














5  Responses to Oral Comments on the Draft EIR San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
 

Page 5-8 East Contra Costa BART Extension Responses to Comments 
 April 2009 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 5  Responses to Oral Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

East Contra Costa BART Extension Responses to Comments Page 5-9 
April 2009 

 



5  Responses to Oral Comments on the Draft EIR San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
 

Page 5-10 East Contra Costa BART Extension Responses to Comments 
 April 2009 

 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 5  Responses to Oral Comments on the Draft EIR 
 

East Contra Costa BART Extension Responses to Comments Page 5-11 
April 2009 

H1-CS1.   Antioch Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Jose Anguiano 
(dated October 13, 2008)   

H1-CS1.1 A station at Los Medanos (Century Boulevard) was considered during the original 
eBART feasibility study.  However, it did not meet the criteria used to identify 
potential station sites, which included the following considerations:   

• Station spacing – Century Boulevard is very close to Railroad Avenue. 

• Density of existing and potential future development – The predominant land 
use is low density retail.  Most of the vacant land is slated to be developed as 
auto dealerships.  There is limited opportunity for transit-oriented development 
(TOD) and the current uses are not transit supportive. 

• Accessibility from the local and regional highway network – Century 
Boulevard does not have freeway access and the nearby Somersville Road 
interchange is very congested. 

• Potential transit connections – Los Medanos College, which is nearby, is the 
current local transit hub, and is one of the more important focal points for Tri 
Delta Transit.  If a new hub were created at Century Boulevard, it would 
compete with the Los Medanos hub.    

• Constructability – The commercial development in this area has been built right 
up to the existing right-of-way.  The planned widening of SR-4 with the 
Proposed Project in the median will require a partial taking of several 
commercial parcels and a total taking of one major motel.  Further widening to 
accommodate a station would involve displacing additional commercial 
buildings.  

• Ridership – The Proposed Project’s ridership model showed lower patronage at 
Century Boulevard than at Hillcrest Avenue. 

The commentor also expresses a preference for conventional BART over the 
Proposed Project.  The commentor also believes that the Proposed Project should 
not be funded by BART.  Funding for the eBART project is from a variety of state 
and regional sources.  See pages 2-38 to 2-41 of the Draft EIR for a more detailed 
description of project funding.  Also, please refer to Master Response 2 in Section 
3 of this document, regarding the Contra Costa County taxpayer’s contributions to 
the BART system and BART’s evaluation of providing conventional BART 
technology.  This comment concerns the merits of the project and does not concern 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  Discussions of 
the Proposed Project’s merits will occur during the upcoming BART Board public 
hearing. 
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H1-CS2.   Antioch Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Rod Flores 
(dated October 13, 2008)   

H1-CS2.1 The commentor expresses general support for the Proposed Project.  This comment 
concerns the merits of the project and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  Accordingly, no further response is 
necessary. 

H1-CS2.2 Contra Costa County, as an original member of the transit district, has been 
supporting the BART system since its inception; however, transit fees from Contra 
Costa County have gone to support the system as a whole, including construction 
of the original system, extensions (including $480 million extension to 
Pittsburg/Bay Point) and operations.  Funding for the Proposed Project is from a 
variety of state, regional, and county sources.  See pages 2-38 to 2-41 of the Draft 
EIR for a more detailed description of project funding.  It should be noted that the 
Proposed Project has sufficient funding to be constructed and would offer rail 
transit service and congestion relief to SR 4 for east Contra Costa County 
commuters.     

H1-CS2.3 The commentor has identified one of the primary benefits of providing transit 
services in an exclusive right-of-way; namely, the avoidance of mixing transit 
vehicles with other traffic in the SR 4 travel lanes.  Table 5-10 on page 5-39 of the 
Draft EIR provides travel time comparisons between Hillcrest Avenue and the 
Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station.  The table shows that under the No Project 
Alternative, this trip would take approximately 21 minutes; whereas with the 
Proposed Project, this trip can be completed in 10 minutes.  The Proposed Project 
would induce travelers to divert from driving along SR 4 and take eBART instead. 

H1-CS3.   Antioch Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Johrene Thomas 
(dated October 13, 2008)   

H1-CS3.1 The commentor expresses opposition to the bus system.  This comment concerns 
the merits of the project and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 
BART’s compliance with CEQA.  Accordingly, no further response is necessary. 

