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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 
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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. 

  





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-11 
April 2020 

Project # BRLS-5100 (017) 

 

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.  
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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. 
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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 
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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. 
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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. 
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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.  
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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.  
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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.  
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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. 
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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. 
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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.  
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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.  
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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.  

 

 

  





































































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-107 
April 2020 

Project # BRLS-5100 (017) 

 

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.  
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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. 
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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.  
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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. 
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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.  
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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. 
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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. 
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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.  
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Letter I-18. Bill Michel, 6/20/19 

Response to Comment I-18.1 

Please see Master Response 2.  
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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. 
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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.  
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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. 
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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. 

 

 

  





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-144 
April 2020 

Project # BRLS-5100 (017) 

 

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. 
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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.  
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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.  
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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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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.  
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