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Chapter 1
Introduction

1.1 Project Overview

The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) has been in operation since 1972 and
currently operates in four Bay Area counties: San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, and San
Mateo. In southern Alameda County, BART operates service to downtown Fremont. Fremont
service currently terminates at the Fremont BART Station, which is near the Fremont Civic Center.
In response to public policies and support for the extension of BART in southern Alameda County,
BART proposed a 5.4-mile extension of the BART system south from the existing Fremont Station
to a new station at Warm Springs with an optional station at Irvington. This extension is the
Proposed Action analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The Proposed
Action also includes an optional station at Irvington.

BART previously prepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in 1992 and Supplemental EIR
(SEIR) in 2003 for this project in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). At the conclusion of CEQA review, the BART Board of Directors adopted the project on
June 26, 2003. Recent changes in state transportation funding priorities have caused BART to seek
federal funding for the project. BART and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), as federal lead
agency, are preparing this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to enable BART to apply for
federal funding. This EIS is intended to satisfy the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and other environmental requirements that apply to federal actions, such
as Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (49 U.S. Government Code [USC] Section
303) and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. FTA will consider the Final EIS
(FEIS) in reaching its decision and will prepare a Record of Decision (ROD) to complete the NEPA
process.

1.2 Project Description

The Proposed Project would consist of constructing and operating a 5.4-mile extension south from
the Fremont BART Station to a terminus at Warm Springs, with an optional Irvington Station. The
extension alignment would generally parallel portions of the Union Pacific Railroad (UP) corridor
and Interstates 680 and 880 in southern Alameda County. The initial segment of the Proposed
Project would begin on an embankment at the southern end of the existing elevated Fremont BART
Station. The alignment would pass over Walnut Avenue on an aerial structure and descend into a
cut-and-cover subway north of Stevenson Boulevard. The alignment would continue southward in
the subway structure under Fremont Central Park and the eastern arm of Lake Elizabeth, and surface
to at grade north of Paseo Padre Parkway. The alignment would pass over grade-separated Paseo
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Introduction

Padre Parkway, and then continue southward at grade, passing under grade-separated Washington
Boulevard. From Washington Boulevard, the Proposed Project alignment would continue at grade
south to a terminus station at Warm Springs and South Grimmer Boulevards in the Warm Springs
district. The optional Irvington Station would be located in the Irvington District at the Washington
Boulevard/Osgood Road intersection. Two alternatives are considered in the DEIS and FEIS: the
WSX Alternative and the No-Action Alternative.

1.3 Purpose of the FEIS

As the federal lead agency, FTA is responsible for considering this EIS. Under NEPA, FTA is
required, after completion of a DEIS, to consult with public agencies and provide the public with an
opportunity to comment on the DEIS. FTA is also required to respond to significant environmental
issues raised in the review and consultation process.

This response-to-comments volume has been prepared to respond to public agency and general
public comments received on the DEIS for the WSX project. FTA issued a Notice of Intent (NOI)
for the WSX project on April 6, 2004, and sent copies of the NOI to appropriate federal, state, and
local agencies. FTA published and circulated the DEIS for a 45-day public review period from
March 11 to April 25, 2005. BART also held a public hearing at the Washington Township Veterans
Memorial in Fremont, California, on April 12, 2005, to hear comments on the DEIS. This document
contains the public comments received on the DEIS, written responses to those comments, and
changes made to the DEIS in response to the comments. Upon completion of the FEIS, FTA will
publish a notice of availability. FTA will consider the FEIS in reaching its decision and prepare an
ROD, completing the NEPA process.

The FEIS consists of two volumes: Volume 1 presents the DEIS, which has been revised to
incorporate any changes made as a result of public comments or as initiated by BART staff.
Volume 2 provides responses to comments received on the DEIS. FTA will consider the FEIS in
reaching its decision and will prepare a ROD to complete the NEPA process.

1.4 Format of FEIS Volume 2
(Response to Public Comments)

The two-volume FEIS was prepared in response to public comments received on the DEIS and to
incorporate changes initiated by BART staff. Volume 1 presents all revisions to the DEIS. This
volume, Volume 2, presents comments received by the public, BART’s response to those comments,
and the specific revisions made to Volume 1. This volume contains the following chapters.

m  Chapter 1: Introduction.

s Chapter 2: Comments on the DEIS and Responses. During the public review period,
comments were received on the DEIS from federal, state, regional, and local agencies; public
groups and organizations; and private individuals. Chapter 2 contains copies of all the written
comments on the DEIS and all the verbal comments received at the public meeting (in the form
of the transcript of the meeting). Table 2-1 lists each letter and comment received on the DEIS.
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Introduction

Each letter and each comment within each letter has been numbered. Each letter is given an
identifying name in the top margin (e.g., Letter 2), with individual comments within the letter
numbered in the right margin (e.g., 2-3 for the third comment in the second letter). Each letter is
followed by responses to all the comments contained in the letter in order of occurrence. The
response numbers correspond to the comment numbers. The verbal comments in the written
transcript of the public meeting are numbered similarly.

Chapter 2 also provides responses to substantive and significant environmental issues raised in
the comments as required by NEPA. If a comment is not directed to significant environmental
issues related to the WSX Alternative or the DEIS, the comment is noted but no response is
warranted.

Responses to comments generally provide clarification, explanation, or elaboration. In some
cases, the responses indicate that changes, modifications, or corrections to the text of the DEIS
are required. Text in standard print is original text from the DEIS. Underlined (underlined) text
indicates additions to the original text, and strikethrough (strikethrergh) text indicates deletions to the
original text.

BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
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Chapter 2

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

2.1 List of Comments Received

Letter
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic
Federal Agencies
1 United States Environmental 04-14-05 1-1 Wetlands/Flood Storage
Protection Agency
1-2 Noise and Vibration
1-3 Hazardous Materials
1-4 Earthquake Safety
2 United States Department of the 12-09-05 2-1 Letter of Concurrence
Interior
3A United States Department of the 04-19-05 3A-1 Late comment
Interior, National Park Service
3A-2 Fremont Central Park
3B United States Department of the 05-06-05 3B-1 Federal grant money
Interior, National Park Service
3B-2 Conversion of parkland
3B-3 Noise and Vibration
3B-4 Noise
3B-5 Noise
3B-6 Conversion of Parkland
3B-7 Replacement property
3B-8 NEPA Process
3C United States Department of the 10-14-05 3C-1 Section 6(f)(3) conversion of
Interior, National Park Service parkland concurrence.
3D United States Department of the 10-21-05 3D-1 Final EIS review and concurrence
Interior, National Park Service
State Agencies
4 State of California, Department of ~ 04-18-05 4-1 Fiber Optics
Transportation
4-2 Cultural Resources
BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2.1
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Letter
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic
4-3 Highway Operations
4-4 Highway Operations
4-5 Highway Operations
4-6 Traffic Analysis
4-7 Traffic Analysis
5 California Regional Water Quality ~ 04-25-05  5-1 Hydrology
Control Board
5-2 Hydrology
5-3 Hydrology
5-4 Wetlands
6 Department of Toxic Substance 04-22-05  6-1 Hazardous Materials
Control
6-2 Hazardous Materials
Regional and Local Agencies
7 AC Transit 04-22-05 7-1 Alternatives Analysis
7-2 Transit-oriented development
7-3 Transit-oriented development
8 Alameda County Water District 04-25-05 8-1 Hydrology
(ACWD)
8-2 Hydrology
8-3 Hydrology
8-4 Hydrology
8-5 Hydrology
8-6 Hydrology
8-7 Hydrology
8-8 Hydrology
8-9 Hydrology
8-10 Water Distribution System
8-11 Utility Disruptions
8-12 Utility Disruptions
8-13 Utility Relocations
8-14 Agency Name
8-15 ACWD Service Area
8-16 Agency Coordination
9 Bay Area Air Quality Management = 04-25-05  9-1 Air Quality and Land Use
District (BAAQMD)
10 City of Fremont 04-22-05 10-1 General
10-2 Purpose and Need
10-3 Purpose and Need
10-4 Hazardous Materials
BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Letter
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic
10-5 Hydrology
10-6 Hydrology
10-7 Hydrology
10-8 Wetlands
10-9 Wetlands
10-10 Biological Resources
10-11 Land Use and Planning
10-12 Land Use and Planning
10-13 Land Use and Planning
10-14 Land Use and Planning
10-15 Land Use and Planning
10-16 Land Use and Planning
10-17 Land Use and Planning
10-18 Parks and Recreation
10-19 Parks and Recreation
10-20 Parks and Recreation
10-21 Parks and Recreation
10-22 Parks and Recreation
10-23 Parks and Recreation
10-24 Parks and Recreation
10-25 Noise and Vibration
10-26 Noise and Vibration
10-27 Noise and Vibration
10-28 Noise and Vibration
10-29 Noise and Vibration
10-30 Noise and Vibration
10-31 Noise and Vibration
10-32 Utilities and Public Service
10-33 Cumulative Impacts
10-34 Cumulative Impacts
10-35 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation
10-36 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation
10-37 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation
10-38 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation
10-39 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation
10-40 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation
10-41 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation
10-42 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation
10-43 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation
BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Letter
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic
10-44 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation
10-45 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation
11 County of Alameda, Public Works  04-25-05 11-1 Flood Storage Capacity
Agency
12 Santa Clara Valley Transportation ~ 04-25-05 12-1 SVRTC Project Description
Authority (VTA)
12-2 SVRTC Project Description
12-3 SVRTC Project Description
12-4 SVRTC Project Description
12-5 SVRTC Project Description
12-6 SVRTC Project Description
12-7 Ridership forecasts
12-8 Ridership clarification
12-9 Parking demand clarification
12-10 SVRTC Project Description
12-11 SVRTC Project Description
12-12 SVRTC Project Description
12-13 SVRTC Project Description
Groups and Organizations
13 BayRail Alliance 04-25-05 13-1 Document Availability
13-2 BART Hotline
13-3 Transit-oriented Development
13-4 Transit-oriented Development
13-5 VTA Express Bus Ridership
13-6 Project Cost
13-7 Project Cost
13-8 Environmental Justice
14 Citizen's Advisory Committee to 04-09-05 14-1 Funding/Cost
ACTIA
14-2 Funding
14-3 Intermodal Access
14-4 Interagency Coordination
15 Irvington Business Association 04-18-05 15-1 Irvington Station
16 League of Women Voters 04-18-05 16-1 Transit-oriented Development
16-2 NEPA
16-3 Alternatives Analysis
16-4 Land Use
16-5 Transit-oriented Development
16-6 Alternatives Analysis
16-7 Independent Utility
BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Letter
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic
17 Math-Science Nucleus 04-14-05 17-1 Paleontological Resources
17-2 Cultural Resources
17-3 Hydrology
17-4 Hydrology
17-5 Habitat/Biological Resources
18 Math-Science Nucleus 03-26-05 18-1 Paleontological Resources
19 Sierra Club 04-25-05 19-1 General
19-2 Ridership/cost
19-3 Cost
19-4 Model Validity
19-5 Land Use
19-6 Alternatives Considered
19-7 Section 4(f)
19-8 Funding
19-9 Air Quality
19-10 Energy
19-11 Noise and Vibration
19-12 Cost
20 Sierra Club 05-07-05  20-1 Cost
21 TRANSDEF, Schonbrunn 04-25-05 21-1 General
21-2 Segmentation
21-3 Logical Terminus
21-4 Independent Utility
21-5 Funding
21-6 Travel Times
21-7 Transit-oriented Development
21-8 Transit-oriented Development
21-9 Environmental Justice
21-10 Environmental Justice
21-11 Environmental Justice
21-12 Alternatives Analysis
21-13 Independent Utility
21-14 Alternatives Analysis
21-15 Alternatives Analysis
21-16 Transit-oriented Development
21-17 Alternatives Analysis
21-18 Alternatives Analysis
21-19 Funding
22 TRANSDEF, Chytilo 04-25-05  22-1 General
BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Letter
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic
22-2 Purpose and Need
22-3 Alternatives Analysis
22-4 Cumulative Impacts
22-5 Segmentation
22-6 NEPA
22-7 Mitigation and Funding
23 Urban Habitat - 23-1 Social Equity
23-2 Social Equity
23-3 Cost Effectiveness
23-4 Model Validity
23-5 Transit-oriented Development
24 Warm Springs Transit Village 04-25-05  24-1 Transit-oriented Development
24-2 Transit-oriented Development
Individuals
25 Anonymous 03-28-05 25-1 General
25-2 Noise and Vibration
25-3 Fremont Central Park
25-4 Fremont Central Park
26 Cameron, Charlie 04-13-05 26-1 Contact Information
26-2 Contact Information
26-3 Contact Information
26-4 Contact Information
26-5 Contact Information
26-6 Contact Information
26-7 AC Transit
26-8 Contact Information
26-9 Contact Information
26-10 Contact Information
26-11 Contact Information
26-12 Station Design
27 Cameron, Charlie 04-21-05 27-1 AC Transit
27-2 AC Transit
27-3 Contact Information
28 Cauthen, Gerald 04-24-05 28-1 General
28-2 Funding
28-3 General
28-4 BART Operations
29 Corbett, Arnold 04-11-05 29-1 General
30 Corbett, Arnold 04-11-05 30-1 General
BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Letter
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic
31 Gearhart, Susan 03-28-05 31-1 Project Description
32 Ingber, Philip 04-01-05 32-1 Project Notification List
33 Kennedy, Christy 04-19-05 33-1 General
34 Wilkin, M 04-14-05 34-1 Transportation
35 Martin, Elliot 04-18-05 35-1 Transit
35-2 Bicycles
35-3 Bicycles
35-4 Transit-oriented development
35-5 Transit-oriented development
35-6 Transit-oriented development
36 McGowen, Michael 03-28-05  36-1 Subway
37 Nakadegawa, Roy 04-25-05  37-1 NEPA
37-2 Transit-oriented Development
37-3 Social Equity
37-4 Transit-oriented Development
37-5 Cost
37-6 Access
37-7 Social Equity
37-8 Access
37-9 Cost
37-10 Cost
37-11 Social Equity
37-12 Transit-oriented Development
37-13 Transit-oriented Development
37-14 Social Equity
37-15 Regional Perspective, Access
37-16 Access
37-18 General
37-19 Ridership
37-20 System Expansion Criteria
37-21 Cost
37-22 System Expansion Criteria
37-23 Access
37-24 Access
37-25 Cumulative Impacts
37-26 Transit-oriented Development
37-27 Land Use
37-28 Land Use
37-29 Cost
BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Letter
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic
37-30 Land Use
37-31 Land Use
37-32 Land Use
37-33 Land Use
37-34 Cost
37-35 Land Use
37-36 Parking
37-37 Ridership
37-38 Bus Alternative
37-39 Traffic
37-40 Parking
37-41 Transit-oriented Development
37-42 Bus Rapid Transit
37-43 Bus Rapid Transit
37-44 Project Alternatives
38 Nelson, Mark 04-01-05 38-1 Optional Irvington Station
39 Rasko, George 04-25-05 39-1 BART Extension
40 Thomas, Carol 04-04-05 40-1 Project Notification List
41 Tustin, Don 03-28-05 41-1 Project Notification List
Public Hearing Transcript
42 Heath, Robert 04-12-05 42-1 Ventilation Structures
42-2 At-grade alignment
42-3 Fremont Central Park
42-4 Ventilation Structures
Perkell, Roy 04-12-05  42-5 SVRTC
Cameron, Charlie 04-12-05  42-6 Transportation
Matta, George 04-12-05 42-7 Irvington Station
Quinson, Roberta 04-12-05 42-8 Vibration
42-9 Sound Walls
Martin, Elliot 04-12-05 42-10 Development
Schonbrunn, David 04-12-05  42-11 Logical Terminus
42-12 Independent Utility
42-13 Smart Growth
42-14 Cost
42-15 Smart Growth
42-16 High-speed Rail
Louey, Tony 04-12-05 42-17 Access
42-18 Access
42-19 Transit-oriented Development
BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
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Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Letter
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic
McConnel, Randy 04-12-05 42-20 Transit
42-21 Transit
Matta, George 04-12-05 42-22 Irvington Station
Bacon, Anne 04-12-05 42-23 Transit-oriented Development
42-24 Smart Growth