H1-S1. Antioch Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Richard 
Converse (dated October 13, 2008)   

H1-S1.1 The Proposed Project has secured or committed funding for a total of $502 million 
(Table 2-5 of the Draft EIR) and could be constructed.  Approval of the eBART 
project will be determined on the merits of the project.  The eBART project is 
independent of a BART extension toward the South Bay, and has its own 
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development history and funding sources.  According to the arrangement between 
BART and Santa Clara County, an extension to Santa Clara County would cover its 
own capital and operating costs and would not require BART funds.  The selection 
of a Diesel Multiple Unit technology is described in Master Response 1 in Section 
3 of this document. 

H1-S1.2 The cost to construct the DMU is estimated to be approximately $479 million.  
This includes a 9 percent construction contingency.  When costs are escalated to 
the midpoint of construction, the construction cost is estimated to be $502 million.   

H1.S1.3 Regarding diesel ratings from the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
the EPA does not classify diesel particulate matter as a hazardous air pollutant 
(HAP); however, they do consider diesel exhaust “likely to be carcinogenic.”  In 
1998, the California Air Resources Board classified particulate matter from diesel-
powered engines as a toxic air contaminant with carcinogenic characteristics.  The 
health risk assessment that was performed for the Draft EIR is summarized in 
Section 3.11, Air Quality, and evaluates the potential health effects associated with 
the diesel particulate emissions from the Proposed Project, taking into account the 
Air Resources Board’s designation of diesel particulate matter as a toxic air 
contaminant.  Additional details and information regarding the health risk 
assessment are provided on page 3.11-27 of the Draft EIR (Impact AQ-7), as well 
as in Master Response 5 in Section 3 of this document. 

The EPA and the State Air Resources Board have also developed additional 
regulations for diesel engines and diesel fuels.  The regulations that could be 
applicable to the Proposed Project are described on page 3.11-13 of the Draft EIR.  
These regulations include a diesel engine control program designed to lower the 
emissions standards for several categories of off-road engines.  As discussed in the 
Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would use trains with diesel engines that are 
compliant with EPA Tier 3 and Tier 4 standards, which are the two most stringent 
standards proposed.  These regulations are discussed on pages 3.11-13 and 3.11-
14 of the Draft EIR.   

H1-S2.   Antioch Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Robert Allen 
(dated October 13, 2008)   

H1-S2.1 The commentor expresses opposition to the Proposed Project.  This comment 
concerns the merits of the project and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  Discussions of the Proposed Project’s 
merits will occur during the upcoming BART Board public hearing.  Accordingly, 
no further response is necessary. 



5  Responses to Oral Comments on the Draft EIR San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
 

Page 5-14 East Contra Costa BART Extension Responses to Comments 
 April 2009 

H1-S2.2 Please refer to Responses 18.1 and 18.2, which address similar issues about the 
need for and costs of different features that were raised by the commentor in his 
comment letter.  Information in those responses and in previous correspondence 
with Mr. Allen indicates that his estimate of $13.1 million per mile is understated. 

H1-S2.3 Please refer to Response 18.3, which addresses a similar issue about the feasibility 
of a maintenance facility not at the end of the line that was raised by the 
commentor in his comment letter. 

H1-S2.4 Please refer to Response 18.4, which addresses a similar issue about an alternative 
station location that was raised by the commentor in his comment letter.  The 
commentor’s recommended station at Los Medanos at Century Boulevard would 
not satisfy a number of siting criteria, including accessibility, supportive land use 
development, distance from another station, and constructability. 

H1-S2.5 Please refer to Response 18.5, which addresses a similar issue about the track 
gauge that was raised by the commentor in his comment letter. 

H1-S2.6 The comment states that earthwork and structures would be the main cost 
associated with an extension of conventional BART technology.  BART staff has 
estimated the costs for a BART extension to Hillcrest Avenue in Antioch.  Based 
on these estimates, construction of retaining walls and aerial structures for the 
BART Extension Alternative is estimated to be $31 million.  In actuality, the two 
main costs for the BART Extension Alternative are BART systems 
(communications, traction power, and train control) estimated at $471 million and 
vehicles estimated at $130 million.   

H1-S3.   Antioch Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Mr. Wilkin 
(dated October 13, 2008)   

H1-S3.1 A station in the vicinity of Century Plaza (off Somersville Road) was considered 
for a possible station site during the original feasibility study for the Proposed 
Project.  However, it did not meet the criteria used to identify potential station 
sites, which included the following issues:   

• Station spacing – Century Boulevard and Somersville Road are very close to 
Railroad Avenue. 

