newell, and we have been talking with them. They are aware of what’s going to happen, and what 
we’ll need in order to adjust their driveway approach. 

Board Member Hirsch: Okay. I think that’s pretty much it. I think the landscaping, it will be really nice to 
see a more advanced design drawing for the landscaping throughout.  

Chair Furth: I arrived here in 1998, right after the flood, which is why the house I’ve lived in for the past 
20 years is not in the flood zone. Being in the City Attorney’s office, dealing with some of the flood 
aftermaths, and talking to traumatized new friends and co-workers was, it was quite the event. It was 
very hard on many people. It looks to me that the choice of Option 2 is a good one. I do think that… I do 
support Vice Chair Baltay’s suggestion that, think about incorporating some element of commemoration 
and beauty here. It’s true that our bridge into Menlo Park has interest of that kind, and our bridge into 
East Palo Alto should as well. What’s on the other side of Chaucer Street? I forget. More Menlo Park? 

Ms. Hodgkins: Yes. 

Chair Furth: Thanks. A notorious phrase, at this point. I do remember spending lots of time, looking at 
those gauges, watching the water levels rise. It’s nice to not do that. I do think that these creek banks 
are some of the most beautiful places in Palo Alto. This is a very rare creek, as we all know, one that still 
flows to the Bay, and I think the work has been careful in this environmental review, but I don’t think it’s 
been thorough enough in terms of that aspect of what’s precious about this particular landscape. I think 
it undervalues it. Thank you for all your hard work. I think we have nothing further to say. You don’t 
need any motion from us at this point, do you? All set? 

MOTION 

Board Member Lew: I think the staff report recommends continuing it. Right? 

Chair Furth: Continue this to a date uncertain? Could I have a motion to that effect? 

Board Member Thompson: I move to continue this to a date uncertain. 

Chair Furth: Is there a second? 

Board Member Lew: I will second. 

Chair Furth: Motion by Thompson, second by Lew, to continue this to a date uncertain. All those in favor 
say aye. Opposed? None. Passes 5-0. Everybody present. 

MOTION PASSES 5-0. 

Chair Furth: Thank you so much for coming to speak to us. Thank you for your continued interest in the 
project. Thank you for your continued work on the project.  

Ms. Jeremias: Thank you. 
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Letter T‐4. Transcript from Palo Alto Architectural Review Board Meeting, 7/18/19 

Response to Comment T‐4.1 

Please	see	Master	Response	1.	The	traffic	analysis	did	assume	that	future	development	from	other	
projects	within	the	area	would	result	in	increased	traffic	to	the	area	in	general	under	the	year	2020	
and	year	2040	scenarios.	However,	these	increases	are	expected	to	occur	under	both	the	No	Build	
Alternative	and	all	build	alternatives.	Build	Alternative	2	proposes	to	replace	a	two‐lane,	bi‐
directional	bridge	where	the	lane	widths	are	substandard	(9	feet)	with	a	two‐lane	bi‐directional	
bridge	where	the	lane	widths	are	10	feet.	The	new	bridge	would	also	accommodate	bicycles	and	
pedestrians	(9	feet	of	dedicated	width	on	either	side	of	the	bridge)	for	a	total	width	of	38	feet.	The	
Draft	EIR/EA	analyzes	the	No	Build	Alternative	and	four	build	alternatives	presented	in	the	analysis.	
If	future	changes	are	proposed	to	the	design	of	the	bridge,	as	noted	by	the	commenter,	such	changes	
would	require	further	evaluation	and	public	review	at	that	time.	

Response to Comment T‐4.2 

The	commenter’s	support	for	the	Project	is	noted.	

Response to Comment T‐4.3 

The	comment	does	not	address	an	issue	on	the	substance	of	the	Draft	EIR/EA.	The	City	of	Palo	Alto	
continues	to	coordinate	with	responsible	agencies	regarding	the	monitoring	station.	

Response to Comment T‐4.4 

See	Response	to	comment	I‐5.2	

Response to Comment T‐4.5 

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	I.5‐1	through	I‐5.4.	

Response to Comment T‐4.6 

The	commenter’s	support	of	the	Project’s	flood	protection	benefits	is	noted.	