2.2 Comment Letters and Responses

BART received comments from the public on its Draft EIS in a variety of ways:

Written comment letters from public agencies received during the public comment period,

Written comments as letters or email received from groups or individuals during the public

comment period,

Comment cards received during the Public Hearing of April 12, 2005, and

Verbal comments recorded during the Public Hearing of April 12, 2005.

This section presents all written and verbal comments received on the Draft EIS and BART’s
response to each substantive comment on environmental issues. Each comment letter is reproduced
in its entirety, including any supplemental material, and followed by BART’s response to each
comment in the letter.

If a proposed comment results in a change to the EIS, the proposed comment is discussed. Deleted
text is stricken (deleted), an additional texts is underlined (additional text). The text changes have
been made in the Final EIS.

BART Warm Springs Extension
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

k

A, Letter 1
ﬁ ¥ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REQION x
75 Hawthorne Streat .
San Franciaco, CA 84105-3901 RECEIVED
AFR 15 205
April 14, 2008

Ms Lomaine Lemian

LL5. Department of Transportation

Federal Transit Administration, Region IX
200 Mission Street, Suite 2210
San Franciseo, CA 24105

Subject: D;;ﬂ_&mmmum:{mnms}mmmmmrmn
Dhstrict Warm Springs Extension, Alameda County, California (CEQ # 050005)

Diear Mz, Lerman:

The U8, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewsd the above-referenced
document pursunt to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA}, Council on
Erﬂmmmﬂ& M:J Qualaty (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR. Parts | 500-1508) and Section 309 of the

cam .

 Based on our review, EPA has rated the Draft EIS us Laek of Objections (LO). Tn
addition, we note that the Draft EIS is well written and has addressed EPA's previous scoping
commenls (May 17, 2004). While EPA has no objections to the Wamn Springs Extension
Project, our review has identified mitigation measures that could be accomplished fo further
minEmiEs envaronmental impacts of the proposed project. Our enclosed comments address
impacts on wetlands and flood storage capacity, noise impacts, hazardous materials, and
caribquake safcty, A Summary of EFA Rating Definitions is aleo encloged.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this Draft EIS. When the Final EIS is released
for public review, please send two copbes to the address above (mail code: CED-2). If you have
any questions, please contact me or Connell Dunning, the lead reviewer for this project. Connedl
can be reached at 415-947-4161 or dunning connelli@epa. gov.

Ror Liza B. Hanf, Manager
Envirormenial Review Office

Enclosures:  Summary of EPA Rating Definitions
Detailed Comments

(23 Ms. Shari Adams, BART Warm Springs Group Manager

BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
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LS. Envirenneninl Probeclion Apency Raling System for t,
: Draft Envircamental Inpact Statesens :
I]-ﬁhh--dl‘ulrh-l.lpﬁdll'

Envirsnmeatsl lsgpact of the Acten 1

L0y = Lack of (hjections

The 1.5, Envirosmental Prosection Agency (EFA) review hat not identifisd sny potentisl envirerenental impacts regquinisg
substantive chanpes lo the proposal. The review may have duchsed opportunities for applicstion of mitigation measums that
oould bae sccomplithed wigh no mone than minor changes oo dhe propossl,

EC = Envirommenisl Concerns
Eﬁmh“ﬂ@mwmmm“hmiﬂnwmmm

ﬁunﬂh_ ¥ melasurst maAy reqeine changes: (o the preferred slernative of spplication of metlgation seasires that ckn feduce
[ s i

E} — Envirenmendal {¥bjections

EPA review has identified significast eavisgnmenia] impacts tat sheadd be avnided in snder o provide sdeguans
proection for he anxviroament. Coemective mesvunet miay mogaine substinl chaspes by the preforod aliemative or
consideration of some other project alrersative (inclading the no-sction siternative o & mew aliemative). HPA, inierds. i work
with the lead apency io reduce thess impacts.

FEL! — Environssenially

m&muwwmmmumummmummmh
the tandpaint of public health or welfars or envirommental qualdity. FPA issends i work with the. lead agency o reduoce these
impacts. B the potentis] unsaisfactory impacts s not ooarecied al the finsl E15 itage. this proposal will be recommended for
redarmal i the Cosnced on Envarcsssesnte] Quality (TR,

Adequacy of the Impacl Staloment

Category | — Adequate

EPA belizves the dralt E1S sdegasicly sets forth B environmental impeciis) of the preferred aliernative and thoss of the
alerpatives resonably available b he project or sction. H'Dllﬂt.ﬂl}ihﬂ'ﬁumﬂcﬁmhmrrhumm
Ly Al Eear the soditionm of clarifyisg Lingispe or information.

2 = InsulMicient [nformation
The draft E15 doss nod contain sufficieni information for EPA o fally sssess enviromenenisl impaces that shoald he
avoitded in order o fully protcct the emdronment, o the EPA revicwer bay idontified new ressossbly avaslabie shornatives thai
ar within the spectram of sliomatives analyzed in the draft BIS, shich could mduce the envieonmentul impacts of the sction,
The idemtified additional information, data, analyses or discussion shoubd b inchaded in the final KIS,

Catogory 3 - Insdoquate

EPA does st believe that the dralt EIS sdequately assesses poteniislly 1 grificent environmental impacts of fhe sciion, of
the EPA reviewer i identified pew, reasoably available albenmatives that we catssde of the spectrem of aliomatives snalyzed
I el dhralfy ETS, which should be analysed s order i reducs te potentially significant snvironmental impacts, EPA beliaves
that the identified sddsticns] information, data, anslyses, or discussions are of usch & magnitade that they shoald have full pobis
pevhew at o deaft stuge. EPA does wod helicve that the draft [E15 s adequate for the perposes of the Mational Environmental
Policy Act and of Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revissd ssd made svailable for pablic comment in &
:ﬁm;ﬁhﬁm Cim the bain of the poteniial signiBeant impacts involved. this proposall could be o candidse

relerral 80 .

* Proan [FPA,
15ET,
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS 0N THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE BAY
mmmnmwmmmmmmmmm.mmm.

Impacts to Wetlands and Flood Sterage Capacity

Page 4.5-14 of the Draft Environmendal Impact Statement (Draft EIS) states that the
Warm Springs Extension Froject will requare filling a portion of Tule Pord South, resulting in a
loss of flood storage capacity. Page 4.6-9 states that the required filling of Tule Pomsd South will
affect up to 0.7 acres of seasonal wetlands habitat. Mitigation Measure H-3 (page 4.5-14)
proposes 1o (1) expand Tule Pond South and/or (2} ereate an addibonal Nood storage facility, or
detention pond, at the same location to mitigate for the impact of lost flood storage capacity. The
Drraft EIS does not discuss the feasibility of each option, or what additional impacts may result
froam the proposed options il implemented individually or together.,
Eecommendaiions; 1.1
Clarify the description of Mitigation Measure H-3 to indicate the feasibility of expanding
Tule Pond South andfor creating an additional flood detention pond. In light of the
estimated impacts 1o seasonal wetlands habitat, address the potentinl beneficial and
negative impacts that may result from the implementation of either measure and idemtify
any additional measures to farther minimize impscis.

The Dyaft EIS incorporabes many measures (o avoid end minimize impacts, The Final EIS
should quantify the benefits and reduced impacts that are a resull of any additional
avosdance, minimization, or matigation measures thal are identified between the Drafl and
Final EIS,

Hokse and Yibration Impacts

The Diraflt EIS presents the Federal Transit Administration®s (FTA) guidance for noise
mitigation and indicates that for all residences with severe noise impacts, mitigation is proposed,
and for all residences with moderate noise impacts, mitigation is recommended (page 4.13-18)
However, Table 4.13-9 (page 4.13-21) identifics the benefits of mitigation when proposed
measures are applied 1o both severe and moderale impacits (todaling 393 residences), implying
that mitigation will be implemented 1o redisce impacts where both severs and moderate impacts 1.2

Recammiendation:

Clarify the proposed mitigation for noise and vibration impacts that will accompany this
project. The Final EIS should clearly indicate whether FTA and Bay Area Rapid Tramsit
(BART) propose mitigation for all 393 residences with moderale and severs notse
impacis, or whether mitigation is proposed for only the 146 residences with severe noise
impacts. Modify Table 4.13-9, if necessary, o reflect actual noise mitigation
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commitments. If FTA and BART determine that additional noise mitigation 1o residences
with moderate impacts is wammanied, the Final ELS should include this commitment and
quantify the number of residences: that will benefil from mitigation.

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste

The Diraft ETS identifies that the propossd extension will include the constraction of &
vehicle maintenance shop buailding and & three-acre fenced mainienance yard, While the Draft
ElS addresses procedures for responding (o pedentind hazards associated with gas leaks,
hazardous materiale, and toxic gpills duning construction and eperation of the proposed
exiengion, the docunsent does not address procedures for mindmizing hazardous material uesge
and preventing produection of hazardous waste. A hazardous materials management plan can
potentially reduce the volume andfor toxicity of waste requiring subsequent management as 1.3
hazardous waste under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Califomia’s
RCRA implementation provisions.

Recommendations:

Address the expected types and volumes of harardows materials associsted with the
maintenance yard and other facilities, Evaluate alternate processes potentially using a
smaller volume of hazardous materials and'or less toxic materials, especially as project
mitigation. kentify expocied storage, disposal, and management plans and provide an
estimate of the reduction in hazsrdows material usage.

Earthguake Safety Measures

The proposed Warm Springs Extension will cross the Hayward Faull Zone (HFZ) twice,
The Draft EIS does & good job of disclosing the potential selismie sctivity along the HFZ,
including an estimated 32% chance for an canbquake of magnitde equal to or greater than 6.7 to
occur between 2000 and 2030 (page 4.3-8). Given the high potential fior faalt activity ard
resulting safety concerns, it is critical that the BART and FTA clearly cutline in the Drafl EIS
hew the construclion and operation of the new facility will incorporate the latest technology to
ensure human safcly. 1-4

Rocommendations:

Expand upon the mitigation measurcs proposed for potential impacts resulting from
eanbquake-induced ground shaking and ground rupture (page 4.3-13). Specifically, the
Draft EIS should further describe measures snd new technologies that will be wtilized 1o
construcd @ safe facility. In addition, the Draft EIS should identify how BART s
Earthquake Safety Program and ongoing ssismic vulnerabality studies will inform the
construction and operation of the proposed facility.
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Response to Comment Letter 1

1-1:

1-2:

BART’s engineering analysis determined that the creation of additional flood storage at a
new location was the only feasible alternative, and it determined that the right-of-way is
sufficiently large to construct the additional flood control area.