• Density of existing and potential future development – The predominant land 
use is low density retail.  Most of the vacant land is slated to be developed as 
auto dealerships.  There is limited opportunity for transit-oriented development 
(TOD) and the current uses are not transit supportive. 
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• Accessibility from the local and regional highway network – Century Boulevard 
does not have freeway access and the Somersville Road interchange is very 
congested. 

• Potential transit connections – Los Medanos College, which is nearby, is the 
current local transit hub, and is one of the more important focal points for Tri 
Delta Transit.  If a new hub were created at Century Boulevard, it would 
compete with the Los Medanos hub.    

• Constructability – The commercial development in this area has been built right 
up to the existing right-of-way.  The planned widening of SR 4 with the 
Proposed Project in the median would require a partial taking of several 
commercial parcels and a total taking of one major motel.  Further widening to 
accommodate a station would involve displacing additional commercial 
buildings.  

• Ridership – The Proposed Project’s ridership model showed lower patronage at 
Century Boulevard than at Hillcrest Avenue. 

H1-S4.   Antioch Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Rod Flores 
(dated October 13, 2008)   

H1-S4.1 The commentor notes how crowded SR 4 is in the westbound direction during the 
AM peak period and expresses support for a transit line from Hillcrest to Pittsburg.  
This comment supports the need for extended transit service into east Contra Costa 
County, and reinforces the information in Table 3.2-4 on page 3.2-11 of the Draft 
EIR, which identifies the poor level of service in the westbound direction in the 
morning. 

H1-S4.2 eBART Phase 1 service to Hillcrest Avenue is expected to be in operation by 2015.  
A date for transit service beyond Hillcrest Avenue has not been determined.    

H1-S5.   Antioch Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Johrene Thomas 
(dated October 13, 2008)   

H1-S5.1 The commentor describes the difficulties and shortcomings of the bus system.  This 
comment concerns the merits of the project and does not concern the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  Accordingly, no further 
response is necessary. 

H1-S5.2 The commentor observes that travel times are lengthy during the commute periods.  
Table 5-10 on page 5-39 of the Draft EIR provides travel time comparisons 
between Hillcrest Avenue and the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station.  The table 
shows that under the No Project Alternative, this trip would take approximately 21 
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minutes; whereas with the Proposed Project, this trip can be completed in 10 
minutes.  The Proposed Project would induce travelers to divert from driving along 
SR 4 and take eBART instead.  As noted by the commentor, commuters cannot 
take advantage of the faster travel times if they cannot easily access eBART.  
Towards this end, the Proposed Project includes modifications to the Tri Delta 
Transit bus lines to better feed and connect to eBART. 

H1-S6.   Antioch Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by George 
Stikoresky (dated October 13, 2008)   

H1-S6.1 The commentor supports conventional BART rather than the Proposed Project.  
This comment concerns the merits of the project and does not concern the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  Discussions of the Proposed 
Project’s merits will occur during the upcoming BART Board public hearing.  
Please refer to Master Response 2 in Section 3 of this document regarding the 
Contra Costa County taxpayer’s contributions to the BART system and BART’s 
evaluation of providing conventional BART technology. 

H1-S7.   Antioch Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Robert Allen 
(dated October 13, 2008)   

H1-S7.1 Please refer to Response 18.4 for answers to similar comments raised in Mr. 
Allen’s comment letter about station staffing and a station at Century Boulevard.   
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H2-CS1.   Pittsburg Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Terry 
Robinson (dated October 16, 2008)   

H2-CS1.1 The commentor expresses support for the Proposed Project and a desire to get the 
project underway as soon as possible.  This comment concerns the merits of the 
project and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft EIR or BART’s compliance 
with CEQA.  Accordingly, no further response is necessary. 

H2-CS1.2 As noted by the commentor, the Proposed Project would create new jobs in east 
Contra Costa County.  As stated in Impact PH-1 on page 3.4-9 of the Draft EIR, 
operation of the Proposed Project would create 40 to 80 full-time equivalent 
positions and 33 additional jobs in the following sectors: Retail Trade; Health Care 
and Social Assistance; and Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services.  
During construction, the Proposed Project would also create 614 jobs in the 
Construction, Information, and Public Administration sector, as well as 367 
additional jobs through the economic multiplier effect. 

