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2. Lam Nguyen, Acting Chief, California Department of Transportation, Division of 
Rail (letter dated October 27, 2008) 
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2.   California Department of Transportation, Division of Rail, Lam 
Nguyen (letter dated October 27, 2008)   

2.1 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. 

2.2 The Antioch Amtrak Station is located in Downtown Antioch approximately three 
miles from the Hillcrest Avenue Station which is part of the Proposed Project.  Tri 
Delta Transit, the local transit service provider in the project area, was consulted 
as part of the analysis performed for the Draft EIR.  This consultation resulted in 
a restructured service plan for Tri Delta Transit.  This new service plan is 
generally described on page 2-36 of the Draft EIR in the third paragraph under the 
section entitled “Interface with Existing Transit Services.”  Pursuant to the new 
service plan, Route 388, which currently serves the Hillcrest park-and-ride lot, 
would be shortened and split into two routes.  The northern portion of the route 
would be named 388A, and it would extend from the Hillcrest Avenue Station to 
Downtown Antioch and the Amtrak Station.  This line operates from 6:00 AM to 
10:00 PM on weekdays and provides service every 30 – 40 minutes during this 
period.  Route 387 would also serve the Amtrak Station and would provide a 
connection to the proposed Railroad Avenue Station in Pittsburg.   

To clarify the availability of existing and future connections between the Proposed 
Project and Amtrak, the following text is added to the end of the third paragraph 
under the section entitled “Interface with Existing Transit Services” on page 2-36 
of the Draft EIR: 

There is an existing Amtrak California Station in Downtown Antioch 
which is about three miles from the proposed Hillcrest Avenue Station.  
The Antioch Amtrak Station connects rail passenger service from 
Oakland to the Stockton area, north to Sacramento, and south to all the 
major cities in the San Joaquin Valley, Los Angeles, and on to San 
Diego.  In order to provide a connection to Downtown Antioch and the 
Antioch Amtrak Station, Route 388 would be modified into two routes, 
one of which would become Route 388A.  Route 388A would provide 
direct service to the Downtown and the Amtrak Station.  
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3. Allan Fone, Ph.D., Project Manager, California Department of Toxics Substances 
Control, Brownsfields and Environmental Restoration Program (letter dated October 
9, 2008) 
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3.   Department of Toxic Substance Control, Allan Fone (letter dated 
October 9, 2008)   

3.1 This comment references two previous letters sent by the commentor on August 1, 
2005 and April 7, 2008, during the scoping phase for the Proposed Project, which 
recommended assessment of past land uses in the project area, conducting 
sampling where recommended based on the assessment, and discuss the results in 
the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR describes such assessments on page 3.12-5 to 
3.12-9.  The majority of the project area is located within the SR 4 median.  As 
stated on page 3.12-21 of the Draft EIR, it is expected that mitigation measures to 
address environmental contamination along SR 4 would be implemented during 
construction of the SR 4 widening project and would reduce potential impacts to 
the public and to construction workers from hazardous materials exposure to a 
less-than-significant level.  Accordingly, soil or groundwater sampling within the 
SR 4 median will have already been conducted prior to construction of the 
Proposed Project.  For portions of the Proposed Project that are not already 
addressed by the SR 4 widening project, such as the Railroad Avenue Station 
parking lot and the Hillcrest Avenue Station options, further assessment, sampling 
and remediation will take place as provided by Mitigation Measures HS-8.1, HS-
8.2, and HS-8.3, on pages 3.12-22 and 3.12-23 of the Draft EIR.  



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR 

East Contra Costa BART Extension Responses to Comments Page 4-75 
April 2009 

4. Moses Stites, Rail Corridor Safety Specialist, California Public Utilities Commission, 
Consumer Protection and Safety Division (letter dated November 5, 2008) 
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4.   California Public Utilities Commission, Moses Stites (letter dated 
November 5, 2008)  

4.1 The Northside West Station option would require the extension of Viera Avenue 
from Slatten Ranch Road to access parking north of the Union Pacific Railroad 
(UPRR).  The Northside East Station option would not require the extension of 
Viera Avenue or Oakley Road, as all the project parking is south of the tracks and 
accessible from Slatten Ranch Road.  However, the Northside East Station option 
requires the extension of Slatten Ranch Road.  Costs for construction of these road 
extensions are not included in the Proposed Project cost estimates and would be 
paid for by other agencies.  In all cases, the road extensions would be grade 
separated over (or under) the UPRR and the Proposed Project’s tracks, pursuant to 
Public Utilities Code Section 1201.  Therefore, BART does not consider these 
station options to be more hazardous than the other options with the station in the 
median of SR 4.  

4.2 BART notes the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC’s) preference for 
the median station options and recognizes that the median station options would 
have a lesser likelihood of trespassing accidents, but, if either the Northside West 
or Northside East Station option were selected, BART would comply with all 
relevant CPUC and other safety regulations and standards.  The Proposed Project 
would include standard security chain link fencing along the adjacent UPRR line 
to prevent trespassing. 

4.3 The Proposed Project would be designed consistent with all relevant CPUC 
General Orders and requirements.  Representatives of the BART System Safety 
Department have met with the CPUC to discuss the General Orders that apply to 
the project.  BART recognizes that the Proposed Project’s system safety 
certification requires final acceptance by the CPUC, and BART will be 
cooperating with the CPUC as the project moves forward.  As the CPUC 
requirements are not mitigation measures for project impacts, it is not appropriate 
to include them in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the Proposed 
Project.   
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5. William R. Kirkpatrick, Manager of Water Distribution Planning, East Bay 
Municipal Utilities District (letter dated November 4, 2008) 
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5. East Bay Municipal Utility District, William Kirkpatrick (letter dated 
November 4, 2008) 

5.1 The commentor notes that EBMUD’s Aqueducts are large diameter pipelines that 
transfer water to EBMUD’s service area and are not considered surface water 
bodies, as stated in the Draft EIR.  Accordingly, the first paragraph on page 3.8-4 
of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Other Major Surface Waterways.  In addition to these watersheds and 
multiple unnamed drainages, the project corridor also crosses the following 
surface water bodies or water facilities, as shown in Figure 3.8-2: 

� Contra Costa Canal (partially surface waterway and partially buried 
water conveyance facility) 

� Los Medanos Wasteway (surface waterway functioning as a 
floodway) 

� Mokelumne Aqueduct (underground water pipelines) 

� Main Canal  

Figure 3.8-2 is intended to identify locations along the eBART corridor, where the 
Proposed Project’s alignment would encroach into a flood hazard area.  The blue 
lines in the figure represent waterways and/or water facilities.  Features in Figure 
3.8-2 have been relabeled to describe the type of waterway and/or water facility. 
See revised Figure 3.8-2 in Response 1.67 and in Section 6, Revisions to the Draft 
EIR, of this document. 