No substantial negative impacts would be anticipated for either option noted under mitigation
measure H-3, as the current habitat at that location consists of disturbed grassland. In
addition, the benefit of constructing the replacement flood storage capacity at this location is
that the mitigation would provide on-site, in-kind replacement of wetland habitat functions.

In the discussion of Mitigation Measure N-1, the terms “proposed” and “recommended” are
synonymous. Both terms refer to locations where BART would implement mitigation as part
of the proposed project.

As described on pages 4.13-10 and 4.13-11 of the DEIS there are two types of noise impacts
as defined by FTA: severe impacts and moderate impacts. For the purposes of identifying
areas in which mitigation will be applied, moderate impacts are broken down into two
categories: those cases where the increase in noise from the project is 5 dB or greater, and
those cases where the increase is less than 5 dB. So in summary the following three
categories of impacts are used in the analysis:

m  Severe impacts,
m  Moderate impacts with a 5 dB increase, and
m  Moderate impacts with less than 5 dB increase.

The locations where each of these impacts are predicted to occur are identified in Figure 4.13
of the DEIS. Table 4.13-7 shows the number of residences subject to all three types of
impacts.

As discussed on page 4.13-18 of the DEIS, BART will implement mitigation at locations
subject to severe impacts and at locations subject to moderate impacts with a 5dB increase.
Mitigation will not be implemented at locations subject to moderate impacts and an increase
of less than 5dB. It is important to understand, however, that BART’s planned mitigation for
locations with severe impacts and locations with moderate impacts and a 5db increase could,
in some cases, benefit locations with moderate impacts and less than a 5dB increase as well.
Such a situation occurs at residences located on the east side of the track between Walnut
Avenue and Stevenson Boulevard. As can be seen in Figure 4.13-6a, residences with
moderate impacts and a less than 5dB increase (noted a green) are located behind residences
with moderate impacts and a 5dB increase (noted in blue).

Table 4.13-9 identifies locations where noise barriers are proposed as mitigation. This
mitigation addresses all residences subject to severe impacts and all residences subject to a
moderate impact and 5dB increase, with the exception of two residences, which are located
between Paseo Parkway and Washington Boulevard, and subject to severe impacts. The
planned noise barrier at this location would not fully mitigate the severe impacts at these two
residences. As stated in Table 4.13-9, building sound insulation is the only feasible mitigation
to fully mitigate the severe impacts at these residences.
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1-4:

At this time, BART plans to provide mitigation (the combination of barriers and insulation)
at all 393 residences listed in Table 4.13-9. In the event that additional site-specific studies
demonstrate that mitigation is appropriate at specific locations, the list of residences
presented in Table 4.13-9 will be modified based on the results of the additional studies.

The comment advocates the development of a hazardous materials management plan to
reduce the volume and/or toxicity of hazardous material generated through operations of the
maintenance facility.

The proposed maintenance facility will only have capacity for 1 or 2 vehicles at a time.
Experience with current maintenance of BART's electric vehicles produces a minimum
amount of hazardous waste. BART's four maintenance facilities, which perform dedicated
maintenance on up to 200 vehicles, are not designated as large quantity generators of
hazardous waste. The majority of waste generated by BART's maintenance operations is
recycled per current BART operating procedures. Because BART has not been a routine
large quantity hazardous waste generator, a written waste minimization program required for
such under Title 22 is not necessary. However, BART does incorporate waste minimization
in all of its activities with efforts to minimize waste streams, identify obsolete products and
substitute products that are more environmentally friendly, and classify hazardous waste as
universal waste, as appropriate, in an effort to encourage recycling and reuse and minimize
cost. Compliance with local, state, and federal applicable laws for the storage, handling, and
transportation of hazardous materials will ensure that any impact is less than significant.

BART has employed state-of-the-art analytical methods to determine the seismic
characteristics of the locations where the WSX alignment crosses the Hayward Fault. As
noted in the comment, the WSX Alignment will cross the Hayward Fault in two locations.
The northern fault crossing will be made on an earthen embankment, and the southern fault
crossing will be at grade. An earthen embankment is more tolerant of differential fault
movement than rigid structures and the safest way to cross the fault. An engineered
embankment is a proven solution to the problem of fault shaking or fault rupture. The
southern fault crossing is at grade, and no embankment is necessary. Fault rupture would be
immediately detectable by BART’s seismic sensors and the BART train control system
would immediately halt service. BART’s seismic design program directly informs BART
seismic design criteria, which was used on all structures on the WSX project. The title for
Mitigation Measure G-2, which appears on page 4.3-13 of the DEIS, is misleading, as the
BART fault crossings will not be made on elevated structures. The word elevated will be
removed from the Title of the mitigation measure and from the second sentence as follows:

Mitigation Measure G-2—Design and construct elevated BART tracks on
engineered embankments. In general, engineered earthen embankments are more
tolerant of the differential fault movement than are rigid structures that could
otherwise be used to support elevated BART tracks. Accordingly, elevated segments
of the proposed BART tracks that cross known traces of the HFZ will be constructed
on engineered earthen embankments instead of rigid structures. The embankment
design will be prepared in accordance with the BART Extensions Program Design
Criteria, Volume II, 1990, and specific recommendations developed for the fault
crossing near Walnut Avenue (Bay Area Transit Consultants 1989). The design
criteria established for the Walnut Avenue crossing will include adequate crest width
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to accommodate track realignment that could become necessary due to fault rupture
and/or fault creep, 2:1 side slopes, and removal of unstable foundation materials.
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Response to Comment Letter 2

2-1:  No response is required.
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rage iori
Letter 3A
From: Gary - Munsterman@nps.gov '
To: "bartwarmspringsextension@bart.gov” RECEIVED
<hartwarmspringsextension@bart. gov >
e rrendi@parks._ca.gov HE R

Date: Tuesday, April 19, 2005 11:194M
Subject: Comment Extension Request

The Hational Park Service (HES) requests an extension for BART

racalpt of 3A-1
commenls from April 2% till Hay &. ‘The California Depaciment of

Pack and

Aecreation, the city of Froemont, and HES met in March concebning

the

conversion of the portion of Fresmont Central Park to be occupied

by BART

ventilation structures and adjsining replacesmont propecty. We had
anticipated but have vet Po receive a formal request from Lhe city

for row

conversion of this portion of the park which is protected by 3A-2
Sec1on

G{f} 13} requiremonta associated with prior Land and Wakar
Conservallon FPund )

grants fundod isprovements at the park. #We scek ‘to obtaln and
submit Ethis :

request into the record of the DEIS with obther HPS commants in
arder that

this review satisfy HEPA roquirements associabed with the parkLand
convecsion, Failure to properly characterize both the converted

acea and )
ceplacenent property within the subject DELIS could result in che
nead  for .

subsequent environmental reviews for the parkland conversion action
with .

possible resulting delays. Please reply indicating your
willingness to
grant the requested extension.

Gary Munatarman

Hational Park Service

1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
Oakland, Ch 94G607-4807

Voioe S510-817=-1445

Fax S510=B17-150%

" hitpoiiotes-c01 adm.bart. govimail webO006 ns{($labox )41 F24 7S BSSO496 SERE2S6FIER. . 4192005 o
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Response to Comment Letter 3A

3A-1: BART agreed to accept a late comment from the National Park Service (NPS). See
comment letter no. 3B of May 6, 2005.

3A-2: A formal request for conversion of the portion of Fremont Central Park protected by Section
6(f)3 associated with prior Land and Water Conservation Fund grants was made by the City
of Fremont subsequent to this letter. The conversion request is attached to the following
letter (letter no. 3B) from the National Park Service.
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Letter 3B
United States Department of the Interior , paa
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Pazific ‘Went Rogian
1] Jaskeee Stroct, Suige 00

Orabilordd, Codiforsin ST 48077

O L A T

FERL-LA21T

May &, 2005

Ms. Shari Adsms MAY 1 1 2005
San Francisoo Bay Area Rapid Transic District THANSIT

300 Lakeshere Drive DEVELOPMEN
21* Floar

Oukland, CA 94612

Sabject: Comments on Draft Ervironmenital Inpact Statement and 400600 Evalmtion
BART Warm Springs Extensicn
Dizar M. Adams:

The National Park Service (NPS) bas reviewed portions of the subjeet docusnent as it pertains to the
impact of the proposed project on Freemont Cengral Park, the location of two Land and Waster
Conservation Fumd grants {Grant Noa. 06-00332 and 06-0035%4), We submit the following comments in
sccordance with a prior requested comment extension granted by BART sd the Foderal Transit
Administrution. The subjest grants provided for the improvemneni of o pathway slong the nosthem asd
casiern ehane af Lake Elzabeth and the mtility, landscape and hallficld improvements on & 66 scre postion
of the park located noeth of the former stabe baghwuy parcel, subsequently scquired by the city,

Sectsan 4.9.1 describes Freemont Contral Park and the role of the California Department of Parks and
Recreation (CDPR) and Matiosal Park Service Land as a resubt of the Land snd Waier Conservation Fund 3B-1
(LWCF) grants described in this section. It showld be clarified the L.WCF grants were awarded to CDPR
and subscquently assigned by CIPR 2 the city of Freemont for the described projects.
th?ﬁhﬁwmhmﬂhhﬂmﬂﬁtMuW|m
_u.muﬁd with the project im genersl end withis Freemont Central Park in particular, BART has
#ﬂmmmmhﬂdﬂmﬂmlmm1h cxbend practicable, Chur peview i 3B-2
principally directed to the conversion of partions of Central Park pusrsusst 1o Section 6(f) of the Land and
Ea_;gﬂ;umm Fund Act of 1965, s smended (P.L. B8-578) and implementing regulations al 14

Sectson 413 of the Diraft Enviseninsental Impact Stafement (DE]S) describes the noise and vibeatian
impascts of proposed BART operstions along the project rouse. Receplor bocations along the route whdch
exceed an increase greater than 5 db are identified. Ceniral Park is neither identified as a noise receptor
location or an rea expeied W b aither modersiely or severely impscied by increased noise, Noise
mmpacts were & prncipal staled chjection of NFS in resporse to the 1992 DEES and cvabuation of the 3B-3
potential conversson of the park as a result of the elevaned track proposed at that time. Wiile BART
representatives have assuned that the nodse impacts within the park wall mot be significant, we request that
the imguat be further evaluated in the FEIS. While urban background noise is prevalent throughot the

park, the Lake Elsmbeth pathways provide an opportunity for quict reflection often sought within parks in
urban areas. NPS requests flrther evaluation of the impacts of noise emissions from the | 3B-4
veniilstion structures and the soathern pogtad, We request BART further quansiily the anticipated poise | 3B-5

TAMER A =’
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National Park Service
Page 2

! operations on trail users. The Section 4(f) evalustion ssgpests that
acoustically ratod vents s likely to reduce moise impacts below o level of impatrment. This requirement is gB'St
mhmmhnnhnﬁlﬂﬁmmmhnﬂum;uﬁﬁduhﬁummﬁdpﬂn ont

NPS has also reviewed Section 6.4.2 of the DEIS contuining the 4(f) evaluation of the propossd project
on Central Park. The proposed construction of a subway section across and under the park is qualifies
hmummmmrmmﬂﬂtmm&upﬂwﬂﬂmww
ection #{f). Similarly, Section 675.9.5(a) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Manual exempes
undierground wtilities as exempt from &(1) conversion requircments. NP5 finds this pravision io be
applicable o proposed project’s subway portions in as much as BART serve a5 a mesicipal utility
providing for the transport of persons throughout the Bay Area., also subject lo Califomnis Siste Poblic
ILhiility Cloenmission safety oversight,

The proposed ventilation structures estirale to sccupy approximately sppeoxtmately 24,484 5. f of
property improved with lhe referenced LWOCF grants sre considered to be a conversion snd subhject 1o
revicw and replacement pursusnt fo Section 6(f). NPS scmowledpes the sdoquacy of the referemced 401
evaluation, in¢hading avordance nlfernatives and mitigation measares. This asalye:s contans miormation
pertnent to the evalustion required by Section 6(f) criteris comtsined within 36 CFR 59,3 and
comespanding reqairements contaimed within Section 675.9.3 of the LWCF Mansal,

The city of Freemaont's request for the conversion of the arca to be cocupied by the ventilation structares

within Central Park addresses the subject requirements, The ¢ity”s request is enclosed and we request that - 3B-6
it b inchaded withis the Final EI5 record for the purpose of satisfying eavironmental review

Fequirements associated with the requested federal action by NPS on the conversion request. Due 1o the

late asvival of this formal requess, neither NP3 nor COPR have kad a8 opportunity o fally review ibe
Justification and response to the referencod erteria. The sabmstial identilics a proposed replacernent

parecls, comtaining apgroximately 1.6 scres, adjoining Central Park’s castern boundary and imcluding 5

poetion of (ke Unioa Flﬁif:ﬂdh‘md[lﬂ’ﬂ.k}liu,"hﬂhitmdhhcrdwﬂndnimufl

railroad grade sepamtion project. The location of the parcel is identilicd on a Section 6{7}3) boundary

reapy incofporiled by referenced. We request BART inchude a copy of this map within the FEIS as a part 3B-7
of NP commieeiin. NP5 finds that the proposed replacement properly would provide similar recrestion I
utility as the arca proposed to be occupied by the ventilation strucheres,

NP8 will farther evaluate the ¢ity"s recont submittal and respond follewing the completion of BART
eavironmental review, including consideration af any public comments on the effect of the praject on

Central Park. Alihough the proposed replacement property was not disclosed in the DELS and therefore 3B-8
has not boen subject to public review, we believe that this action will gualify for a categorical exclusion

from further environmental review under NPS rubes implementing the Mations] Environmental Policy Act

(Derecios’s Order 12 Section 3 4.F.2). We invite any public comenenis on ithe proposed spplication of

wuch & exemplion 1o the designation of the proposcd replacement property,

I you harve amy questions, plesse do mol Beafiaie o contsel me ot 510-817-1445,

Sincerely, E
Crary b

Cirants Coordinsor
Enchoaure
€ Razhasgd Rendom, COPR
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@

May 3, 2005

Wi, Richard Fendoa

Praject Officer -
State of California, Depantment of Parky and Recreation
P.O. Box 542856

Sacramentn, CA 242956000

Dear Mr. Rendon:

mmhmmmwﬁhmm,Immmmﬂmmﬂf
the comversion of approsimately 0.56 ncves of land in Fremont's Central Park from public
mmmmmmummummmwﬂm

" Fnachentd requined by the BART Warm Springs Extension
project. The converted land will be replace by a greater ansount of park land
(approodmately 1.6 scres), as desczibed in this better and reflected ig the attached maps.