Response to Comment T‐4.7 

Safety	for	alternative	modes	is	a	primary	consideration	throughout	the	Project:	from	appropriate	
planning	through	detailed	final	design.	A	distinct	benefit	of	this	bridge	replacement	project	is	
substantially	improved	pedestrian	and	bicycle	facilities	compared	to	the	lack	of	facilities	for	
alternative	modes	present	today.	Build	Alternatives	3	and	4	are	not	presented	as	the	Locally	
Preferred	Alternative	in	the	Draft	EIR/EA.	Additional	information	can	be	found	in	Master	Responses	
1	and	2.	

Response to Comment T‐4.8 

As	responded	to	in	the	public	meeting,	Build	Alternative	1	does	not	meet	federal	guidelines	and,	
therefore,	would	not	be	eligible	for	Highway	Bridge	Program	funding.	Build	Alternative	2	does	meet	
federal	guidelines	and,	therefore,	would	be	eligible	for	funding.	
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Response to Comment T‐4.9 

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	I‐1.1.	

Response to Comment T‐4.10 

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	I‐1.1.	

Response to Comment T‐4.11 

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	I‐1.1.	

Response to Comment T‐4.12 

The	bridge	would	be	raised	by	approximately	1.5	feet,	while	the	roadway	approaches	would	be	
raised	by	approximately	4	feet.	The	sidewalks	would	also	be	raised	to	match	the	new	grade,	avoiding	
any	potential	impacts	on	users	of	the	sidewalk.	Raising	the	bridge	and	the	roadway	approaches	
would	improve	sight	distance,	which	would	make	travel	over	Newell	Road	Bridge	safer	for	all	modes	
of	transportation.	The	retaining	walls	would	also	serve	to	protect	private	properties	from	traffic	
accidents	and	would	also	protect	pedestrians	from	the	proposed	grade	separation	between	the	
sidewalk	and	private	properties.	These	design	features	of	the	Project	would	not	cause	any	
significant	impacts	under	CEQA;	instead,	they	would	improve	the	safety	of	Newell	Road	Bridge.		

Response to Comment T‐4.13 

Please	see	Master	Response	1.	The	Draft	EIR/EA	analyzes	the	Project’s	impact	on	the	environment.	
It	does	not	analyze	the	impacts	of	other	development	projects	on	the	environment,	including	how	
those	projects	may	contribute	to	increases	in	traffic.	As	discussed	in	Section	2.1.4.3,	Environmental	
Consequences,	of	the	Draft	EIR/EA	and	in	Master	Response	1,	although	traffic	is	generally	anticipated	
to	increase	within	the	vicinity	of	the	bridge	over	time,	the	Project	itself	would	not	affect	traffic	levels	
in	the	area.		

Response to Comment T‐4.14 

The	type	of	document	is	an	environmental	impact	report/environmental	assessment	(EIR/EA).	
Under	CEQA,	an	EIR	means	that	a	significant	and	unavoidable	impact	is	allowed.	Under	the	National	
Environmental	Policy	Act	(NEPA),	an	EA	determines	whether	or	not	a	federal	action	has	the	
potential	to	cause	significant	environmental	effects;	if	it	does,	than	an	environmental	impact	
statement	(EIS)	must	be	prepared.	For	NEPA	purposes,	it	has	been	determined	that	the	Project	
would	not	cause	significant	environmental	effects	on	the	environment.	Caltrans	will	issue	a	finding	
of	no	significant	impact	(FONSI).	Under	CEQA,	significant	and	unavoidable	traffic	impacts	were	
found	due	to	temporary	bridge	closure	during	construction.		

The	Draft	EIR/EA	acknowledges	that	there	would	be	an	impact	on	aesthetics	and	on	the	riparian	
habitat	in	Sections	2.1.5,	Visual/Aesthetics;	2.3.1,	Natural	Communities;	3.2.1,	Aesthetics;	and	3.2.4,	
Biological	Resources.	Mitigation	Measures	MM‐AES‐4,	MM‐BIO‐1,	and	MM‐BIO‐2	all	specify	
requirements	for	replacement	of	trees,	vegetation,	and	riparian	habitat.	With	implementation	of	
these	mitigation	measures,	impacts	under	CEQA	would	be	reduced	to	a	less‐than‐significant	level.	
This	impact	is	not	considered	significant	and	unavoidable	under	CEQA	or	significant	under	NEPA	
because	the	mitigation	measures	would	be	effective	at	replanting	the	area	with	trees	and	native	
vegetation.		
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