5.2 The Proposed Project would cross EBMUD’s Mokelumne Aqueduct 
approximately 600 feet east of the DMU transfer platform, a location where the 
extended BART tailtracks are planned.  To the extent necessary, BART would 
secure the necessary property rights to implement the project over the aqueduct 
pipelines.  As requested by the commentor, BART will provide detailed design 
drawings when the Proposed Project advances to the next stage of design.  Table 
1-3 on page 1-30 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows acknowledge EBMUD’s 
role in the review of the project: 
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Table 1-3  
Agencies with Permit and/or Approval Authority Over Proposed Project 

Agency Statutory Authority 

Permit or Approval 
Jurisdiction, Actions 

Covered 
Documentation or Prior 

Approvals Required 

Local 

East Bay Municipal 
Utility District 

Property Owner Right of entry Proposed Project plans 

Source: PBS&J, 2008. 

 

In addition, the following row is added to Table 3.14-1 on page 3.14-21 of the 
Draft EIR: 

 

Location From To Description Direction Comments Type Relocate 

SR 4 40+00 45+00 Pipeline TR Mokelumne 
Aqueduct 

Underground No 

 

The extension of BART tailtracks over the aqueduct would require the extension 
of BART’s third-rail traction power system.  BART will coordinate with EBMUD 
regarding appropriate design criteria in the vicinity of the aqueduct. 
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6. John Cunningham, TRANSPLAN Staff, TRANSPLAN (letter dated November 4, 
2008) 
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6.   TRANSPLAN Committee, John Cunningham (letter dated November 
4, 2008)   

6.1 To include a specific reference to the East County Action Plan, the first paragraph 
on page 3.2-37 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA).  All Contra Costa 
jurisdictions, including the cities of Pittsburg and Antioch, participate 
in the Measure C-1988 Growth Management Program.  Measure C 
requires, among other things, that each jurisdiction adopt level of 
service standards for Basic Routes based on the General Plan land use 
designations adjoining the routes and adhere to Traffic Service 
Objectives for Routes of Regional Significance.  The Routes of 
Regional Significance and the Traffic Service Objectives are identified 
in the East County Action Plan, published by the CCTA in 2000.  
Measure C specifies that the standards listed in Table 3.2-12 be applied 
to all signalized intersections on Non-regional Routes.  

The year 2000 update of the East County Action Plan sets forth the 
proposed objectives of the plan.  The Proposed Project would be 
directly supportive of several of the identified actions:  Action 1 – 
Implement Regional Transportation Improvements, Action 7 – Explore 
Commuter Rail Transit Options, Action 8- Park-and-Ride Lots, and 
Action 11- Provide Intermodal Transit Centers.  In addition, the 
Proposed Project would not conflict with any of the actions contained 
the East County Action Plan.   

6.2 As noted in Response 6.1 above, the Proposed Project is supportive of many of 
the actions identified in the East County Action Plan and would not conflict with 
actions in the plan.  

Page 3.2-37 of the Draft EIR identifies SR 4 as the only Route of Regional 
Significance in the Study Area (page 3.2-37).  However, the East County Action 
Plan identifies additional routes as having regional significance.  To recognize 
these additional routes, the second paragraph on page 3.2-37 of the Draft EIR is 
revised as follows: 

The only following are the Routes of Regional Significance in the study 
area, which is are evaluated according to different criteria than Basic 
Routes, is SR 4.  

� SR 4 
� SR 160 
� Deer Valley Road 
� East 18th Street  
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� Hillcrest Avenue 
� Leland Road 
� Railroad Avenue 
� SR 4 Bypass 

The Traffic Services Objectives that apply to these routes are shown in 
Table 3.2 -12A below: 
 

Table 3.2-12A 
Summary of Traffic Service Objectives for Regional Routes of Significance 

Regional Route Traffic Service Objectives 

1. Vehicle Occupancy of 1.2 persons per vehicle or 
higher during the morning peak hour 

2.  Delay Index of less than 2.5 

State Route 4 (freeway) 

3.  Transit Ridership increase of 25% by year 2010 
compared to year 2000 

1.  Level of Service D or better at signalized 
intersections 

2.  Level of Service E or better at unsignalized 
intersections  

State Route 4 (State Route 160 to Balfour 
Road) 

3.  Delay index less than 2.5 

Deer Valley Road 

East 18th Street 

Hillcrest Avenue 

Leland Road 

Railroad Avenue 

State Route 4 Bypass 

1.  Mid-Level of Service D or better at intersections 
(volume to-capacity ratio of 0.85 or less), except 
intersections on East 18th Street Bailey Road from 
West Leland Avenue to Canal, where objective is 
Level of Service E 

2.  Delay Index less than 2.0 

Source: Contra Costa Transportation Authority, East County Action Plan, 2000. 

 

 The following text is added as the third paragraph on page 3.2-20 of the Draft EIR 
immediately before the section entitled “Public Transit Services:” 

Traffic Service Objectives.  The ability of the current freeway and 
roadway network to meet the Traffic Service Objectives for the 
Regional Routes of Significance set forth in the East County Action 
Plan of 2000 was evaluated.  Twenty-one of the 31 study intersections 
are on routes of regional significance.  Of these intersections, the 
following 12 intersections currently fail to satisfy the Traffic Service 
Objectives: 
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� #4 Railroad Avenue/Center Drive 
� #5 Railroad Avenue/SR 4 Westbound On-Ramp 
� #6 Railroad Avenue/SR 4 Eastbound Ramps 
� #8 Railroad Avenue/Leland Road 
� #9 Leland Road/Harbor Street 
� #10 Leland Road/Freed Avenue 
� #16 Hillcrest Avenue/East 18th Street 
� #20 SR 4 Eastbound Ramps/Hillcrest Avenue 
� #22 Davison Drive/Hillcrest Avenue – Deer Valley Road 
� #23 East 18th Street/Viera Avenue 
� #29 Main Street/SR 160 Northbound Ramps 
� #30 Main Street/Neroly Road – Bridgehead Road 

In addition, the freeway portion of SR 4 does not meet the vehicle 
occupancy or delay index standards.  