The City understands it is the pasition of the Natiopa) Park Service (NPS) and the State
an_.ﬁ:uﬂuf?.hmdlh:rﬂlhﬁ{ﬁtlu} that the siting and development of the two
venfilston structures constifiotes a comversion per Chiagpter 875.9(3WAN4) of the Land nnd

. mwmmmmumw pecur when

Thblic ewidoor recreaticg use of property acquired or developed with Land and ‘W)
Conservation Fund (LWCF) mum-mﬁqmwﬁ
the involvernent of the NPS, through the State, is & revult of the use of fusds frem twe

In light of the absenes of a boimdary map for the two LWEF
granits ta the Cliy,
fact that neither of the vent strachares are situated mmmﬂmmﬁ?ﬁ-ﬁh

LWCF wselstance, the City disputes the conclusion that the siting of the two vertilstion

Pasrks Divivign Carpimios rard Ftcrealion Eiiaim
mhﬂ | 2110 Capim] Avenua. Prissont
P | B THD-HT0N LD USSR ph | S10-404-4TED fix
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M Fard By
By 1, e

thse City has sttnched & proposed Secticn 8(1)(3) Boundsry Map prepared sceording to the
requirements you provided.

It should he potad that, in the Ciy's opindos, the enderground portion of the BART
by through Central Pagk qualifies us an exception to conversion per the language in
ms;—;dﬂumﬂmmwmwﬂ:nh oot bave
impacts opon the recreationsd wtility of the park will not constitaie »
sotrversion.” The City will be granting sn underground exement to BART for
eonstruction and operatica of the trains, and o surfiace rights will be grosted that
adversely affiect the recreatioral wility of the park. Therefore, the City requests approval
froen the State that this enderground cascrnent is exampt from the conversion
requirements as an “underground ofility saement® porsuant w Section 5(8) of the

[n pespense to the “Prerequisites for Consideration of Convertions™ (Part 675.9, Secticn
3(BY1-11) deseribed in the LWCF Grants Mamial, | offer the following information. 1
bave sumbéred sach section to reflect the mumbcring bn the Cirants Macuaal, fur case of

TEVIEW,

B.(I}Julpﬂiﬂmmhmdmufﬂuhﬂhnuhmwh
Chagrer 3 of the “Draft Exviroumental Impact Stsement and Draft 4(1)/6(1)
m‘wmww,!mm.mwhrmm
Administration, 1.5, Department of Transpartation, snd the San Francisco

Rapid Transit District (Deaft EI5). > Saridns

B. (2) Enclosed with this letter is 8 copy of an appraissl report that extimares the fair
miarket value of the property to be converted and the property proposed for substination.
This appradan) was prepared in accordance with aniform Federal appraisal standards and -
has beea discussed by City sadf with Bob Basilla, National Park Service, who will
revicw the appraisal. The appeassal report values the parkland Imipacted by the two
BART ventilation structures, I should be noted that altheugh the appraisal valoes the

mjmmmﬂmmwmmmm
2,300 squase foet of this site is considercd as converted pagicand. i

Uizing these fi the vahses of
b Tﬂ“ﬂ!‘ﬂ. e ﬂnwuhmuﬂmﬂm

Bark Pregerty
Northern Ventilation Stracture Parcel: 2,400 sq. ft. x $25.00 per square foot =  $60,000
Jouthern Ventilation Stracture Parcel: 22,084 2q. ft. x $0.916 per square foor = $20.250

Total: . § k0,250
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o Bkl Bd ik
by B, Juh

Replacement Parcel: 65,696 sq. &t x $5.25 per square foot = $366,000

B. () The City of Fremoen's Clty Comnct] and Besteation Comimistion have evaluated
the proposed repilscement property for its equivalent usefulness and location 25 the land
that s being converted, according 1o specific eriterda included in the Parky and
Recreation Chapler of the City"s Gesera] Plan. The replacement land is adjncent to
Centeal Pack, and will therefore serve the same comminsdty as the converted propesty.
Also, the replacement land will be administered by the same political jursdiction (e
City of Fremoat) as the copverted propesty,

B, (3)(a) A small portion of the converted property-is currently wsed s a parking lot; this
packing will be replaced in kind in en endeveloped srea imrnedistely adjacent w the
existing lot. The remaluing converted property, which is woodlands, will be replaced
with similar bind. Oveeall, the balance of open spaca/natural area and developed park
land will be maintsined through e land conversion and replacement ransaction.

B. (3)(B) The replacement property will be incorpomted into Central Pask, and is clogs 1o
e two converted areas, The replacement will ultireacely be sdjacent to Cenitrul
Park, coce the land currently ewned by Unloa Pacific Railroad is brough: into ownership
by the City. This will occur as & resalt of ancther project, the City of Fremont's
Washingion Boulevard Pasco Padre Grade Separation Project.

The Grade Separation Project il ensble the BART Warm Springs Extension to resan
nﬂhmmfﬁﬁmaﬂnmmm
Therefore, it is ity and BART that the City Grade Separation Proj
et precede the BART Extension. S e

m.:-: alignencat v:lfldl;l:'w“‘:ill:“ml = |

BOEw east property proposed for Central Park
(see Section 6(f)(3) Boundary Map). At sach time that WMﬁﬁﬂtmnn'ww
moved to the oew alignment (mepected to acenr Iy two yoars after sward of
the Grade Sepamation coastruction contract, is emficipated to happen in lats 2005),
the Ciry will provide UPRR. with title 1o the new aligzmsent peoperty and UPRR, in tam,

&ﬂx;}ﬁuﬁmhﬂ;ﬂhﬁhﬂmmm hmw
Propoeiy.
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. Rictond Mesdon
ey 1, 3

B. (344} This section is nol upplicable to this request.

B. () The replacement propesty meets the requirements of Part 640.2.1 (C). A portion of
the Land will be comvened to wetlands as mitigation for the Pesso Pmﬁhuym
Separation Predect, thereby providing special recrestional oppoctunitice.

B. (#) (2~d) Thess secthons are not appicable to this request.

B. (5) The proposed conversion of approximately 0.56 acees of Fremont®s 433.50-acre
Central Park constitites a pastial conversion. The isipacts of the slting of the northern
vent struchme will be mitigated through the replacement, in kind and in closs prowimity,
of all recreational facilitics and parking that will be affected by the conversion. The
tmpacts af the siting of the south vest stracture will be mitigated through the replacemeant
of woodlends with wetlands. Public use snd enjoyment, and the recrentional viakility of
thee unconverted areas of the park, will continue with linle 1o no disrepticn. .

The Draft EIS has identified the following mitigedon measures to “potential adverse
effects on viroal quality and charscter of Fremont Ceptral Park from propased ventilation
sracteres” (see page 4.11-14):

= “Coordinate with the City of Fremont in developleg ertects for design of
the stroctures to be placed in the park. BART will ensure that the final
Mmﬂ?hmmmmmumﬁtw
FERArees 0 immedisbe project mm,luhﬂﬁ e At eE
facilities and landscaping. . s

*  Usé serface treatments, forms, texnares and calors that reflect Erernont”
.MMHJMWMHWHMWH;
ancillary equipoent into the suroundings.

= Establish plantings (e.g. trees and shrubs) slong the edges of buildings end
asy fencing, The plantings will be consistent with the characicr
exdsting vegetstion ia the park.” '" .

The City of Fremoat is in sgreoment with these mitigation measirss,

B. (6) and (7) All necessary cocrdination with Federal Agencics has boen addressed
through the preparation of the Draft EIS. .

B. (¥) Intergovernmental Review Systen (E. O, 12372) reqquines fedaral agencies i
mortify the desigmated state clearinghouse of proposed fadern] astions. BART has natifisd
MWIMH#FMMMMﬂ:MnMMHH,

B. (¥) The proposed conversion s not inconsistent with the Stte Comprebensive

Omtdoor Recreaticn Plan since the isus of jon |
e (SCORF), af conversion is mot addressed in the
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b itz Rasion
iy 1, 3509

B. (10) Mo commsent is required in respanse to this section.
B, (11) This section is not spplicable to this regoest.

B. {13) The southery vent strocture is located on land gwoed by the Alssneds County
Flocd Contro] snd Water Conservaron Dismict. The District snd the City of Fremont
entered into & Real Property Hoense agrosment on Augast 20, 1968, which granted the
City the right io usa approximately 174 scres of land owned by the Distrct for
recrestional puarposes. This Agreement expired oo August 19, 2004, and was reoewed
with & ona-year Real Property License A greement fhat wil] sxpire on Angast 19, 2005,
The two agencies arc currently working 1o finalizé a bong =termn (25-year) agreement,
which will allew the City to continue opsrating the District"s holdings for recreational
purposes. Both the origing agrecment and the cne-year extension aro enclossd for your

Asd, Lastly, the recorded deed for the replscement property will be submitted upoa
completion of the ttanssction,

Pleasc feel fres to contact me at 510.494.4363 or akleviel fremont.ca.us if you have
eny questicns, '

Simcerely,

it 1

Enclosmes:

Appraisels of converted parkland and replacement land

Orrigimal (expired) and current Licenso Agreements, of Premont and Alameds
County Flood Control nd“’mcnmmnm?r
Section 6(f)(3) boundary map

§
ﬁ’
E

ks City Attorney, City of Fremont
Tim Pievson, Assistast Ciry Enginesr, City of Framont
mw MW 2 Clty of Fremuont
of Frecwont
Aoy Mt Nt ok S O

shu:t'rn-fﬁdn:. Wam Springs Group Mansger, Bay -uuhpidTludl
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Response to Comment Letter 3B

3B-1: Section 4.9 has been revised to incorporate the comment. The second full paragraph on page
4.9-2 has been amended by adding the following text after the fourth sentence:

The grants were awarded to DPR and subsequently assigned by DPR to the City of
Fremont for improvements in Fremont Central Park.

3B-2: Comment noted.

3B-3: Page 4.13-4 of the draft EIS states that Fremont Central Park is a noise-sensitive receptor.
However, in response to concerns raised by the NPS regarding noise impacts on the park
from the elevated track proposed in 1992, BART modified the project design to put the track
underground in the vicinity of primary use areas in the park thus eliminating adverse noise
effects from train passages to park users. (See also the response to comment 3.5.)

3B-4: Refer to the responses to Comments 3.3 and 3.5.

3B-5: Fremont Central Park is a multiple use facility with sports fields, Lake Elizabeth, picnic
grounds and a footpath, which skirts the lake. Consequently, the existing ambient noise
environment and the potential for impact are different depending on which portion of the
park is affected. For example, the sports fields (baseball diamond and basketball courts) are
not as sensitive to noise as the footpath. The ambient noise environment in the park also
varies. Close to the major roadways (Stevenson Boulevard on the north and Paseo Padre
Parkway on the west) motor vehicle traffic noise is the dominant source. On the east side of
the park is an active freight railroad corridor owned by the Union Pacific Railroad. The park
is also in the flight path of the regional airport in Hayward and subject to low flying small
aircraft.

As reported in the DEIS, ambient noise measurements were conducted in Fremont Central
Park near the walking trail. (See Figure 4.13-3 of the DEIS, location ST-1.) Audible noise
sources that occurred during the measurement were distant traffic and distant construction
noise. The measured sound level was 49dBA-Leq over 1 hour. This is a low sound level for
an urban setting and is considered to be representative of the generally low sound level in the
park.

There are three potential noise sources from BART related to the park:

m  Airborne noise from BART trains moving through the subway that will be emitted from
the vent structures in the park;

m  Airborne noise that will be emitted from the vent structures when the ventilation fans
operate in the subway; and

m  BART trains in the south portal area and on ballasted tracks south of the south portal
(The north portal is north of Stevenson Boulevard and sufficiently far from the park that
train noise will not cause a significant noise impact to the sports fields on the north end of
the park.)

The BART train noise from the south portal and from the vent shafts would be a frequent
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3B-6:

3B-7:

3B-8:

occurrence, whereas noise from the ventilation fans would be a very infrequent event. The
ventilation fans would be used only during an emergency or for nighttime or for weekend
maintenance work hours (when trains do not operate).

An independent analysis conducted by Wilson-Ihrig Associates indicates that acoustical
treatments incorporated into the vent structures will limit noise from train passages to 45
dBA or less just outside the structure itself. This is well below the transient noise criterion of
55 dBA identified in Table 4.13-6 of the EIS for ancillary facilities.

