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31. Liz Haemmel (web form dated November 1, 2008) 
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31.   Liz Haemmel (web form comment dated November 1, 2008)  

31.1 The commentor expresses a preference for the Proposed Project to be powered by 
electricity rather than diesel.  Please refer to Master Response 1 and 2 for a 
discussion of the process that went into advancing DMU technology as the 
Proposed Project, and Master Response 3 regarding the viability of an electric 
propulsion technology extension. 
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32. D. Hill (web form dated September 22, 2008) 
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32.   D. Hill (web form comment dated September 22, 2008)  

32.1 The commentor expresses support for the Proposed Project and looks forward to 
seeing the project advance.  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. 
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33. Bernell Hollis (web form dated October 24, 2008) 
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33.   Bernell Hollis (web form comment dated October 24, 2008) 

33.1 The commentor expresses support for the Proposed Project and supports the 
extend rail service to Antioch.  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. 
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34. William Iwamoto (electronic mail dated September 23, 2008) 
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34.   William Iwamoto (web form comment dated September 23, 2008)  

34.1 The BART Extension Alternative that is presented in Section 5, Alternatives, of 
the Draft EIR was developed by BART departments overseeing planning, 
engineering, and operations.  The commentor suggests that the BART Extension 
Alternative could have been designed for far less such that the cost of the BART 
Extension Alternative would be in the same cost range as the Proposed Project.  
Two of the biggest cost items for the BART Extension Alternative are the 
maintenance facility and the Hillcrest Avenue Station design.  Reasons why the 
commentors’ suggestions for simplifying or eliminating these components are 
infeasible are offered below.  

� The existing BART maintenance yard at Concord is at capacity.  There is 
insufficient space to accommodate the added trains that would be needed if 
BART were extended to Hillcrest Avenue.  There is storage for ten BART 
trains at Pittsburg/Bay Point.  This storage area would be displaced by the 
BART Extension Alternative.  As a result, there would be a need for a 
BART yard and maintenance facility at Hillcrest Avenue.  This facility 
could not be accommodated in the median of the freeway.  

� An Orinda-style BART Station requires a very large space in the freeway 
median.  There is not enough space for such a station in SR 4 at Hillcrest 
Avenue.  In particular, there is not enough space for all the required 
parking, which is much more than that provided at the Orinda BART 
Station. 

� The option of operating a shuttle service between the Pittsburg/Bay Point 
and Hillcrest Avenue Station using BART technology was considered.  
The minimum size BART trains is three cars, which would offer more 
than enough capacity to serve the projected ridership.  This option was 
rejected because in order to effect the transfer between the BART shuttle 
and the regular BART transit at the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station, the 
train platform would have to be extended to accommodate both a 10-car 
BART train and a 3-car BART train at the station.  Because of physical 
design constraints on the siting of the station, this expansion would be 
very difficult and costly.  In addition, there would need to be ability to 
store out-of-service BART trains during the midday and other off-peak 
periods.  There would not be room to do this at Pittsburg/Bay Point, so 
that it would have to occur east of the Hillcrest Station or at the Concord 
yard facility.  Either option would involve a significant operating expense.  
Thus, the potential operating costs savings of the shuttle operation as 
compared with the BART technology alternative presented in the Draft 
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EIR would not be fully realized and the cost of the total project would 
increase substantially.  

� The City of Pittsburg has agreed to fund the construction of the Railroad 
Avenue Station.  As a result, the cost of this station is not a factor in terms 
of the timing of funding or the availability of funds for the overall project. 
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35. Amy Jones (web form dated September 22, 2008) 
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35.   Amy Jones (web form comment dated September 22, 2008)  

35.1 The commentor expresses a preference for conventional BART over the Proposed 
Project.  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.  It should be 
noted that the Proposed Project is independent of a BART extension toward the 
South Bay, and has its own development history and funding sources.  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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36. Miranda Jung (web form dated October 5, 2008) 
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36.   Miranda Jung (web form comment dated October 5, 2008)  

36.1 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. 
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37. Roshan Khorshidchehr (web form dated October 7, 2008) 
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37. Roshan Khorshidchehr (web form comment dated October 7, 2008) 

37.1 The commentor suggests that the Proposed Project should be extended to 
Brentwood and Oakley.  As stated on page S-11 in the Summary section of the 
Draft EIR, BART would like to extend transit service through Oakley and 
Brentwood to Byron/Discovery Bay in the future.  As indicated in a Feasibility 
Study for the SR 4 Corridor completed in 2002, plans originally called for the 
extension of the Proposed Project approximately 23 miles east of the existing 
Pittsburg/Bay Point BART terminus in order to provide direct service to the 
communities of Pittsburg, Antioch, Oakley, Brentwood, and Byron/Discovery 
Bay.  However, as described in the Draft EIR, despite regional support for the 
expansion, the feasibility of the full development of the eBART corridor is limited 
under current funding conditions. 
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38. John S. Leyba (web form dated November 5, 2008) 
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38.   John S. Leyba (web form comment dated November 5, 2008)  

38.1 The commentor expresses a preference that the BART Board vote against the 
Proposed Project in favor of conventional BART.  The comment relates to the 
perceived merits of the project and does not concern the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is required. 