The following text is added after the second paragraph on page 3.2-60 of the Draft 
EIR: 

Under the Year 2015 conditions, eight of the 31 study intersections 
would not satisfy the Traffic Service Objectives in the East County 
Action Plan for both the Proposed Project and No Project conditions.  
One additional intersection, Railroad Avenue/SR 4 Eastbound On-
Ramps, would not satisfy the objectives for the No Project condition 
but would satisfy them for the Proposed Project condition.  The 
intersections that would not meet the Traffic Service Objectives are: 

� #6 Railroad Avenue/SR 4 Eastbound Ramps 
� #8 Railroad Avenue/Leland Road 
� #9 Leland Road/Harbor Street 
� #10 Leland Road/Freed Avenue 
� #16 Hillcrest Avenue/East 18th Street 
� #19 SR 4 Westbound Ramps/Hillcrest Avenue  
� #20 SR 4 Eastbound Ramps/Hillcrest Avenue 
� #22 Davison Drive/Hillcrest Avenue – Deer Valley Road  
� #30 Main Street/Neroly Road – Bridgehead Road 

The Proposed Project would worsen conditions at one of these 
intersections, SR 4 Westbound Ramps/Hillcrest Avenue, as has been 
already discussed. 

 The following text is added after the first paragraph on page 3.2-71 of the Draft 
EIR: 

Under the Year 2030 conditions, ten of the 31 study intersections 
would not satisfy the Traffic Service Objectives in the East County 
Action Plan for both the Proposed Project and No Project conditions.  
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One additional intersection, Railroad Avenue/SR 4 Eastbound Ramps, 
would not satisfy the objectives for the No Project condition but would 
satisfy them for the Proposed Project condition.  The intersections that 
would not meet the Traffic Service Objectives are: 

� #5 Railroad Avenue/SR 4 Westbound On-Ramp 
� #6 Railroad Avenue/SR 4 Eastbound Ramps 
� #8 Railroad Avenue/Leland Road 
� #9 Leland Road/Harbor Street 
� #10 Leland Road/Freed Avenue 
� #16 Hillcrest Avenue/East 18th Street 
� #18 Sunset Drive/Hillcrest Avenue 
� #20 SR 4 Eastbound Ramps/Hillcrest Avenue 
� #21 Larkspur Drive/Hillcrest Avenue 
� #22 Davison Drive/Hillcrest Avenue – Deer Valley Road 
� #30 Main Street/Neroly Road – Bridgehead Road 

The Proposed Project would worsen conditions at two of these 
intersections, SR 4 Eastbound Ramps/Hillcrest Avenue and Sunset 
Drive/Hillcrest Avenue, as has been already discussed. 

The following text is added to the end of the third paragraph on page 3.2-72 of the 
Draft EIR: 

As such, the Proposed Project would support the Traffic Service 
Objectives for SR 4 in the East County Action Plan.  The reduced 
traffic due to the project would improve the delay index and would 
increase transit ridership. 

The following text is added to the end of the first paragraph on page 3.2-85 of the 
Draft EIR: 

The improvement in LOS would occur because trips on SR 4 would be 
diverted to the new transit service offered by the Proposed Project.  As 
such, the Proposed Project would support the Traffic Service 
Objectives for SR 4 in the East County Action Plan.  The reduced 
traffic due to the project would improve the delay index and would 
increase transit ridership. 

6.3 Please note the second paragraph on page 3.2-1 of the Draft EIR: “The traffic 
analysis was prepared in accordance with the Technical Procedure Update – Final 
(July 19, 2006) manual published by the Contra Costa Transportation Authority 
(CCTA).” 
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6.4 In response to this comment, the discussion and evaluation of pedestrian and 
bicycle impacts under Impact TR-8 on pages 3.2-96 and 3.2-97 of the Draft EIR 
(starting with the second paragraph) is revised as follows:  

Railroad Avenue Station Area. The Proposed Project is expected to 
generate a significant number of walking and biking trips to and from 
the stations (see Table 3.2-15).  These modes of access to the station 
are especially notable at the proposed Railroad Avenue Station, which 
is expected to have 30 percent of the Proposed Project passengers 
arriving and departing by non-motorized modes.  In the year 2030, this 
represents 266 pedestrian round trips and 19 bicycle round trips 
arriving at the station each weekday.  In addition, the passengers 
arriving by auto would be walking to the station from where they 
parked or were dropped off.  Both sides of Railroad Avenue have 
access to the DMU platform with stairs and elevator (see Figure 2-7).  
However, tThe design of the Railroad Avenue Station recognizes that 
the sidewalk along the west east side of the Railroad Avenue 
overcrossing of SR 4 is only 5 feet in width.  The proposed station 
design provides additional sidewalk width in the vicinity of the station 
entrances.  Though the station design includes safety railings that 
would occupy 6 to 8 inches along each sidewalk curb, the design and 
avoids construction of other physical elements that would reduce the 
effective width of the existing sidewalk.  Also, the layout of the station 
platform makes it more convenient to access the station from the east 
side of Railroad Avenue where the sidewalk is 10 feet wide. 

As identified earlier, there are a number of street segments in the 
vicinity of the Railroad Avenue Station that lack sidewalks either on 
one or both sides.  The Railroad Avenue Specific Plan prepared by the 
City of Pittsburg calls for a comprehensive program of sidewalk 
improvements which would result in construction of sidewalks for all 
the identified sidewalk gaps and upgrading the existing sidewalks in the 
area to a 10-foot width (with the exception of the sidewalk on the west 
side of the Railroad Avenue bridge over SR 4).  If widening this 
sidewalk, which is now 5 feet in width, required a physical widening of 
the bridge, it could be prohibitively expensive.  Other design solutions, 
such as narrowing the traffic lanes to expand the sidewalk, may be 
feasible.  BART is committed to cooperating with the City of Pittsburg 
and others in their efforts to enhance safety and security on the 
Railroad Avenue overpass sidewalks. There are currently sidewalks in 
the station area on both sides of the primary streets that provide access 
to the station.  One notable exception is Bliss Avenue which lacks 
sidewalks on either side between Railroad Avenue and Harbor Street.  
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As the park-and-ride parking facility for the station is located on this 
street segment, it would be critical that the north side sidewalks on this 
street are completed by the time the Railroad Avenue Station opens.   

The Specific Plan also calls for improvement to bicycle facilities on 
Railroad Avenue which in coordination with the existing bicycle lanes 
on Harbor Street would link the Railroad Avenue Station with the 
major existing and planned east-west bicycle facilities located both 
north and south of the station. 

The Proposed Project along with the cities of Pittsburg and Antioch 
that will adopt transit-oriented development plans that specifically call 
for strong linkages between the surrounding development and the 
stations are expected to enhance the network of pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities. 