As discussed on page 4.13-26 of the DEIS, noise impacts from ventilation fan operation at
the proposed ventilation structures could exceed BART’s Design Criteria for land use
Category II. To reduce potential noise impacts from fan operations at the ventilation
structures, Mitigation Measure N-3 identifies measures that BART will employ to mitigate
impacts from this source of noise. This measure includes a performance standard of 45 dBA
for continuous noise as specified in Table 4.13-6 for Category II open space. Specific design
measures to reduce noise from fan operations to acceptable levels, such as noise dampers,
will be identified as part of the project final design. With noise from ventilation fan
operations being at or below 45 dBA at active park use areas, the combined sound level of
vent operations and the existing ambient noise level would be at most 51 dBA. Accordingly
the increase in noise associated with ventilation fan operations would be 2 dB or less at active
park use areas. A 3 dB increase in normally considered the threshold of a perceptible noise
increase. Therefore, fan operations at the vent structures are not considered to result in a
substantial noise increase at the park.

The WIA analysis also states that noise from BART trains near the south portal will be less
than 70 dBA at the closest area of the park that could be occupied, which is the footpath on
the east side of the lake. This corresponds to an hourly equivalent sound level of less than 55
dBA. With the ambient noise level at 49 dBA, the FTA threshold for moderate impacts is 58
dBA (see Table 4.13-3). Noise from BART trains at the portal, therefore, will be less than the
threshold for moderate impacts at active park use areas.

In conclusion, the design team evaluated the potential noise impacts for the WSX BART
project on the park and designed mitigation to reduce any impacts to a less than significant
level. With the identified mitigation, there should be no significant noise impacts to the park.

The City of Fremont’s request for conversion of land within Fremont Central Park for the
proposed BART ventilation structures has been included as an attachment to this letter and is
a part of this Final EIS.

The Section 6(f)3 boundary map of Fremont Central Park is included as part of the City of
Fremont’s formal request for parkland conversion. See response to comment no. 3B-5.

Pages 6-44 to 6-45 of the Draft EIS describe the property exchange that will occur between
BART and the City of Fremont to fulfill Section 6(f)(3) requirements as well as requirements
under the California Public Preservation Act of 1971. As described, the City would transfer
approximately 1.0 acre to BART to construct the necessary ventilation structure(s), and
BART would transfer approximately 1.6 acres east of the UP tracks to the City. The Section
6(f)3 boundary map attached to this letter illustrates the location of the parcels that would be
exchanged.
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The comment indicates that NPS anticipates additional NEPA review of the City of Fremont’s
parkland replacement request following completion of BART's environmental review of the WSX
project because the replacement property has not been described in the DEIS. However, the
parkland replacement issues are included in the Section 6(f) discussion presented on pages 6-41
to 6-45 of the DEIS and the property proposed for replacement parkland is described on page 6-
44 of the DEIS. The location of the proposed replacement parkland area is shown on the map
prepared by the City of Fremont, which is included in this Final EIS following Letter 3B. The
Final EIS and ROD incorporate all consultation with federal agencies involved in the WSX
NEPA review, and specifically the NPS as a cooperating agency. FTA, as the federal lead
agency, will issue a Record of Decision (ROD) for the WSX project. FTA will not approve the
ROD unless there is concurrence from NPS that the NEPA review was adequate and complete for
NPS purposes. Based on subsequent letters and conversations with NPS representatives, NPS did
not require any additional environmental review of the parkland replacement issue.' Subsequent
to this letter, the NPS and DOI concurred with the 6(f)(3) analysis. (Please refer to letters 3C and
3D that follow.)

' Gary Munsterman, Grants Program Coordinator, National Park Service. Personal communication, May 19, 2005.
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Letter 3C
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Response to Comment Letter 3C

3C-1: No response is required.
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Letter 3D
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WILSOM, IHRIG & ASSOCIATES, IMC. LT NRCMATAVAY

' ACTISTICAL AND VISRATION EONSLILTARTS LA A
‘ Bl (S0 BSE-GT1Y
Fans (5100 H32-4447

Pormal () daviai 81w
L T T ]

19 Scptember 2005

M. Shararch Taval Adens
BART Propxt Manaper

IHART Warm Sprengs Kcicmson
PO Box, F26RE

Ouakland, Califormia $94604- 16337

Subject:  Responso in MPS Commeni on AART WEX Project Mokse
Affooting Ceniral Park, Fromont

Dzar Me. Adsma:

M requessedd, Willson, Theig & Assockeses (WA s responding o ihe comment made by the Natkonsl
Park Servies (N5} neganding nolse thit would be emiited from subwsy sont shalts once BART
upuﬂiulbelhlujhri-udh'mﬂuiup FEutension [ WhX) |hpm!:mrl1 i endral ark
in Freenant, Calilivmbl The Bt that he WS X alignmend tbaough Contral Park will be vesdergioind
H.Hl'lllk.lll.lr Foauilid in & Lr.li:i.'-: envlicaument.  The Elll.rwri:ql ]rh;qth,um s ol o o
peapai i This rene walh elabosution,

Duaring Preliminary Englncering (PE) for ihe RART WSX Projecl (Project) the BART Design
Team evalissted the pokes imipacts from IART facibitics with regard b Fremont's Centiod Park
(Park), WA condubed the analyses T noive and evabastion of polenial napacis, WA has bom
pespomnibrle for inemorous saniler analvece for WART exbonsams smvobvim subway (e, 51900,
and wther bramsil sysicms widh subways e, MARTA, WMATA, Baltimore MET, LA Mem
Red Lise, BA Goll Liseh. WIA"s analysds for vont shafl maisg sostssion is bazad oo gver 10
years ol gypecencs and direct imessuremend of transiy syatem poise i conmmundizs,

The vl shadl serucimres arv puismiszl PFrojeei searces of sirbome mnise tha coull sfversely
affect people using Cemiral Pask, unkess properly controlled. There is no potential fir impact due
ter gronimdborme notse, becaues the Park = ocurdoars and grousdbarie nofse soulid only ba an
e for ewwlosed spaces im baiklings. Al wourees of wirboms: nois: for the Project were
nudressed m P Where operstional impsets were peojected, WIA has recommended nalae
conirel. and thess recommiendations have heen insarposased ints the Project desipn
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Response to Comment Letter 3D

The commenter requested that the September 19, 2005 letter from Wilson Thrig & Associates, Inc.,
be made a part of the record. The letter has been provided as an attachment to Letter 3D.
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Lixtter 4
EEATE OF CALIFORNLA — NUARESS, TRANSPUSTATIVN, AND RRNTING ACENCY ARSULI SCICN AETENEGER. QOTmOn
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION RECEIVED
P. 0. BOX 23860 .
CAKLANTS, A ki A 2% 255
(B L0} 2HG-D005 FUER o power!
(B0} TRS- 2038 TTY Be pracy cfficiont!
April 18, 2005
ALA-680-6.39
ALAGROZ09

Ms, Shar Tavaf Adams

San Francisco Bay Arca Rapid Transit District
300 Lakeside Drive, 21% Floor

F.O. Box 12688

Oakland, CASA04-2688

Dear M=, Adams:

BART Warm Springs Extension (WSX) - Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) & Draft 4(1/6 (1) Evaluation

Thank you for comtinuing io include the California Department of Transportation
(Department) in the environmental review process for the proposed BART WEX project.
We have reviewed the DEIS and Draft 4(f)'6 (f) Evaluation and have the following
comments to offer:

Traffic Svstems

Caltrans has exclusive rights to use certain fiber optic strands in BART's fiber optic
communication system and the nght to access the system at certain locations under the
Alrspace Lease signed December 22, 1994, &

Please include fiber optic strands and access points, for the Department’s use, in BARTs
WEX fiber optic communication system.

Archacalogicall Cultural

Mo ground-disturbing activities within the Department's right-of-way (ROW) are
indicated within the DEIS for the BART WSX. The Cultural Resources Section of the 4.2
DEIS has identified potential cultural resources within the project area as well as an
appropriate mitigation plan for these resources. Should the project change and include

Walimne (mprsors meddlily ooroas Colifresg®
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Ma. Shari Taval Adams

Ban Francleos Bay Ases Baped Transst Distret
April 18, S0

Page I

ground-disturbing activities within the Department's ROW, a cultural resource study e
would need 1o be conducted and submitted for our review and comment. cont

w

1. Tables 4.2-15 and 4.2-16 on pages 4.2-35 and 4.2-37, indicate that the LOS at the
infersection of Warm Springs Boulevard and Mission Boulevard on SR-262 for both
lh:?ﬂlﬂallﬂmﬂ“xﬁwmuﬂhmlﬁlhﬂMWSHﬁmmLﬂﬁFfm d4-3
the AM and PM peak hous. On the following pages, Impact TRN-7, 14 and 19 state
that no feasible mitigation measures are available to mitigate these adverse impacts.
Please explain.

I. There seem 1o be minor discrepancies on the 2000 Traffic Volumes given in Table
4.2-1 on page 4.2-3 as compared to the numbers given in Figure 4.2-2. For example, 4
at [-680 from SRE-262 to Durham Road, the table indicates 147,000 ADT compared to
130,000 in figure 4.2-2. Please rectify.

Forecasting

. J
The peak hour traffic of quite a few intersections near state facilities shows little or no
growth between existing year and 2010 no-build scenario. For example, peak i
hour traffic demonstrates no growth at intersections 10, 13, 14 and 15 between Figure
4.2-5, Existing Tumning Movement Counts and Figure 4.2-8, 2010, Mo Build Peak
Hour Turning Movements. Please explain why.

2. Highway Capacity Manual 2000
It appears that the intersection analysis for the entire project was hased upon the
Transportation Research Board (TRB) Circular 212 methodology {1980), which is out-
of-date (20-years-old), and completely different from the methodology demonstrated in
the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000, For instance, primary service measures h
for determining LOS of signalized inlérsections is average volume-to-capacity (ViC
ratio), shown in the TRE Circular 212, whereas average control delay per vehicle is
utilized in the HCM 2000. All new capacity analysis beginning afier October 1, 2002
should use the HCM 2000 methodology as per US Department of Transportation,
Federal Highway Administration memorandum dated May 1, 2001. The Highway
Capacity Manual 2000 is available a1 the l‘l;-ll-n-a.rmg website  address:

ﬁmnmmmlimmlhuﬂmmpmduumtmludeuﬂmmmm a7
freeway and highway segments. It is of particular importance to note that some
approaching volumes would increase 800 to 1000 vph, from 2000 to 2025, when

il s imgeeurs mobilit Califsrnia®
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My Bhari Teval Adams

Ban Francdsoo Bay Ares Haged Transet Iusoret
April 18, 9005

Page 3

comparing Figures 4.2-5 and 4.2-8 through 4.2-15. The Department believes that the

increase in traffic, generated by the project, between existing, 2010, and 2025, is likely

to utilize adjacent state facilities. The state facilities near this study area include I- |47
220, 1-680, SR-235 and SR-262, between Stevenson Blvd. and SR-262. We would like oont
to ensure that the latest measure of effectivencss (MODE), shown in HCM 2000, is
applied to determine LOS of basic freeway and highway segments.

Additional comments, if any, from vanous other Departmental functional branch
reviewers will be forwarded as soon as they are received.

Should you require further information or have any queshions regarding this letter, please
call José L. Olveda of my staffar (510) 286-5535.

Sincerely,

TIMOTH iﬁ SABLE
District Branch Chiefl

IGR/CEQA

e A.Chow, Traffic Systems

P.Lau, Highway Operations
P.Cox, Forecasting
I Pape, Cultaral Resources

*Calrvias imgeo sodility aere Colifarsia®
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Response to Comment Letter 4

4-1:

4-2:
4-3:

4-5:;

The comment does not address an environmental impact. However, please note that under
the lease to which the comment refers, Caltrans would have rights to the use of fiber optic
strands and access points only if BART places a commercial conduit system in certain areas
specified in the lease. BART does not intend to do so for the WSX Alternative.

Comment noted.

As noted in Tables 4.2-15 and 4.2-16 of the DEIS, the LOS at the intersection of Warm
Springs Boulevard and Mission Boulevard would be LOS F for both the AM and PM peak
hours in 2010 and 2025 with the WSX Alternative (with and without Irvington Station). As
stated in Impacts TRN-7, TRN-14, and TRN-19, no feasible mitigation measures are
available to mitigate these adverse impacts. In order to reduce congestion and alleviate
impacts, widening existing lanes and adding turning lanes, as well as utility relocation, would
be necessary. The intersection of Warm Springs Boulevard and Mission Boulevard is bound
on its four corners by commercial development. The intersection is built out on each
approach. Therefore widening or adding turning lanes is not feasible.

The DEIS included some five discrepancies between the average daily traffic (ADT) volumes
presented in Table 4.2-1 and shown on Figure 4.2-2. In each case, the table was correct, and
the discrepancies on the figure appear to have been typographical errors. Figure 4.2-2 has
been revised to reflect the correct 2000 ADT volumes for the following five segments:

Segment Revision

[-880 from SR 262 /Mission Boulevard to Auto Mall Parkway 168,060 161,000
1-680 from SR 262 /Mission Boulevard to Durham Road 130,000 147,000
[-680 from Durham Road to Washington Street 123000 136,000
1-680 from Washington Street to Mission Boulevard SR 238 120,000 131,000
Blacow Road from Fremont Boulevard to Grimmer Boulevard 24,200 16,600

The table and the figure are provided only for informational purposes. The analysis of peak
hour transportation impacts on which the impact and significance criteria are based did not
rely on average daily traffic volumes.