38.2 The commentor expresses a preference for conventional BART over the Proposed 
Project.  Please refer to Master Response 2 in Section 3 of this document 
regarding BART’s evaluation of providing conventional BART technology.  This 
comment concerns the merits of the project, and discussions of the Proposed 
Project’s merits will occur during the upcoming BART Board public hearing. 

38.3 As discussed on Section 1.8, page 1-25, and Section 3.1, page 3.1-7, of the Draft 
EIR, the cities of Pittsburg and Antioch are responsible for preparing Ridership 
Development Plans (RDPs).  An RDP is a station area plan that is created by a 
local jurisdiction to achieve transit ridership thresholds.  The RDPs can be in the 
form of rezoning, a specific plan, or a general plan amendment, or a combination 
of these actions, with the goal of improving access to, and encouraging transit-
oriented development (TOD) around, the proposed stations.  These specific plans 
envision greater levels of development than anticipated by the current General 
Plans in the immediate environs around the stations and are acknowledged in this 
cumulative assessment.  Please refer to Table 3.1-2, on page 3.1-8 of the Draft 
EIR for the projected new development in the Railroad Avenue and Hillcrest 
Avenue Station RDP areas.  The proposed DMU technology would be capable of 
serving the projected development, while preserving the option to convert the 
service to conventional BART technology in the future if warranted. 

38.4 As stated in Response 38.2 above, the commentor expresses a preference for 
conventional BART over the Proposed Project.  Please refer to Master Responses 
1 and 2 in Section 3 of this document, regarding the choice of DMU trains over 
conventional BART technology.  Regarding future fuel costs, the cost of super 
refined fuel (known as low-sulfur diesel) and future fluctuations in oil prices are 
important concerns for the future operations and maintenance costs of the transit 
service.  To address this fact and to be conservative, the operating cost analysis 
for the DMU technology assumed a cost of $4.00 per gallon.  This is a very high 
cost assumption, as BART would be able to buy fuel in bulk at rates lower than 
what the typical consumer price would be.   

38.5 The commentor expresses a preference for conventional BART over the Proposed 
Project.  However, commentor asks, “In the meantime, can’t we just upgrade the 
bus system if people really want to take the last mile on transit?”  As described on 
page 3.2-26 of the Draft EIR, the current bus system is provided by Tri Delta 
Transit.  Information regarding the route and service types and frequency can be 
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found on Figure 3.2-7 and Table 3.2-10, respectively, of the Draft EIR.  Tri Delta 
Transit’s operations in the SR 4 corridor are subject to the traffic delays and 
congestion that affect the area.  Although possible slow downs would be 
minimized for buses using high-occupancy vehicle lanes on a portions of SR 4 
where they exist or are planned, the reliability of Tri Delta service would remain 
in flux as traffic continues to increase throughout the area.  Bus service in the SR 
4 corridor was evaluated as part of the No Project Alternative in Section 5 of the 
Draft EIR.  Express bus improvements also were considered in earlier stages of 
the SR 4 corridor evaluation but were rejected because they failed to create a 
dedicated transit link to existing BART service and because they failed to offer 
enough routes to carry the number of riders that can be served by the Proposed 
Project and other alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR.   
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39. Sam Lipson (web form dated September 22, 2008) 
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39.   Sam Lipson (web form comment dated September 22, 2008)  

39.1 BART recognizes the need to provide additional train capacity and has plans to 
eventually replace its fleet of cars with cars that can accommodate more 
passengers.  Computer system improvements are planned that would allow the 
number of trains in service to be increased.  This is discussed on page 3.2-90 and 
3.2- 92 of the Draft EIR.  

 Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 2 in Section 3 of this document for an 
explanation of why BART is pursuing the DMU technology rather than extending 
existing BART technology. 
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40. K. Alix Maiden-Baillie (web form dated October 13, 2008) 
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40.   K. Alix Maiden-Baillie (web form comment dated October 13, 2008) 

40.1 The commentor expresses a preference for the Proposed Project to be powered by 
electricity rather than diesel.  Please refer to Master Response 1 and 2 for a 
discussion of the process that went into advancing DMU technology as the 
Proposed Project, and Master Response 3 regarding the viability of an electric 
propulsion technology extension. 