Hillcrest Avenue Station Area.  The primary access route for 
pedestrians and bicyclists to the Hillcrest Avenue Station would be 
Hillcrest Avenue.  The linkage to the station from Hillcrest Avenue 
would be via improvements to existing Sunset Drive by BART.  
Hillcrest Avenue lacks a sidewalk along its western side between 
Sunset Drive and East 18th Street.  While it would be desirable to 
complete this sidewalk, there is an adequate sidewalk along the east 
side of the street which is closest to the Hillcrest Avenue Station.  The 
City of Antioch has prepared a Ridership Development Plan for the 
Hillcrest Station Area.  This plan includes new roadway facilities such 
as Slatten Ranch Road, Phillips Lane, and Viera Avenue that will 
provide access to the Hillcrest Avenue Station.  These new roads are 
planned to have sidewalks on both sides and bicycle lanes.  The CCTA 
is planning a redesign of the Hillcrest Avenue interchange with SR 4.  
This redesign takes into consideration the needs of pedestrians and 
bicyclists; however, with the plan to locate the Hillcrest Avenue Station 
near this interchange, it is important that the new design for the 
interchange include adequate sidewalks and facilities for bicyclists.  

MITIGATION MEASURE.  The following measure to be implemented along 
with Mitigation Measure TR-21.12, which calls for improvements at the 
Hillcrest Avenue/Sunset Drive intersection, would reduce the pedestrian and 
bicycle impact at the Hillcrest Avenue Station to a less-than-significant level.  
(LTS) 

TR-8.1  Construct sidewalks and bicycles lanes along Hillcrest Avenue and 
Sunset DriveSlatten Ranch Road.  For the Hillcrest Avenue Station, 
the Hillcrest Avenue/Sunset Drive intersection will be improved as 
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required in Mitigation Measure TR-21.12.  In addition to the 
improvements required by TR-21.12, improvements shall include a 
sidewalk along the east side of Hillcrest Avenue and a southbound 
bicycle lane in the areas affected by the construction of the other 
required intersection improvements.  BART shall contribute its fair 
share of these intersection improvements.  In addition, BART shall 
provide safe and convenient bicycle and pedestrian access from the 
Sunset Drive/Hillcrest Avenue intersection to the station platform 
area.  The portion of Slatten Ranch Road to be constructed by BART 
shall include sidewalks and bicycle lanes. 

6.5 The Contra Costa Transportation Authority has been a partner to BART in the 
development of the Proposed Project.  As plans for the Proposed Project progress, 
BART will continue to coordinate with the Contra Costa Transportation Authority 
and, in particular, take into consideration the update to the Countywide Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Plan.  
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7. Martin R. Engelmann, P.E., Deputy Executive Director, Planning, Contra Costa 
County Transportation Authority (letter dated November 3, 2008) 
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7. Contra Costa Transportation Authority, Martin R. Engelmann (letter 
dated November 3, 2008) 

7.1 The commentor notes that the document is well drafted and comprehensive.  As 
this comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft EIR or BART’s 
compliance with CEQA, no further response is necessary.   

7.2 The Contra Costa Transportation Authority, as well as other public agencies, is a 
“responsible agency” as defined by CEQA, which means that they play an 
important role in the CEQA process and ultimately in implementing the project 
through funding, permitting, or other actions related to project implementation.  
The first paragraph on page S-13 of the Summary of the Draft EIR is revised by 
adding the following sentence at the end of the paragraph:  

Responsible agencies also will consider the EIR when taking action on 
permits, funding, and other issues related to implementation of the 
project. 

The following sentence will be added as a sidebar in the margin of page S-13, 
after the note regarding “Lead Agency.”   

Responsible Agency 

A responsible agency is a public agency other than the lead agency that 
has discretionary approval authority over a project.   

7.3 The entry relating to permit jurisdiction for the Contra Costa Transportation 
Authority in Table 1-3 on page 1-30 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Review project for conformance with CCTA’s transportation plans, 
approval of expenditure of Measure J funds and co-sponsor of RM-2 
funds. 

7.4 The third paragraph on page 3.2-6 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Intersection Analysis.  LOS is a qualitative description of the 
performance of an intersection based on the average delay per vehicle.  
Intersection levels of service range from LOS A, which indicates free 
flow or excellent conditions with short delays, to LOS F, which 
indicates congested or overloaded conditions with extremely long 
delays.  The HCM 2000 method calculates LOS values based on the 
average delay in seconds at the intersection, which is converted to an 
LOS value.  The CCTA Technical Procedures guidelines permit this 
approach to deriving LOS using HCM 2000 methodologies (and 
Synchro 7 traffic analysis software), and this approach has been used in 
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this EIR analysis.  The CCTA’s Technical Procedures require local 
jurisdictions to analyze development projects in their communities 
using the Authority’s CCTALOS methodology.  This methodology is 
based on the “Circular 212 Planning and Operations Method.”  Local 
jurisdictions may use other methods in addition to the CCTALOS 
methodology, including the HCM 2000 methodology.  However, as a 
regional transit operator, BART is not explicitly subject to the 
Technical Procedures. 

7.5 Page 3.2-37 of the Draft EIR identifies SR 4 as the only Route of Regional 
Significance in the Study Area (page 3.2-37).  However, the East County Action 
Plan identifies additional routes as having regional significance.  To recognize 
these additional routes, the second paragraph on page 3.2-37 of the Draft EIR is 
revised as follows: 

The only following are the Routes of Regional Significance in the study 
area, which is are evaluated according to different criteria than Basic 
Routes, is SR 4.  

� SR 4 
� SR 160 
� Deer Valley Road 
� East 18th Street  
� Hillcrest Avenue 
� Leland Road 
� Railroad Avenue 
� SR 4 Bypass 

The Traffic Services Objectives that apply to these routes are shown in 
Table 3.2 -12A below: 
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Table 3.2-12A 
Summary of Traffic Service Objectives for Regional Routes of Significance 

Regional Route Traffic Service Objectives 

1. Vehicle Occupancy of 1.2 persons per vehicle or 
higher during the morning peak hour 

2.  Delay Index of less than 2.5 

State Route 4 (freeway) 

3.  Transit Ridership increase of 25% by year 2010 
compared to year 2000 

1.  Level of Service D or better at signalized 
intersections 

2.  Level of Service E or better at unsignalized 
intersections  

State Route 4 (State Route 160 to Balfour 
Road) 

3.  Delay index less than 2.5 

Deer Valley Road 

East 18th Street 

Hillcrest Avenue 

Leland Road 

Railroad Avenue 

State Route 4 Bypass 

1.  Mid-Level of Service D or better at intersections 
(volume to-capacity ratio of 0.85 or less), except 
intersections on East 18th Street Bailey Road from 
West Leland Avenue to Canal, where objective is 
Level of Service E 

2.  Delay Index less than 2.0 

Source: Contra Costa Transportation Authority, East County Action Plan, 2000. 