The transportation analysis indicates little or no growth at a number of intersections between
existing conditions and conditions in 2010. Conditions in 2010 were projected from 2010
model forecast data and a list of approved projects, which were both provided by the City of
Fremont. There were several instances where no traffic growth was indicated at an
intersection. In these cases, either there is no development (with attendant traffic growth) in
the area, or changing traffic patterns resulted in fewer trips passing through a particular
location. To be conservative and avoid having fewer trips at an intersection than in the
scenario for a prior analysis year, the future volume was kept constant rather than show a
reduction in vehicle trips. BART performed technical analyses for future year modeling,
forecasting, and intersection turning movements during preparation of the 2003 Supplemental
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4-6:

4-7:

Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the proposed project, and the methodology is
documented in Appendix N of that document.

The methodology and significance criteria for the transportation analysis are described in the
DEIS. They were consistent with the City of Fremont and the Alameda County Congestion
Management Program traffic impact guidelines at the time the analysis was conducted.
Typically a transportation analysis follows the guidelines of the local community and agency.
The City and Alameda Congestion Management Agency (CMA) did not require use of the
most recent version of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), as noted in the comment. Use
of the 2000 HCM has not been adopted by many local jurisdictions in the Bay Area.

LOS analysis was completed for freeway and highway segments included in the Metropolitan
Transportation System (MTS) and is documented in the BART WSX DSEIR Draft Technical
Report — Transportation (DKS Associates 2003), which can be obtained from BART. The
traffic volumes that were analyzed were projected according to detailed travel demand
forecasting methods that included mode choice models. As discussed in response 4-6, TRB
Circular 212 methods were utilized for LOS analysis, as directed by the local jurisdictions.
Although these methods are less current than those presented in the 2000 Highway Capacity
Manual, the conclusions based on these analysis methods would be expected to be consistent,
namely because the traffic volumes analyzed would be the same, regardless of the LOS
analysis method used.

This analysis shows that with or without the proposed project, area freeways already reflect
congested conditions that would be expected to deteriorate further between now and 2025. In
general, the analysis indicates that state highways would experience improved LOS
conditions under the different project alternatives, as compared to the 2010 and 2025 No
Project conditions. This is consistent with expectations, as the proposed project would
provide an alternative means of travel for regional designations, it would not be expected to
increase vehicular demand on regional highway routes.

It would be reasonable to expect that the project could generate additional traffic at the
proposed stations, but these impacts would potentially affect local roadways rather than the
regional state routes. As the extension would provide easier access to alternative
transportation for travelers in the south Bay Area, it would accommodate travelers who
would otherwise travel on the freeways to regional destinations, or to the next nearest BART
station.
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Response to Comment Letter 5

5-1:
5-2:

5-3:

Comment noted.

BART is working with the Alameda County Flood Control District to maintain conveyance
capacity at creek channel crossings. At this time, detailed design of the proposed channel
modifications has not yet been done. Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
approval of any proposed channel modifications is required through the formal permit
process. RWQCB permit requirements will be incorporated into the final project design.

BART’s design team will consider reducing the amount of impervious surface associated the
proposed project, the use of permeable pavement materials, and other appropriate best
management practices (BMPs) in conjunction with Mitigation Measure H-1.

RWQCB will be consulted on matters regarding wetlands as part of the permit process
associated with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The first paragraph of Mitigation
Measure WL-1—Restore, create, and protect wetland habitat to mitigate the loss of wetland
habitat, which begins on page 4.6-9 of the DEIS, will be revised as follows:

A mitigation plan will be prepared by a wetland biologist experienced in mitigation
and restoration. The plan will be implemented under the biologist’s guidance. The
California Regional Water Quality Control Board will be consulted regarding the
effectiveness of the proposed mitigation plan. Subject to approval by the Corps, the
wetland mitigation plan will address temporary and permanent impacts (temporary
impacts are addressed below under Impact WL-5).
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C o —‘K_JO Letter 6

——

@ Department of Toxic Substances Control @
Aan . Loy, P D 700 Hednz Awenue, Sulle 300 BiTes] SOt T
Agoncy ety Boruosbey, California B4T10-2721 Oewvearadr
(=
April 22, 2005 RECEIVED
M. Shari Adams Ao L o)
300 Lakeside Drive
PO Box 12688

Oaklard, CA 94604- 1688

Re:  Drafi Envirenmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the BART Warm Springs
Extenston (W5X) Project

Dizar M5, Ademisc

Thank you for (he opporiunity (o comment on the BART Warm Sprimgs Extension Praject, Drafl
EIS. As you may be aware, the California Depertment of Toxic Substances Contrel (DTSC)
aversees the clesnap of sites where hazasdous subsiances have been released pursuand o the
Calufprmia Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.8, As a potential Responsible
Agency, DTEC is submifting comaments fo ensure that the environmental documentation
prepared for this project o address the Califomia Enviconmental Quality Act (CEQA)
adequately addresses any required remediation activities which may be required to sddress any
harardous substances release.

Az part of the environmental assessment performed for this progect, historical and current Land

uges were evaluated. Regolis of the research indicated potential and known subsurface

contamination along the WSX project comidor. Potential snd known contsminants inclods, bus

are ool limited Lo, asbesios, arsenic, lead, petroleum hydrocarbons, polychlorinated biphenyls,
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons and BTEX compounds. Pam of the mitigation messures

proposed for the project 15 o conduct additional site charscterization, preparation and

implementation of a site-specific bealth and safety plan, and development and implementation of

a soalfgrounchwiater management plan. Il hazardous substances are determined to have been |-ﬂ:.1
released, it will need to be sddressed inthe CEQA comphiance docurment,

Additionally, DTSC can astist your agency in overseeing characterization and remediation

sctivities through cur Volustary Cleasup Program. A fact sheet deseribing this program is

enchosed. We are aware that projects such as this one are typically on a compressed schedule, an

im an effont to wse the availabls rewiew tee efficiently, we roquest that DTSC be included in any lﬂ_:
meelings where issues relevant to our slatulory suthonity are discussed.

B Prinied on Recycied Paper
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Ms. Adams
Apeil 22, 2005

Page 2

If you have any questions, please call Bd Gillera of my staff ot (310} 340-3826 or email him
at egallerad@iies ca gov.

[IE H

Sincerely,
M-f, for q:,,.?h;c;"i'fw:‘; L b "

Denise Tsuji, Unit Chief
Morhemn Califorma - Coastal Clunup
Operations Branch

Enclosure
co: (withoul enclosurc)

Governor s Office of Planming snd Research
Suare Clearinghouse

PO Box 3044

Sacramento, Califomia 958 14-3044

Guenther Moskst

CEQA Tracking Center
Drepartment of Toxic Subsiances Control
P.O. Box 506

Sacrasnento, California 958120806

BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2.52
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04




San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

California Envinmernal Protection Agency
Department of Tozic Substances Coniral

The Voluntary Cleanup Program

The Califiorsia Esvironmental Prodectioa Agency's Department of Toodo Substances Control (VTS0
has introdiced a streamdined program s prosect buman health, cleanup the environment and get property
back to productive use. Corporations, real estate developers, kecal and stale agencies entering into
Veduntary Cheanup Program agreements will be abile b restore propertics quickly and elficicmtly, rather
sates. This fact sheet desenibes how the Vohmiary Cleanup Pregram works.

Hﬂhiﬁiﬁmﬂ&?ﬁhﬂymmmwmfﬂmﬂ for DTEC
Inuﬂwn_h:h-duwhmm:innﬁc‘-mmmﬂmﬂmi&.pﬁm“md
cheanup sites where a release of hazardous mebstances has ccourred. For years, the mandate meast that, if
the site presented grave theeat to public Bealth or the eavisoament, thom il was listed ca the Siae
wﬂmmﬁgmwmmmhdmwuﬂmmmm,wmﬂ

sk o ey g o staff resource limststions, DTSC unabde o : i
sites which posed lesser risk or had lower priceicy, - e

DTS loag ago recognized that no cec’s interests are served by lesving sites contaminaisd and
siusable. The Voluntary Cleanup Program albows motivated pasties who are shle to fund the ebeanup —
mm‘;w—wmn_lhudn thels own spesd 1 investigaie and remediste their sites. DTSC
bas found that working coopentively with willing and able project peoponents is a more efficient and
cost-effective approach o sile investigation and chesnup, There are foer steps to this proces:

I Eligibality and Application

! Megotiating the Agreement

I Hite Activitics

§ Cemification and Property Restoration

The rest of this fact sheet describes those steps and gives DTSC contsces,
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DECEIVED

The Voluntary Cleanup Program ETE

i i |

Step I: Eligibility and Application

Most gites are cligible. The main exclusions are if the site is listed a5 8 Federal or Stste Superfund
e, s & military facility, or if it falks ootside of DTSC jurisdiction, s is the case where o site contains
m%wmw.mmwawmmmu
oversight, .., a county (for underground stomge sk}, The cummenl oversight apescy must consest io
transfer the cleanup responsibilitics to DTSC before the proponent can enter isto s Valuntary Clesnup
Hﬁnruﬂm Aﬂimltr'm.ﬂl'-iﬂ__ ngluzmm-lrmr b woek o & specilied clement of a

Uk adspssment or participatios, for exaspde), i e primary oversight agency gives its
consml The stamdard spplicatics is amsched 1o this fact shoet =

J-'I‘zihu_{!bmmln'w:r. the proponent submsts an spplication w DTSC, providisg details
ahaut conditions, proposad s afd podential community concerns. Mo fee is requined 1
fior the Veduntary Cleanup Program. wy

Step 2: Negotiating the Agreement

Dmee DTSC sccepts the application, e proponent meets with experienced DTSEC professionili 1o
g oliate the agreement. The agreemess can range from services fior an injtall slie sesessment, to
::I;-m._ﬂltﬂd certificasion of a fisll site cleanup, based on the proponest's finaseial and scheduling

eclives. .

The Veluntary Cleanup Progmm agreemest specifics the estimated DTSC costs, scheduling fof the
pregect, and DTSEC services o be providad. Because every project must mest e same legal and technical
cleanup requirensents as do State Buperfund sites, and becsuse DTSC staff provide oversight, the
proposent is assured that the project will b complaiod in m envircamentally sound manner.

In the agresimend, DTSC retains its suthority o take enforcement action if, during e mvestigation or
%hthﬂmlnmmm and proper and mely sction is ool
wherwise being taken. The sgrecoscal also allows the project proponest 1o temminate the Violntary
Cleanup Program sgreement with 30 days writies potice if they aro no satisfied that it is meeting their

Step 3: Site Activities

Prior o begisning any work, the propesent soust Bave: sigoed the Voluniary Clessap Progrsm
aprecment; made the advance paymest; ssd commiteed to paying all project costs, inclading those
.:mn.-ulwﬂ: DTS s oversight. The project musager will track e project to make sure ihai DTSE
:jruhthtklﬂd.wiﬁnhdm DTSC will bl its costs quarterly so that large, unexpected balsnces

oA DU,

AL
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O e proponent and DTSC have entered imio a Valuntary Clessup Program agreement, Exitisl sise
assesumend, Site investagation or cleanup activitios may begin. The propesmens will find dat DTSCs slaff
includes expents im every vital e, The assigned project manager 18 cither a highly-qualifisd Flarsrdous
Substinces Scientist cr Hazardous Substances Enginoer. That project manages hay the support of well-
taized DTSC wxicologests, gealogists, industrial hygienssis and specialists in public imvolvement.

The project masager may call om any of these specialisis to join the team, providing guidance, review,
codnmen) &0, i nocossary, spproval of individus] dovemests snd ather work products. ‘Tha tessn wiii
abst coondimate with other agescies, as appropriate, and will offer assistance in complying with other
Llews, soch ay the Resource Conservation and Recovery et

Step 4: Certification and Property Restoration

When remedistion is complets, INTSC will issue cither & site certiffcation of completion or & “Mo
Further Action™ lebier, depending oo the project circusitssces. This mcans “The Site™ is now property
thei iz ready for productive sconomic e

RECEIVELD
Ha o
RE
June 2006
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Eratd of CilfinTod — Callfomia Crsironmantal Probscion hgency

VOLUNTARY CLEANUP PROGRAM APPLICATION

L

Doparimaond of

The purposs of this application is to obtain information necessary to determine the aligibility of tha site
for acceptance into the Voluntary Cleanup Program. Please use addiional pages, as necessary, to

COMmplabe Your rasponsos,
SECTION 1 PROPONENT INFORMATION
Proponant Mams
Principal Contit Kame
Phors [ )
Addroes
Proponent's rlatenship i s : —
Wmdwnﬁmumhmmmﬁ
SECTION2 _ SITE INFORMATION
s this site lsted on Calsilos? 0O Yaa 0O Mo
¥ e, provide spacific naene and numbeor s lstod
Hhhl_i'llﬂﬁh B
Addrass City ‘County g
(Pvase sfach a copy of an approprate map pags) |
DTG 1254 30} e
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RECEIVEL
’ Bty o Calfirnia — Calliomia Prsironmantsl Prodecton bgeny h—u}‘?‘_‘ Subsetancas Contrad
i e e G

SECTIONZ _ SITE INFORMATION (continued)
Cument Owner

Mame B
Ao

Fhone | ]
Background: Pravicus Business Operalions

Mame
L = -
Yearsof Operation

W inown, st af previous businesses cponating on s propery

Whal haranfous mbstaroon wnses have been issated with the ste?

0O Sobf 0 Air 0 Groundwie O Surfscs woler
Has sawpling o other ivmesbgabon been conducied? O You O pe
Spedly -

(= = —

i ¥as, whal Facandous subsianoes. harss boon debiciad and what wene their masdmum concsntraions?