H2-CS2.   Pittsburg Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Bruce Ohlson 
(dated October 16, 2008)   

H2-CS2.1 The Proposed Project, with an alignment and a station in the median of SR 4, 
would not pose a hazard to bicyclists.  For station options with out-of-the-median 
station platforms (such as Northside East or Northside West), streets would be 
grade separated where they cross revenue tracks.  As noted in the revised 
discussion of Impact TR-8 of the Draft EIR (see Response 1.57 and Section 6, 
Revisions to the Draft EIR, in this document), bicycle facilities around the Railroad 
Avenue Station would be improved as part of the City of Pittsburg’s Specific Plan.  
Similarly, the City of Antioch’s Hillcrest Station Area Specific Plan includes 
bicycle lanes in the vicinity of the Hillcrest Avenue Station. 

H2-CS3. Pittsburg Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Matthew 
Carman (dated October 16, 2008)   

H2-CS3.1 The commentor questions how the Proposed Project would be funded.  As stated 
on page 2-38, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, project funding is provided by 
a combination of revenues from Contra Costa County’s transportation sales tax 
(Measure J) and State and regional funds.  These sources would fund the 
$502 million escalated capital costs of the Proposed Project.  As identified in 
MTC’s Regional Transit Improvement Program, adopted as Resolution No. 3839, 
the Proposed Project’s funding plan involves the sources listed in Table 2-5 on 
page 2-39 of the Draft EIR, including bridge tolls, state funds, Contra Costa 
Measure J funds, and money from the East Contra Costa Regional Fee and 
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Financing Authority.  The largest single source of funding comes from the CCTA 
Measure J, which would provide approximately $175 million to the Proposed 
Project, net of program and finance costs as reflected in the Measure J Strategic 
Plan.  The costs for any additional phases of the project are not included in the 
funding plan.  The Proposed Project currently has approximately $502 million in 
secured project funding.  A more detailed discussion of project funding is presented 
on pages 2-38 through 2-41 of the Draft EIR.   

H2-CS3.2 The commentor expresses support for the Proposed Project.  This comment 
concerns the merits of the project and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  Accordingly, no further response is 
necessary. 

H2-S1. Pittsburg Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Mike Lengyal 
(dated October 16, 2008)   

H2-S1.1 The commentor expresses support for the Proposed Project.  This comment 
concerns the merits of the project and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.   Regarding the difference in health risks 
between the Proposed Project and the BART Extension Alternative, Section 5, 
Project Alternatives, of the Draft EIR (page 5-152) explains that the BART 
Extension Alternative would not increase toxic air contaminants (TACs) exposure 
to individuals living near the alignment because propulsion under this alternative 
would be from electricity.  As a result, impacts from exposure to TACs would be 
even less than the less-than-significant effects identified for the Proposed Project.  
Impact AQ-7 in Section 3.11, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR describes the health 
risks that would result from the Proposed Project.  The maximum modeled cancer 
risk from exposure to DMU particulate matter emissions is three in one million at 
the maximally exposed individual (MEI).  The MEI is the location of highest 
modeled impact at a residence and assumes an individual would be present at this 
location for 70 years.  In other words, the analysis predicts that there is a chance 
that three more people in a million would get cancer over a 70-year exposure 
period due to the Proposed Project.  Additional details and information regarding 
the health risk assessment (HRA) are provided on page 3.11-27 of the Draft EIR.  
Also, please refer to Master Response 5 in Section 3 of this document regarding 
the health risks of the Proposed Project. 

H2-S1.2 Consistent with the BART System Expansion Policy, the Proposed Project would 
extend transportation services to communities currently not served by rail transit, 
as discussed on page 1-10 of the Draft EIR.  Stations would be designed to provide 
intermodal regional links to bus, shuttle, automobile, bicycle, and pedestrian 
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networks.  The Proposed Project would enhance the public’s access to jobs, 
education, shopping, and social activities throughout the Bay Area.  

Although the Proposed Project would not leave the SR 4 median, as stated by the 
commentor, intermodal transport would still be able to connect with BART.  As 
stated in Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, access to the stations 
would be provided via pedestrian overcrossings and bridges (see pages 2-9, 2-17, 
and 2-19 of the Draft EIR).  From outside of SR 4, BART riders would be able to 
transfer to other modes of transportation such as buses, shuttles, automobiles, 
bicycles, and pedestrian linkages.   

In particular, Tri Delta Transit would serve the Proposed Project and connect 
BART via bus to locations across east Contra Costa County.  As stated on page 
3.2-26 in Section 3.2, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, Tri Delta Transit operates 
16 local bus routes Monday thru Friday, including four express services, and three 
local bus routes during weekends and holidays.  Regarding the commentor’s 
concern about connection of the Proposed Project to the Amtrak train station in 
Antioch, Tri Delta Transit Route 387 would link Amtrak with BART.  