 

7.6 To address the Proposed Project’s effects on the Traffic Service Objectives for 
applicable Regional Routes, the following text is added as the third paragraph on 
page 3.2-20 of the Draft EIR immediately before the section entitled “Public 
Transit Services:” 

Traffic Service Objectives.  The ability of the current freeway and 
roadway network to meet the Traffic Service Objectives for the 
Regional Routes of Significance set forth in the East County Action 
Plan of 2000 was evaluated.  Twenty-one of the 31 study intersections 
are on routes of regional significance.  Of these intersections, the 
following 12 intersections currently fail to satisfy the Traffic Service 
Objectives: 

� #4 Railroad Avenue/Center Drive 
� #5 Railroad Avenue/SR 4 Westbound On-Ramp 
� #6 Railroad Avenue/SR 4 Eastbound Ramps 
� #8 Railroad Avenue/Leland Road 
� #9 Leland Road/Harbor Street 
� #10 Leland Road/Freed Avenue 
� #16 Hillcrest Avenue/East 18th Street 
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� #20 SR 4 Eastbound Ramps/Hillcrest Avenue 
� #22 Davison Drive/Hillcrest Avenue – Deer Valley Road 
� #23 East 18th Street/Viera Avenue 
� #29 Main Street/SR 160 Northbound Ramps 
� #30 Main Street/Neroly Road – Bridgehead Road 

In addition, the freeway portion of SR 4 does not meet the vehicle 
occupancy or delay index standards.  

The following text is added after the second paragraph on page 3.2-60 of the Draft 
EIR: 

Under the Year 2015 conditions, eight of the 31 study intersections 
would not satisfy the Traffic Service Objectives in the East County 
Action Plan for both the Proposed Project and No Project conditions.  
One additional intersection, Railroad Avenue/SR 4 Eastbound On-
Ramps, would not satisfy the objectives for the No Project condition 
but would satisfy them for the Proposed Project condition.  The 
intersections that would not meet the Traffic Service Objectives are: 

� #6 Railroad Avenue/SR 4 Eastbound Ramps 
� #8 Railroad Avenue/Leland Road 
� #9 Leland Road/Harbor Street 
� #10 Leland Road/Freed Avenue 
� #16 Hillcrest Avenue/East 18th Street 
� #19 SR 4 Westbound Ramps/Hillcrest Avenue  
� #20 SR 4 Eastbound Ramps/Hillcrest Avenue 
� #22 Davison Drive/Hillcrest Avenue – Deer Valley Road 
� #30 Main Street/Neroly Road – Bridgehead Road 

The Proposed Project would worsen conditions at one of these 
intersections, SR 4 Westbound Ramps/Hillcrest Avenue, as has been 
already discussed. 

 The following text is added after the first paragraph on page 3.2-71 of the Draft 
EIR: 

Under the Year 2030 conditions, ten of the 31 study intersections 
would not satisfy the Traffic Service Objectives in the East County 
Action Plan for both the Proposed Project and No Project conditions.  
One additional intersection, Railroad Avenue/SR 4 Eastbound Ramps, 
would not satisfy the objectives for the No Project condition but would 
satisfy them for the Proposed Project condition.  The intersections that 
would not meet the Traffic Service Objectives are: 
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� #5 Railroad Avenue/SR 4 Westbound On-Ramp 
� #6 Railroad Avenue/SR 4 Eastbound Ramps 
� #8 Railroad Avenue/Leland Road 
� #9 Leland Road/Harbor Street 
� #10 Leland Road/Freed Avenue 
� #16 Hillcrest Avenue/East 18th Street 
� #18 Sunset Drive/Hillcrest Avenue 
� #20 SR 4 Eastbound Ramps/Hillcrest Avenue 
� #21 Larkspur Drive/Hillcrest Avenue 
� #22 Davison Drive/Hillcrest Avenue – Deer Valley Road 
� #30 Main Street/Neroly Road – Bridgehead Road 

The Proposed Project would worsen conditions at two of these 
intersections, SR 4 Eastbound Ramps/Hillcrest Avenue and Sunset 
Drive/Hillcrest Avenue, as has been already discussed. 

The following text is added to the end of the third paragraph on page 3.2-72 of the 
Draft EIR: 

As such, the Proposed Project would support the Traffic Service 
Objectives for SR 4 in the East County Action Plan.  The reduced 
traffic due to the project would improve the delay index and would 
increase transit ridership. 

The following text is added to the end of the first paragraph on page 3.2-85 of the 
Draft EIR: 

The improvement in LOS would occur because trips on SR 4 would be 
diverted to the new transit service offered by the Proposed Project.  As 
such, the Proposed Project would support the Traffic Service 
Objectives for SR 4 in the East County Action Plan.  The reduced 
traffic due to the project would improve the delay index and would 
increase transit ridership. 

7.7 In Table 3.2-6 on page 3.2-18 of the Draft EIR under the column labeled 
“Jurisdiction,” every occurrence of the term “CCTA” is replaced with 
“TRANSPLAN” where the intersection involves a Route of Regional 
Significance. 
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8. Steven L. Goetz, Deputy Directory, Contra Costa County, Department of 
Conservation and Development, Community Development Division (letter dated 
October 29, 2008) 
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8.   Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and Development, 
Steven L. Goetz (letter dated October 29, 2008)   

8.1 The assumptions used in the ridership forecasting and parking demand analysis are 
presented on page 3.2-41 of the Draft EIR.  As noted, the forecasts assumed an 
unconstrained supply of parking at the Hillcrest Avenue Station.  The number of 
spaces proposed to be provided at the Hillcrest Avenue Station was then sized to 
meet the forecast demand level.  It is not likely that the actual ridership and 
parking demand at this station would exceed these conservative forecasts.  At the 
Railroad Avenue Station the supply of parking was assumed to be constrained to 
be consistent with the City of Pittsburg’s plan to develop a transit village.  The 
forecasting model was specifically coded to recognize the constraint on parking at 
Railroad Avenue and to accommodate those who might have desired to park at 
Railroad Avenue at the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station.  As a result, the 
analysis does consider the impact that constrained parking at Railroad Avenue 
would have on parking and traffic demand at Pittsburg/Bay Point.  It also 
considers the potential impact of existing unserved latent parking demand that 
could be accommodated at the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station when the 
Proposed Project is in place and many existing users of the Pittsburg/Bay Point 
BART Station use the Proposed Project instead. 