DTS 1254 v A7
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Exate of Calrds = Cabdaves Errvinorerenilsl Protector boomey

SECTION 2 SITE INFORMATION [continued)

Are ary Fodenal, Stabe or Local regulsicry agencies cusently' involved with B site?
If vios, sate the imvolverment, and giver contact names and leaphong numbars

0 Yes

Wt s B huture proposed wse of the sile?

=

What (reaviaght senvice s being requesiod of the Depariment?
0O PEA 0 RUF3 O Removal Action O Fenedial Action
0O Othasr [describe My progesssd peoec) _

O RAF

O Yes O ko H¥es, enplein

s Bheen Cusmesny B pobeniind o apoduns of T Sommunity o workers 10 hazardous subsiances ot B sia?

SECTION 3 COMMUNITY PROFILE INFORMATION

Dascribe e sha proparty (include Rpprosdimale ains)

Duscriba th surrounding baned wse (including proodaty 1o resicendial housing, schools, chunches, olo ___

——

Duecribe e visibdity of aSvilies on e sie ko reighbors _

BIFEE 1384 ) A2
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LEGEIVEL

’ Exate of Cabliavea - Caldorran Errvdrotrenisl Proleiion Sgency h—h—#ﬂf-ﬁ?ﬂﬁmw
i st

SECTION 3 COMMUNITY PROFILE INFORMATION {continued)

w“hwmﬂhm#lg mmmmmw
considentions, sic )7

Local lnbedust
Has there bean Ry mdiy CovaragT R

_ — == N

Past Fublie Inwalwment

Has thor baon oy past gublic interest in e siie 0z milecied by community mestings, 2 hoo commillpes, workehocs,
fact sheets, newslebiorns, ol 7 —

— —— B ———
Hired dy spacific concemaissuss bew mésed by the community regarding past operations or present nctiities o the
Ade thers sy concernulssses antcipated regarding s nebwes?

Arn thane BNy general enironmonial conoirns ks in e community relative 1o neightcring ates?

Ewy Conlacty

Please atinch n kst of key contacts for this site, including: city manager, city pliening depanmnt. couny snvironmental
haalth department, leeal slacied ofisisis; and 3y othes communily rmambaers inleresled in e sile. [Ploass Incuda
mddresses and phors frnlrs. )

SECTION 4 CERTIFICATION

The signatories below ane authorized representatives of the Project Proponent and centify that the
preceding information is true 1o the best of thelr knowledge.

TR 1 [ Ad
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Response to Comment Letter 6

6-1:

6-2:

BART has identified further action in relation to contaminated soil found at two sites within
the project area. Following consultation with relevant agencies, BART will develop a project
soil management plan including the potential need for remediation.

Specific remedial activity for contaminated soils at these two sites has yet to be defined.
BART intends to manage much of the contaminated soil in place, if feasible. If hazardous
materials are encountered at any of the sites identified on Table 4.4-1 or 4.4-2, BART and its
contractors will apply Mitigation Measure HazMat-3, which will address potential workers,
public, and environmental exposure of contaminated soil in terms of dust control measures,
sediment and erosion control measures, and potential air monitoring.

Please note that the Draft EIS was prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) rather than the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

BART intends to consult with DTSC on issues relevant to its statutory authority.
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AL

1600 Franklin Sireet. Oaldard, CA 04612 - Ph. 5108074716 - Fao $100851.7157

Hancy Skowbo

Deaputy General Manager - Sorvice Develcpmant

Shar Adams il rx
Warm Springs Group

Managar
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit Distric
300 Lakessde Drive, P.O. Box 126388
Oakland, CA H3604

Re: Draft Environmental impact Statement, BART Warm Springs Extension
Dear Ms Adarrs:

Thank you for the cpportunity to comment on the Draft Envirenmental Impact Statement (E15)
for the BART Wamm Springs Exiansion.

Thae project being studied in tha EIS would exiend BART south from Fremont stasion o Wam
Sperings, in southem Fremaont. The EIS is the federally required environmental reviesw documant
under the Malional Emdronmental Policy Act (NEPA]). In 2003, BART prepansd the
Environmental impact Report (EIR) for this project required under the California Emvironmental
Cmality A, To a greal exdent, the emdronmental impacts envaluated in this EIS were also
evaluated in that EIR. BART is prepaning Bhis document bo maks the project eligible for federal
furids. The proposed sxtension from Wanm Springs to Sen Jose/Santy Clsra County is being
ervaluaied throwugh its own EIRFELS process.

AL Transil stafl has participaied in the Technical Advisony Commities for this project. The
planmed T bis by al Wiatm Springs Station transit cender and 5 bus bays at the opticnal (and
nod curmenitly funded) Indmgion station shoukd be sulficiant 1o mest reasonably anticipated

in Shae 2000 EIR process, AC Transd reguested that o bus allernative be studied, BART and it
EIR consullants wane nosponsie 1o his requast, fashioning a well-defined bus altsrmatie,
BART uitimately concluded that the Busway Altlernative in that EIR did not meat its objectives
#5 well a5 a radl exiension. While AC Transsl did nol necessarily agree with that condusicn, we
appreciabed the sericus offort io evaluale B bus allemative,

Therelore, wa recommend thatl the 2003 bus alermative be carmied forwarded inlo this EIS. Wa
e nol assering that BART is logally requined o do 20, However, il the bus allemative wen

caried forward, § would improve the comprebensivenass of tha £15, and belp to adsuns that the
“range of altematves” needed for NEPA analyss is being considenad, 7.4

Inchesion of the bus alberralhee in the EIS would allow foe conaideration of ransit-ofenied
dervedopment (TOD) al a number of bus stations, rather than simply the planned Warm Springs
BART siaticn. The Warm Springs slation sile is lacated in an industrial area, near Morthem
Calilornia’'s only subs production plant, substantialy limiting the possibdity for iransit-onenied
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Shari Adams RECEIVEL
Dralt Ervirgnmontal impact Statomont, BART Warm Springs Extenaion

;.pﬂlii:'.'.m AR 2L
L

rigadential development ol this time. In AC Transit's comments on thie 2003 EIR, wo nobed that

iranail-orienbed development was important arcund rail or bus atations., and thal il was uncerain
al Warm Spaings. Thal uncertainty remaing and the discussion of transit-crisnted development, 71

incraasingly impordant in federal transs funding, is very biel and general in this EI5. This is il
uriforturabe, ghaen the emphasis placed on transil-orfented developsad by BART'S cwn policies,
by the Metropoitan Transportalion Commission, by tha City of Fremaont and AC Tranait

In it% responss 10 AC Transil's comments on the EIR, BART discounied the possibility of transs-
orlented developrent ecourring arcund bus rather than rail ransit. However, thare are an
increasing number of examples of bus-based TOD in Sealfle, Porland, San Francisco, San
Disgo, and elsewhars. The frequency, speed, convenience, and amenity of sendos are the
decisive Taclors, nol necessanily the mode of service,

The aptional Indngion slation is a strong candidate for ransit-orented development now, i is

located adjacent 1o an active mixed-use area thal 5erves as a neighborhicod commercial hub.

Thi area is served by several bus roubes thal could easily be routed 1o the néw station. The

Invinglon Concept Plan clearly states the City of Fremons intenes! in developing additional,
higher-density residential uses in the anea, It is important that tha BART project bring an 7.3
Invingion staton at tha earbest possdble date.

For's

W look forvwiand o continuing o work with BART o mprove ransil in Southern Alameda
County. H you have any questions aboul this lefter, please contact Nathan Landau, Senior
Transporiaticn Planner, at 881-4782

O aﬁ%ﬂc«%
Saic Cmetopmont Gopartent

e AC Trangit Boardmembers
Jirm Glsdch
Tina Spancer
Anfthary Bruzzone
Tony Divibo
Mathan Landau
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Response to Comment Letter 7

7-1:

As explained on pages 3-25 to 3-40 of the DEIS, the prior analysis and conclusions regarding
alternatives, including the 2003 Bus Alternative, remain applicable. DOT policy encourages
reliance on prior planning and analysis to select the alternatives to be evaluated in a NEPA
document. (For more information, refer to FHWA-FTA Program Guidance on Linking the
Transportation Planning and NEPA Processes; February 22, 2005).

The commenter notes the uncertainty of TOD at Warm Springs. While there is always some
uncertainty in projections of future land use, the City of Fremont is working with BART and
other stakeholders to prepare a specific plan for the Warm Springs area. The Warm Springs
BART Area Specific Plan-Existing Conditions Report was issued in June 2004, and three
alternative land use scenarios have been developed. Private developers are participating in
the specific plan process and have already proposed high-density land uses adjacent to the
proposed station site. The Warm Springs Transit Village is a proposal that has been
submitted to the City of Fremont for consideration for the long-term development of a
combined 74.5 acres adjacent to the Warm Springs Station site on the east. (See comment
letter 24, Warm Springs Transit Village.) Accordingly, there is no reason to conclude that
TOD is not feasible at Warm Springs. Please refer to the response to comment no. 21-7 for
additional information.

BART’s System Expansion Policy commits to encouraging development at increased
densities to sustain transit. Through this policy, BART is specifically committed to
encouraging opportunities for TOD, as are the other agencies that the commenter mentions.
The greater likelihood that the WSX Alternative would act as a catalyst for TOD is among
the reasons that the 2003 Bus Alternative was rejected. TOD is discussed in the DEIS on
pages 2-4 to 2-5, 3-39, 4.8-13 to 4.8-14, and pages 5-43 to 5-46.

BART agrees that transit-oriented development (TOD) is possible with bus transit as well as
rail transit. However, well-documented transportation and land use research, both on the
national and the local level, demonstrates that private developers are more likely to invest
around fixed-rail stations because they know that the large public investment in fixed-rail
infrastructure will not be moved or relocated. This reduces the risk for developers and
encourages investment. Sources for this rail-related investment-land use relationship include
Michael Bernick and Robert Cervero,” the City of Seattle,’ the Journal of Public
Transportation,” and White and McDaniel.’

As described in Section 3.4.4, “Optional Irvington Station” and Section 7.3, “Financial
Feasibility and Local Financial Commitment” of the Draft EIS, the Irvington Station is
optional because local funding for the station has not been identified at this time. The City
of Fremont is investigating an amendment to the 1998 Redevelopment Plan that could

2 Michael Bernick and Robert Cervero, Transit Villages in the 21°" Century, McGraw-Hill, 1997.

3 City of Seattle, Transit-Oriented Development Case Studies-Twelve Analytical Rail Systems, Strategic Planning
Office, August 1999.

* “Benefits of Proximity to Rail on Housing Markets: Experiences in Santa Clara County,” Journal of Public
Transportation, Vol. 5, No. 1, pp. 1 - 18,2002.

>S. M. White and J. B. McDaniel. “The Zoning and Real Estate Implications of Transit-Oriented Development.”
TCRP Legal Research Digest 12. Transportation Research Board of the National Academies. 1999.
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contribute funds to the construction of the Irvington Station, which is considered a significant
component of the redevelopment effort for the Irvington area. BART included the evaluation
of the environmental effects of the optional Irvington Station in this EIS in an effort to
expedite station development once funding is secured.
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Y/ (A]]/4 -

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit Dhstrict
Attention: Sham Aulams

Warm Springs Extension Group Manager

M LES-21

PO, Box | 2688

Oakland, CA 94604-2688

Dwzar M. Adams:

Subject: Comments om the BART Warmn Springs Extension [Dvaft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) Prepared under the National Environmental Podicy Act (WEPA)

Thank you for the opporiunity 8o commient on the Druft Envieonamental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for the proposed BART Warm Springs Extension project. The Alsmeds Coanty Water DMstrict
(AW provided commenis 1o the Drafi Supplemental Environmental Impact Fepart that was
preparad in accondance with the Califormia Envirommental Craality Act (CEQA) and submitied o
your office in a letter dated May 8, 2005, [In additzon, ACWD provided commwents t the Scope
of the Proposed Environmental Impact Stabement thst was prepared under the Mational
Environmental Policy Act and submitted to your office in a letter dated May 17, 2004,

Although all of ACWD's previous commenis nelafed o the groundwaler basin have been
incorporated o the DEIS, there are several issues related to the potential depletion of
groundwaber resources (hat have nol been satisfactonly addressel. Copies of ACWD's May 8,
2003 and May 17, 2004 letiers are enclosed with this comrespondence for your review. Based on

AR CFE TV TR SiS Ty
ARECTORE AJAES TEAITH GRIMAMIE BOULEVARD + POU BON 5718, FREMONT, CALIFORNLA 85575710 RS EMERT
REANTIN L ECHAER [50) e TR = FAN (S BE TR0 1PN = wrwws v, ey FALIL PR
PO €, LA = ¥
Vion P e Eenl N BOREET lavik
AR THLI § SRR T - O A
O H. WA .|!|.| TR WAL Ll | Fmeeg
limpnag and b sntranan
April 25, 2005

our review of the DEIS, ACWD believes that the DELS must be revised 1o sddress the following Ba1
COmmecnts:
A m_ansl 1 b the Miles
Cone Groundwiater Basin:
1.  Fublic Review Process — Areas of Koown Conlroversy and liues (o be Hesalved,
page ES-10
Under Aress of Known Costroversy, the DEIS comectly idemtifies, “fmipacts of
corstruction aad madntenance dewalering on groundwarer and hydralogical fimctions, ™
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I

However, this issue is nod ientified under the section, "Tssues to be Resolved,”™ which is
clearly a major issoc that still requires resolution as demonstrated by the following
Shsents:

Tabde ES-Z, Summary of Adverse Effects and Mitigation Measures

The potential depletion of local groundwater resources during construction and long-term
maintenance is nol identified as an adverse effect and, consequently, mitigation measares
far ACWID are not specified.