The commentor also expressed concern about a potential ferry terminal in Antioch 
and how the Proposed Project would not connect with this ferry.  The ferry 
terminal is currently under study by the City and the Water Emergency Transit 
Authority, and bus connections to the ferry service would be developed as part of 
that proposal.  Tri Delta Transit Route 387, which currently travels within the 
vicinity of the Antioch Marina, may be able to link the Proposed Project with the 
potential ferry terminal, although this route would be subject to approval by Tri 
Delta Transit.   

H2-S1.3 The commentor requests a community bulletin board or other space available to the 
public for posting notices.  The request for comments during the Draft EIR public 
review period is intended to solicit comments on the adequacy of the document to 
characterize the Proposed Project’s impacts.  The Draft EIR was prepared to fulfill 
BART’s obligation under CEQA to identify the significant and potentially 
significant environmental impacts of the Proposed Project, regardless of the 
Proposed Project’s merit.  Accordingly, the commentor’s opinion regarding public 
kiosks at the station is a matter outside the scope of CEQA and will be reviewed 
further by BART. 
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H2-S2.   Pittsburg Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Robert Allen 
(dated October 16, 2008) 

H2-S2.1 The commentor expresses support that the Proposed Project would follow the SR 4 
median, rather than the Mococo Line.  This comment concerns the merits of the 
project and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft EIR or BART’s compliance 
with CEQA.  Accordingly, no further response is necessary. 

H2-S2.2 Please refer to Response 18.1 for issues related to track gauge, the transfer 
platform, the flyover, and the maintenance facility, and to Response 18.2 for issues 
related to project costs.  Response 18.3 addresses comments about car storage.  
These responses address comments raised by Mr. Allen in his written comments.  
Operation of the DMU would require a maintenance facility different from a BART 
maintenance facility, but the DMU maintenance facility would occupy less land 
than a BART maintenance facility and would cost less to build and operate.  
Construction of a maintenance facility for the DMU is estimated to cost $28 million 
compared to $125 million for a BART maintenance facility, which helps to reduce 
overall project costs.    

As noted in Response 18.4, a BART station at Century Boulevard would be 
approximately 3 miles from the Pittsburg/Bay Point Station, which is too close to 
an existing station.  Typically, BART prefers its stations 4 to 5 miles apart in 
suburban areas for BART extensions.  In addition, a station at Century Boulevard 
was previously considered and did not satisfy other siting considerations including 
accessibility, supportive land uses, and constructability. 

H2-S3.   Pittsburg Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Rob Gilfether 
(dated October 16, 2008) 

H2-S3.1 A station at Century Boulevard, about one mile west of Somersville Road, was 
considered but was rejected.  There is very limited space available at Somersville 
Road for a station and Century Boulevard was the closest location where there was 
land available.  A station at Los Medanos (Century Boulevard) was considered for 
a possible station site during the original feasibility study of the Proposed Project.  
However, it did not meet the criteria used to identify potential station sites, which 
included the following considerations:   

• Station spacing – Century Boulevard is very close to Railroad Avenue. 

• Density of existing and potential future development – The predominant land 
use is low density retail.  Most of the vacant land is slated to be developed as 
auto dealerships.  There is limited opportunity for transit-oriented development 
(TOD) and the current uses are not transit supportive. 
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• Accessibility from the local and regional highway network – Century 
Boulevard does not have freeway access and the nearby Somerville Road 
interchange is very congested. 

• Potential transit connections – Los Medanos College, which is nearby, is the 
current local transit hub, and is one of the more important focal points for Tri 
Delta Transit.  If a new hub were created at Century Boulevard, it would 
compete with the Los Medanos hub.    

• Constructability – The commercial development in this area has been built right 
up to the existing right-of-way.  The planned widening of SR-4 with the 
Proposed Project in the median will require a partial taking of several 
commercial parcels and a total taking of one major motel.  Further widening to 
accommodate a station would involve displacing additional commercial 
buildings.  

• Ridership – the Proposed Project’s ridership model showed lower patronage at 
Century Boulevard than at Hillcrest Avenue. 