 The No Project alternative represents the scenario where current constrained 
parking conditions at the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station would persist and 
access to the station would be constrained.  Because the Proposed Project would 
serve many riders who currently drive to the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station, 
there would be a net reduction in parking demand at Pittsburg/Bay Point as 
compared with the No Project alternative.  As a result, the Proposed Project 
would help reduce future parking demand at the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station 
and would not create an obstacle to pedestrian access improvements that the 
County may develop. 

The following text is added at the end of the fourth paragraph entitled “Transit 
Ridership” on page 3.2-41 of the Draft EIR:  

The forecasting model was specifically coded to recognize the 
constraint on parking at Railroad Avenue and to accommodate those 
who might have desired to park at Railroad Avenue at the 
Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station.  As a result, the analysis considers 
the impact that constrained parking at Railroad Avenue would have on 
parking and traffic demand at Pittsburg/Bay Point.  It also considers the 
potential impact of existing unserved latent parking demand that could 
be accommodated at the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station when the 
Proposed Project is in place and many existing users of the 
Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station use the Proposed Project instead. 
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8.2 As noted in Response 8.1 above, the ridership and parking demand analysis 
conducted as part of this Draft EIR addresses the potential changes in parking 
demand at the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station.  Future parking and traffic 
conditions at the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station would be improved as 
compared with the No Project alternative.  As such, the Proposed Project 
represents an improvement to existing traffic and parking conditions at the 
Pittsburg/Bay Point Station and no further mitigation is required.  Accordingly, 
the mitigation measures suggested by the commentor are not necessary.  
Moreover, the existing emergency access from the Pittsburg/Bay Point Station 
platform to Bailey Road would not be affected by the project construction, which 
would take place approximately 1,500 feet east of Bailey Road.  Finally, in 
response to item 4 of this comment, improved Tri Delta Transit services to East 
County is part of a proposed route restructuring that would be associated with the 
implementation of the Proposed Project. 

8.3 Parking at the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station is already at capacity.  No new 
parking capacity would be created at that station as part of the Proposed Project.  
Therefore, patrons of the Proposed Project are unlikely to bypass available 
parking at the Hillcrest Avenue and Railroad Avenue stations to park at the 
Pittsburg/Bay Point Station.  The modeling performed for the Proposed Project 
ridership analysis assumed parking charges at the Proposed Project’s stations.  
Modeling for 2015 and 2030 indicates that parking is well used at the stations even 
if parking charges are in place (92 percent occupancy at the Hillcrest Avenue 
Station and excess demand at the Railroad Avenue Station in 2030).  The BART 
Board has established a parking policy that fees may be charged for parking in 
BART lots.  Implementation of those fees would be governed by BART’s Access 
Management and Improvement Policy. 

8.4 To provide more information regarding the planned modifications to Tri Delta 
Transit services that would be implemented as a result of the project, the first 
paragraph on page 2-36 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Interface with Existing Transit Services.  Tri Delta Transit would 
provide local transit connections to the DMU stations.  These 
connections would require a reconfiguration of the existing Tri Delta 
Transit route system.  The changes to the system would involve the 
elimination of routes that would duplicate the proposed service and 
initiation of new bus service to the DMU stations, as well as other 
improvements to local bus transit services.  Figure 2-14A provides an 
overview of the proposed service plan.  This plan was developed in 
coordination with Tri Delta Transit.   
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Bus routes that currently run along SR 4 from the Pittsburg/Bay Point 
BART Station to the Antioch/Hillcrest park-and-ride lot would be 
targeted for replacement by the DMU service.  These include Tri Delta 
Transit Routes 200, 300, 391, and 393.  The elimination of these 
routes would allow for a restructuring of Tri Delta Transit services that 
would involve the creation of new routes and the modification of 
existing routes.  Some of these routes would be truncated at the 
Hillcrest Avenue Station and adjusted to provide improved coverage to 
the more easterly portions of the County.  For example, Route 300 
would terminate at the Hillcrest Avenue Station and would be modified 
to provide commute period express service via the SR 4 Bypass and 
Balfour Road to Downtown Brentwood.  A number of new shared use 
park-and-ride facilities are proposed to be developed by Tri Delta 
Transit in coordination with the property owners.  These include 
facilities along the SR 4 Bypass at Laurel Road and Lone Tree Way 
and in Byron, Brentwood, and Oakley.  These facilities would involve 
shared use of existing retail commercial parking and would not involve 
new construction.  

Feeder bus service to Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station would not be 
significantly changed; however, many of these routes would be 
shortened and modified to provide service to the Railroad Avenue 
Station also. and the proposed stations at Service to the Railroad 
Avenue Station would be provided by Routes 387, 380B 388C, 380A, 
310.  and Service to the Hillcrest Avenue Station would include the 
following Tri Delta Transit Routes: 388A, 388B, 380A, 391A, 391B, 
300, 395, 386, and the DX1&2. 201, 380, 383, 384, 385, 387, 388, 
389, 390, 392, and 394.  

There is an existing Amtrak California Station in Downtown Antioch 
which is about 3 miles from the proposed Hillcrest Avenue Station.  
The Antioch Amtrak Station connects rail passenger service from 
Oakland to the Stockton area, north to Sacramento, and south to all the 
major cities in the San Joaquin Valley, Los Angeles, and on to San 
Diego.  In order to provide a connection to Downtown Antioch and the 
Antioch Amtrak Station, Route 388 would be modified into two routes, 
one of which would become Route 388A.  Route 388A would provide 
direct service to the Downtown and the Amtrak Station.  

Many of the existing routes would be broken into shorter routes with 
one or more connections to the BART or DMU stations.  This would 
allow increased local transit service coverage and improved schedule 
reliability.  In particular, there would be better coverage in Oakley, the 
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southeastern portion of Antioch, Brentwood, and Bryon/Discovery 
Bay.  