H2-S3.2 The transfer platform at the Pittsburg/Bay Point Station, where BART and DMU 
passengers would transfer, would have a canopy over the central portion of the 
platform to protect patrons from the weather.  The typical station cross-section (see 
Figure 2-6 on page 2-14 of the Draft EIR) shows that the width of the canopy 
would nearly extend across the entire station platform, except for 2 feet at either 
end.  

H2-S3.3 The commentor asks why BART cannot be extended.  Please refer to Master 
Response 1 in Section 3 of this document concerning BART’s decision to pursue 
the DMU technology, rather than extending existing BART technology, and to 
Master Response 2 in Section 3 of this document regarding BART’s evaluation of 
providing conventional BART technology. 

H2-S3.4 Please refer to Response H2-S3.2 above regarding design features that would 
protect passengers from the weather. 

H2-S4.   Pittsburg Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Ed Franzen 
(dated October 16, 2008) 

H2-S4.1 The transfer platform at the Pittsburg/Bay Point Station, where BART and DMU 
passengers would transfer, would have a canopy over the central portion of the 
platform to protect patrons from the weather.  The typical station cross-section (see 
Figure 2-6 on page 2-14 of the Draft EIR) shows that the width of the canopy 
would nearly extend across the entire station platform, except for 2 feet at either 
end.  Solar panels at the transfer platform are not currently planned, but could be 
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added during the next stage of design.  BART is actively experimenting with 
generating solar power from structures on BART property.  Currently, solar panels 
are being installed at the Orinda BART Station, the Hayward Yard, and the 
Richmond Yard as part of solar demonstration projects.   

H2-S5. Pittsburg Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Matthew 
Carman (dated October 16, 2008)   

H2-S5.1 The commentor expresses support for the Proposed Project.  This comment 
concerns the merits of the project and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  Accordingly, no further response is 
necessary. 

H2-S5.2 The potential public health concerns due to exposure to diesel fuel emissions from 
the DMU trains are addressed in Master Response 5 in Section 3 of this document.  
As noted by the commentor, these health impacts would be offset, in part, by the 
reduced automobile emissions as commuters who drove their vehicles would switch 
to the Proposed Project. 

H2-S5.3 Solar panels are not currently planned, but could be added during the next stage of 
design.  BART is actively experimenting with generating solar power from 
structures on BART property.  Currently, solar panels are being installed at the 
Orinda BART Station, the Hayward Yard, and the Richmond Yard as part of solar 
demonstration projects. 

H2-S5.4 The commentor expresses support for the Proposed Project and constructing the 
project as quickly as possible.  This comment concerns the merits of the project 
and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft EIR or BART’s compliance with 
CEQA.  Accordingly, no further response is necessary.   

H2-S6.   Pittsburg Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Rob Gilfether 
(dated October 16, 2008) 

H2-S6.1 Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 3 of this document concerning 
BART’s decision to pursue the DMU technology, rather than extending existing 
BART technology. 

H2-S7.   Pittsburg Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by George Avery 
(dated October 16, 2008) 

H2-S7.1 The comment addresses the merits of the BART Extension Alternative and not 
having to transfer from one train to another train.  BART recognizes that 
inconvenient transfers between travel modes have an adverse effect on ridership.  It 
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is for this reason that BART has taken considerable care to design the transfer 
platform and to schedule the BART and DMU trains so that transfers are 
convenient and without significant wait times.  

H2-S7.2 A number of criteria were used to select station sites, such as:   

• Station spacing; 

• Density of existing and potential future development; 

• Accessibility from the local and regional highway network; 

• Potential transit connections;    

• Constructability; and 

• Ridership. 

Loveridge Road did not meet the criteria for a station site because the location is 
too close to the Railroad Avenue Station and there is no land available for a station 
at Loveridge Road.   

H2-S7.3 The commentor expresses support for the BART Extension Alternative to 
Loveridge Road, rather than paying for two systems.  The previous Response H2-
S7.2 provides an explanation why a station at Loveridge Road was rejected.  Other 
reasons why the DMU project is cost effective now, rather than the BART 
Extension Alternative, are found in Master Response 1 in Section 3 of this 
document. 

H2-S8. Pittsburg Public Meeting - Public Hearing Comments by Mike Lengyal 
(dated October 16, 2008)   

H2-S8.1 At the Hillcrest Avenue Station, 1,000 parking spaces would be provided in the 
year of opening (2015), with an additional 1,600 parking spaces (for a total of 
2,600 spaces) provided by 2030.  At the Railroad Avenue Station, 300 parking 
spaces would be provided in the year of opening (2015).   
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