The paragraph on page 3.2-92 under Impact TR-6 of the Draft EIR is also revised 
as follows: 

Ridership on buses along or near the project corridor, particularly on 
express services between the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station and 
the Pittsburg and Antioch Park-and-Ride Lots, are expected to decline 
as riders shift to the Proposed Project.  On the other hand, ridership 
on feeder routes to the Proposed Project stations is expected to 
increase.  In coordination with Tri Delta Transit, a conceptual plan for 
service revisions was developed that would eliminate competing bus 
service on SR 4, provide connections to the proposed DMU stations, 
and improve overall transit connectivity in the East County.  More 
information on this plan is provided in Section 2, Project Description 
(see “Interface with Existing Transit Service”).  Tri Delta Transit is 
planning to reconfigure existing routes to provide increased service to 
the Proposed Project’s stations in response to this demand.  Tri Delta 
Transit is planning to reconfigure existing routes to provide increased 
service to the proposed eBART stations in response to this demand. 
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9. Mary Halle, Contra Costa County, Department of Conservation and Development 
(web form dated November 5, 2008) 
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9.   Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and Development, 
Mary Halle (letter dated November 5, 2008)  

9.1 The assumptions used in the ridership forecasting and parking demand analysis are 
presented on page 3.2-41 of the Draft EIR.  As noted, the forecasts assumed an 
unconstrained supply of parking at the Hillcrest Avenue Station.  The number of 
spaces proposed to be provided at the Hillcrest Avenue Station was then sized to 
meet the forecast demand level.  It is not likely that the actual ridership and 
parking demand at this station would exceed these conservative forecasts.  At the 
Railroad Avenue Station the supply of parking was assumed to be constrained to 
be consistent with the City of Pittsburg’s plan to develop a transit village.  The 
forecasting model was specifically coded to recognize the constraint on parking at 
Railroad Avenue and to accommodate those who might have desired to park at 
Railroad Avenue at the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station.  As a result, the 
analysis does consider the impact that constrained parking at Railroad Avenue 
would have on parking and traffic demand at Pittsburg/Bay Point.  It also 
considers the potential impact of existing unserved latent parking demand that 
could be accommodated at the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station when the 
Proposed Project is in place and many existing users of the Pittsburg/Bay Point 
BART Station use the Proposed Project instead. 

 The No Project alternative represents the scenario where current constrained 
parking conditions at the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station would persist and 
access to the station would be constrained.  Because the Proposed Project would 
serve many riders who currently drive to the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station, 
there would be a net reduction in parking demand at Pittsburg/Bay Point as 
compared with the No Project alternative.  As a result, the Proposed Project 
would help reduce future parking demand at the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station 
and would not create an obstacle to pedestrian access improvements that the 
County may develop. 

The following text is added at the end of the fourth paragraph entitled “Transit 
Ridership” on page 3.2-41 of the Draft EIR:  

The forecasting model was specifically coded to recognize the 
constraint on parking at Railroad Avenue and to accommodate those 
who might have desired to park at Railroad Avenue at the 
Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station.  As a result, the analysis considers 
the impact that constrained parking at Railroad Avenue would have on 
parking and traffic demand at Pittsburg/Bay Point.  It also considers the 
potential impact of existing unserved latent parking demand that could 
be accommodated at the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station when the 
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Proposed Project is in place and many existing users of the 
Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station use the Proposed Project instead. 

9.2 The second paragraph on page 3.2-98 of the Draft EIR under Mitigation Measure 
TR-9.1 is revised as follows: 

Develop and implement a Construction Phasing and Traffic 
Management Plan.  BART will ensure that a Construction Phasing and 
Traffic Management Plan is developed and implemented by the 
contractor.  The plan shall define how traffic operations, including 
construction equipment and worker traffic, are managed and 
maintained during each phase of construction.  The plan shall be 
developed in consultation with the cities of Pittsburg and Antioch, 
Contra Costa County, BART, Caltrans, CCTA, and local transit 
providers, including Tri Delta Transit. 
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10. Teri E. Rie, Associate Civil Engineer, Contra Costa County Flood Control & Water 
Conservation District (letter dated November 5, 2008) 
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10.   Contra Costa County Flood Control & Water Conservation District, 
Teri E. Rie (letter dated November 5, 2008)  

10.1 The commentor expresses concern that the responses to comments on the NOP 
could not be found in Appendix A.  The Draft EIR includes the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) as Appendix A.  Responses to the questions raised during the 
NOP review period are found throughout the Draft EIR.  Impacts to hydrology 
and water quality, including comments on the NOP, are addressed in Section 3.8, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR.  Below is a summation of the 
commentor’s previous comments on the NOP and where these issues are 
discussed. 

� Watershed maps - Watershed and watercourse maps can be found in 
Figure 3.8-1, page 3.8-3; Figure 3.8-2, page 3.8-5; and Figure 3.8-3, 
page 3.8-9. 

� Analysis of runoff distribution - Discussion of runoff can be found 
under Impact HY-1 on pages 3.8-17 to 3.8-20. 

� Impacts on watercourses or other drainage facilities - Discussion of 
impacts on watercourses and drainage facilities can be found under 
Impact HY-1, pages 3.8-17 to 3.8-20; Impact HY-6, pages 3.8-25 to 
3.8-29; Impact HY-11, pages 3.8-34 to 3.8-35; Impact HY-CU-12, 
pages 3.8-36; and Impact HY-CU-13, pages 3.8-37. 

� Storm drain facilities - Description of storm drain facilities can be 
found in Section 2, Project Description, pages 2-42 to 2-43. 

� Potential drainages problems - See bullets one through three above. 

10.2 As noted in Impact HY-1, the Proposed Project would not substantially increase 
impervious area, except in the vicinity of Hillcrest Avenue.  The Proposed 
Project’s alignment in the median of SR 4 would not add a substantial amount of 
impervious surface.  The track improvements necessary for eBART would occur 
in the median of SR 4 and would consist of providing ballast over compacted 
subballast.  The improvements at the transfer platform and the Railroad Avenue 
Station would also occur primarily within the median of SR 4.  As part of the SR 
4 widening project, Caltrans would be installing drainage inlets to convey any 
runoff to new or existing drainage facilities.  There would be no additional 
impervious surface added to the Railroad Avenue park-and-ride lot, and the runoff 
characteristics would not change.  In contrast to the above modifications, which 
would have minimal effect on storm drainage (see the WRECO Hydrology 
Technical Report prepared for the Proposed Project), the proposed facilities at the 
Hillcrest Avenue Station would alter area drainage.  Project impacts related to this 
station area are discussed under Impact HY-1, pages 3.8-18 to 3.8-20 of the Draft 
EIR.  At this stage of planning and engineering, detailed hydraulic modeling has 
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not been conducted.  During the next stage of design, BART will be responsible 
for quantifying runoff volumes and runoff rates, and designing detention and 
drainage facilities.  Nevertheless, in recognition that stormwater characteristics 
would change and could affect flood hazards and water quality, Mitigation 
Measure HY-1.1 requires that BART comply with NPDES permit provisions to 
control surface water runoff generated as a result of the construction of additional 
impervious surface by the project and implement a Stormwater Control Plan. 

10.3 At present, drainage facility plans for the project have not been developed.  BART 
shall ensure that the District is included in the review of all drainage facilities at 
the appropriate time.  BART is considering using the Flood Control District’s “fee 
for service” program to perform a hydrology analysis of the station area. 

10.4 BART is working with Caltrans on drainage design for the SR 4 median.  Caltrans 
is upgrading culverts crossing under the SR 4 median as necessary and is 
responsible for the final drainage design.  While drainage facilities for the 
Hillcrest Station area have not yet been designed, compliance with NPDES permit 
requirements and C.3 provisions would maintain runoff volumes at existing levels.  
During the next stage of design, BART will be responsible for quantifying runoff 
volumes and runoff rates, and designing detention and drainage facilities in the 
Hillcrest area.  As noted in Response 10.3 above, BART will coordinate with the 
Flood Control District in the development of these facilities.   

10.5 The existing Kirker Creek culvert is designed for a 100-year storm.  As part of the 
SR 4 widening project, both the proposed pump at Loveridge Road and the 
proposed SR 4 culvert at Old Kirker Creek have been designed for a 100-year 
storm.  The benefit of upgrading the culvert at Old Kirker Creek would not be 
fully realized until the City of Pittsburg improves capacity downstream of SR 4.  
These improvements would be done separately from the Proposed Project, but 
BART recognizes that the Proposed Project facilities would benefit from these 
downstream improvements.  As described on page 3.8-20 of the Draft EIR, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure HY-1.1 would reduce the potential impact 
from the Proposed Project to surface area runoff and drainage to a less-than-
significant level. 

10.6 The WRECO Report is a Technical Report that was prepared for the engineering 
design team and used as a reference in Section 3.8, Hydrology, of the Draft EIR.  
The WRECO report is not an appendix to the Draft EIR.  A copy of the report is 
available for review at: 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
Contact: Katie Balk  
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
(866) 596-BART 

The document can also be downloaded from the BART website: 
www.ebartproject.org/docs.php?ogid=1000001103 

10.7 The Caltrans SR 4 widening project would upgrade culverts crossing beneath the 
project alignment as necessary, as stated on pages 3.8-17 and 3.8-18 of the Draft 
EIR.  Because the Proposed Project would not add a substantial amount of 
impervious surface in the median of SR 4, the eBART project is not expected to 
substantially increase local runoff or affect downstream facilities.  Additionally, 
the Draft EIR identifies Mitigation Measure HY-1.1, on page 3.8-20 of the Draft 
EIR, which would require BART to comply with NPDES provisions to control 
additional surface water generated by the Proposed Project.   

10.8 As indicated on page 3.8-8 of the Draft EIR, the Contra Costa County Flood 
Control District has plans to eventually expand Oakley Basin and construct a new 
Trembath Basin to prevent flooding in Lake Alhambra.  The Proposed Project is 
one of several projects that may contribute runoff to the detention basins.  
However, the current design for the Hillcrest Avenue Station includes on-site 
detention of stormwater, which would reduce or eliminate the need for off-site 
detention.  Contra Costa County Flood Control District’s plans for the basins 
would accommodate future growth in the area, incorporating the potential runoff 
increases by other projects in the area.  

10.9 Segments of the Proposed Project may begin construction in 2009, but the system 
is not expected to be operational until 2015.  BART is investigating on-site 
stormwater detention.  On-site detention would most likely consist of on-site 
storage in pipes beneath the station parking area.  The Proposed Project is in line 
with the planned development in the Hillcrest Station Area envisioned in the City 
of Antioch’s General Plan adopted in 2003, and with the Hillcrest Station Area 
Specific Plan.  

10.10 In response to this comment, the last sentence of the third paragraph on page 
3.8-19 is revised as follows:  

Construction of the Trembath basin is anticipated to commence in 2008 
will not commence for several years.   
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Footnote 27 on page 3.8-19 of the Draft EIR, is deleted as follows: 

CCCFWCD website, www.co.contra costa.ca.us/depart/pw/ 
design/Project%2020Info/trembath.htm. accessed May 22, 2008. 

 Please refer to Responses 10.8 and 10.9 above, for an explanation of BART’s 
proposals to address stormwater runoff from the Hillcrest Avenue Station 
facilities. 

10.11 As depicted in Figure 2-8, Oakley Road would extend west to future Hillcrest 
Avenue Station parking north of the UPRR railroad tracks.  It should be noted that 
the extension of Oakley Road is not necessary for the Proposed Project, and is 
presented to show future roadway connections.  In fact, Oakley Road is designated 
in Figure 2-8 as “Future Roads by Others” and would not be constructed by 
BART; and as such, impacts of the road alignment on the size and design of the 
basin are not within the scope of the Proposed Project.  In addition, none of the 
station options would require the westerly extension of Oakley Road.  In each 
case, the extension of Oakley Road would be constructed by others and the 
alignment for the road would be determined by those parties.  The Draft Hillcrest 
Station Area Specific Plan by the City of Antioch identifies the Oakley Road 
extension as a road improvement proposed as part of the Specific Plan; the 
alignment in that plan shows the extension curving around an expanded Oakley 
Basin.   

10.12 In response to the suggestion by the commentor, Mitigation Measure HY-9.1 on 
page 3.8-33, under Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft EIR, is 
revised as follows: 

HY-9.1 Prepare and implement drainage plan.  BART shall ensure that the 
contractor prepares a hydraulic analysis and drainage plan for the 
Hillcrest Avenue Station option, for review by the City of Antioch, and 
the CCCFCWCD, and the CCWD. The drainage plan shall include a 
drainage study (hydrologic analysis) for review by the CCCFCWD. The 
purpose of the drainage plan is to help control the additional surface 
water runoff expected from the project in accordance with the NPDES 
C.3 provisions and input from the local agencies.  BART will then 
ensure that the contractor implements the drainage plan to safely and 
efficiently convey stormwaters from the remote maintenance facility.  
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10.13 In response to this comment, the last sentence of the first paragraph on page 3.8-
39 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

While CCWD CCCFCWD is proposing to improve detention capability 
(detention basins), the increased runoff could potentially exceed the 
storm drain system’s capacity.  

As noted in Responses 10.8 and 10.9, current design for the Hillcrest Avenue 
Station includes on-site detention of stormwater, which would reduce or eliminate 
the need for off-site detention.  

10.14  Should an encroachment permit be necessary for the Proposed Project, BART will 
contact Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District to 
obtain the necessary permits.  