Section 3.4.3, Ancillary Facilities, Subway Venmtilation, Pumping, and Emergeney
Access Facilities, page 3-11, and Sectlon 4.5.4.2, Alternative Specific Environmental
Analysis, Impact H-6 - Potential depletion of local groundwater supplics during
operathon, page 4.5-16

Section 3,43 states that groundwater extraction will occur as part of the normal operation
of the subway segment:

“The subway monnel wouwld also have g sump o collect the normal amoar

af growndwater seepage.  This subway seepage water would be collected

The quantity of seepage is then estimated in Section 4.5.4.2;
“A small amount of growndwarer lemkage within the hmmel fection is
anticipated. The estimaled rate of leakage through the entire fength of
tucanel section is 8 gallons per minie fgpm), "

However, in this same section, the DELS concludes:
“this leakage rate i nepligible with respeer to depletion of groundwaier.
Contequently, the presemce of the subway segment of the WEX Alternanive
&5 not expected fo result in substonrizl deplerlon of local groundwater

As stated in ACWD's May 8, 2003 comments on BART's Drafi Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report, the Replenishment Assessment Act of the Alameda County
Water District authorizes ACWD 10 charge operators of groundwater production facilities
an nssessmend based on the quantity of water produced. The replenishment assessmicnt
rale i set annually and the carremt rate is $197.00/acre-fool. If the estimated rate of
leskage of 8 gpm is comect, the amnual rate of grourdwater extrsction would be
approximately 12,9 scre-feet per year. Al the current replenishment sssessenent rate, this
would result in an annual bill of approximately $2,541.30 that would need to be paid to
ACWD (please note that ACWD invoices on o quenedy basis). 17 the actual rate of
discharge is greater than estimated or if the replenishment assessment rate increases in

8.2

B-3
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future years, the annual budget for BART s dewstering operations would alss need to be
increased. The DEIS must specify that all groumdwater pumping will be metered in B-3
sccordance with ACWD requirements, 5o that the amount of groundwater extracted can be oo
quantified accurately,

4. Section 4.5.1.2, Existing Conditlons, Subsurface Hydrology, page 4.5-5

“The bottom of the proposed BART subway along this section of track

ranges from 20 to 33 feet below ground nurface.  For the purposes of this

analysis, if iy azsumed thal construction dewatering operations would need

to draw growundwater levels down abour § feer below the bottom of the
dlom. ™

This section scems 1o coaflict with other sections in the DEIS where it is recognized that
construction dewatering by conventional means may be technically infeasible. Once
again, ACWD must emphasize that the first encountered water-bearing zone is the regional B4
aquifier in the Above Hayward Fault Sub-basin which yields significant quantities of water
pumped from the Feralta-Tyson Wellfield for our customers. Given that the ground
surface clevation in this erea is approximately 50 feet above mean sea level, BART s
cstimaled lowering of groundwater 1o abowt 38 feet below ground surface would drop the
waler level in this sub-basin to below ACWIDY's normal operating range of 20 fo 45 feet
mean sca level. Therefore, any significant dewatering operations of the Above Hayward
Fault Sub-basin will have a significant impact on ACWD's water supply and ACWD's
ability to provide an adequate supply of water 1o our customers. Allernalive construction
methods nesd 10 be explored and wemtified in the DEIS, the quantity and durstion of
groundwater extraction must be estimated, and mitigation for any significant dewatering
aperations must be specified.

5. Sectlon 4.5.4.2, Altermative Specific Environmental Analysis, Impact H-8 - Water
quality degradation from operational dewstering, pages 4.5-17 to 19

This section of the DEIS states that tumnel seepage will be discharged in one of six
methods and that the fifth altemative is groundwater recharge. Although this aliernative
recognizes that authorization is required from the Regional Water Quality Control Board, B-5
the specific method of groundwater recharge is not identified. Depending on the method
sclected, permits may also be required from ACWD andior the U.5. Environmental
Protection Agency as part the Underground Injection Control program.  Any permit from
ACWD will require documentation that the quality of water used for recharge (which
appareritly will be a combination of groundwater and surface water runofT) will not impact
the beneficial wses of the groundwater basin  Additional information regarding the
groundwater recharge altemative should be inchuded in the DEIS.
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6. Sectlon 4.54.7, Aliernative Specific Environmental Analysks, Impact 11-10 — Water
quality degradation at Lake Elzabeth, Missbon Crock, Tule Pond, and Coanada de
Aliso during consiraction, page 4.5-21

This section stales:
"Limiting or eliminating groundwater intrusion to the subway excavation
area trough the use of cement shurry walls or other methods appears to be
necessary for project construction in this area.  Further, hydrologic

investigations will be wnilized o determine appropriate construction
e fhods. =

Altbough this section recognizes that dewntering of the Above Hayward Faalt Sub-basin is
technically infeasible, the construction method proposed for the project is not described. 1f
cement shurry walls are being proposed, additional information will meed 1o be included in
the DEIS since a significant quantity of groundwater extraction would still appesr o be
necessary during consiruction.  Likewise, any other propossd comstruction method must
quantify the amount of groundwater extraction required and mitigation for sipnificant
dewslening oparalbons must be specified,

T Sﬂﬂm 4.54.2, Alternative Specific Environmental Analysis, Impact H-12 - Potential
depletion of local groundwater supplies during construction, pages 4.5-23 & 24

This section states:
"Dywatering measwres may reswlt in locelized lowering of shallow
groundwaler levels. . ., Becouse the efects of dewatering on shallow
groundwarer would be femporary and localized (Brigfer than 6 months amd
within 1,000 feet of the aligrnment), they are expected to be mintmal, *

However these statements are in conflict with the very next paragraph in this section which
acknowledges ACWD's use of the groundwater sub-basin with the Peralta-Tyson
Wellficld and the fact that groundwater flow is so great that comstrection dewstering by
comventional means may be techmically infeasible,

As glated in ACWTY's May 17, 2004 letter, ACWD's records do not indicate that a shallow
water-heasing zone exists sbove the regional aquifer in the Above Hayward Fault Sub-
basin. Therefore the first encountered watcr-bearing zone is the regional drinking water
aquifer in the Above Hayward Fault Sub-basin and impacts on groundwater supplies from
mufruﬁlmdﬂtltﬁngm:;pmﬁmhulgnifm unless a constraction altemative is
specified to eliminate or minimize groundwater extraction. Additionally, depending on the
time of year. effects with durations of even less than six months may be significant.

ACWD is very concemned sbout impacts 1o the groundwater supply and anticipaies that the
project, o5 proposed, would result in significant impscts o ACWD and our cusiomers,

-6
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Based on the description of constnaction methodology and timing provided in the DEIS, it
appears that the Above Hayward Fault Sub-basin would be substantially de-watered during
the constrection phase, resulting in not only a loss of water supply, bui also a potential loss
of ACWIDs ability to wse itz Peralta-Tyson waler production wells which are critical o
meet demands, particulardly in the summer momths. BART's analysis of groundwater
related impacts a5 described in the DEIS is inadequate 1o assexs the impacts. Prior o
finalizing the DEIS, BART should:
1} Complete a comprehensive hydrogeologic assessment of the localized conditions
aisd fegponal Above Hayward Faalt aguifer, BT
Z) Determing the local and regional mmpacts {groundwater bevel decline, groundwater ol
losses, ede.) due to the de-watering operations.
3 Detérmine the impacis on ACWD groundwater production wells and ACWD
waler supplies.
4) Develop o monitoring and miligation program 1o ensure there are no impacts on
ACWD's water supply and production facilities. Mitigation may require BART
to identify and provide alternate water supplies andfor production 10 ACWD.

As noted, these items should be completed prioe to Gralizing the DEIS, and in close
coordination with ACWD.

B Seetion 4.54.2, Allernative-Specific Environmental Analysis, Impact BIO-6 - Water
quality degradation effects on fiah in Mistion Creek snd Lake Elizabeth from
operation dewatering, pages 4.7-18

This section states:
“Groundwater seepage and precipitation would be collected in a pump sump and
discharged in one of six methods, s

The collection of groundwater in a sump should be kept separate from the collection of
surface water rumoff. As stated in comments above on Impact H-6, a replenishment
asiessment will be assessed on groandwater extraction every calendar quarter, Therefore,
the DELS should specify that groundwater pumping will be metered in sccordance with
ACWD requirements so that the amount of groundwater extraction can be quantified
mﬂ.lﬂj‘.

L Appc;}dh I, Floodplain Finding Report, Section 10,03, L Chanmel (Mission Creek),
page
In this section of Appendix D, it states: v
“As @ resull, seepage of groundwater conld occur, and operalion of the
WEY Alternative would potentially require dewatering, BART anticipates
aperaiional dewatering on the order of 130 GPM.
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The estimate of 150 gpm is obviously significamly higher than the 8 gpm estimate
described in the DEIS (refer wo Impact H-6 = Potential depletion of local groundwater
supplies during operation, page 4.5-16). All of the comments above related to Impact H-6
also apply o this section of Appendix [

Comments related to ACWID's Water Distribution System and Potential Impacts to ACWD
Operations and Customers;

10,  Section 4.16.2.2 Existing Conditions, page 4.16-4

The sccond paragraph of this section siales;
“The existing Hnex range from 12 10 20 inches in digmeter, In addition, o
48-inch-diameter line crosses the WEX Alernanive midway bétween Paveo
Padre Parkway and Washingion Bewlevard. ™

According to the alignment information provided in the DEIS, the WSX Alicmative
alignment would also seem 1 cross the existing 24-inch ACWD pipeline which runs
roughly parallel to the existing railroad tracks within the aren north of Washington
Boulevard, and south of Paseo Padre Parkway. This same pipeline continues south to
Washington Boulevard where il again crosses the WEX Aliemative alignment. Thus, the
subject text should be corrected to state:

"The existing lines range from [ 2 to 24 incher in dizgmeter, In addition, 48-

inch and M-inch-diameter lines cross the WSX Altermative in the area

berween Paseo Padre Parkbway and Washingron Bowlevard ™

It should be noted that ACWD pipelines mot only cross the WSX Alemative alignment,
but also parallel the proposed BART alignment for most of the project length, This
configuration may result in impacts related 10 stray electrical currents (see comment No.
11).

11.  Section 4.16.4.1, Allernative-Specific Environmental Analysis, Impact UPS-2 -
Potential disruptions of utilities, ebectrical transmission lines, pipelines, and fiberoptic
cables related to the speration of the WSX Alternative, pages 4.16-7 through 4.16-8.

As noted elsewhere in the EIS, ACWD owns and operates the water supply and delivery
system for the area which includes a network of water mains and appurtenances, many of
whach are in the vicinhy of the proposed BART sysiem extension. ACWD facilities are
protected by an amay of passive and sctive cathodic protection systems. Impact UPS-
indicates stray clectrical currents that are generaled by BART operntion may adversely
umpact ulility lines near the WSX Aliernative comidor. Mitigation Measure UPS-2 {under
Impact LPS-2) is intended to minimizs impacts from stray elecirical currenis by insulating

E

810

811

rails from the ground in aress of effecs. BART should commit to coondinating with
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ACWD when determining what areas require insulation and what other mitigations may be
requined fo profect ACWD facilites from stray elecincal curents,  This commitmen
should be documented as part of Mitigation Measure UPS-2 in the EIS.

The EIS should also specifically state that BART has committed to working with ACWD
i correct any stray current problems which arise in the future. This section of the EIS
should describe BART s plans to routinely monitor for stray cuments during operstion and,
if detected, 10 work with the pipeline operator to determine the source of stray currents and
correct the installaiion (repair of insulstors or installation of new insulators) 1o prevent the
current from leaving the rail,

Also under Impact UPS-2 in the subsection titled “Water™ is the following:
"There would be possible conflicts where the WSX Alternative would
crass the exizning worer Datems.  Relocalion and grade adfustments
could be necessary to maintain adequare clearances, ™

The DEIS indicates these impacts are to be mitigaed by Mitigation Measure UPS-1 —
“Coondmate with the San Francisco Public Uilities Commission sisff®, As noted shove
ond acknowledged elsewhere i the EIS, ACWD, not SFPUC, is the agency providing
waler supply and distribution services to the arca. BART s discussion of impacis under
UPS-2 makes no mention of ACWD. BART should commit to consuliing ACWD stafT
early in the design process 1o coordinate elements of the design as it plans o do with
SFPLAC.

Section 4.164.1, Alernative-Specific Environmeental Analysis, Impact UPS-4 -
Construction-Related Invpacts, page 4.16-9,

The lazt senience under the “Water™ subseciion states:
“Any disturbance to the existing ACWD system would resull in
interruption of serviee, ™

The intent of this statement is unclear. Any interruption of ACWD services must be by
ACWD and must be coordinated well in advance for the protection and converience of our
cusiomers. This statement should be clarified and the DEIS should specify any expected
service inlemuptions and thear mitgations

Section 4.16.4.1, Altermative-Specific Environmental Analysis, Mitigation Measure
UFS-5, page 4.16-10,

Mitigation Measure UPS-5 ststes:
“Coardinate with qffecied wilities, companies, and apencies s ows
pipelines and wndergrownd conduils fo arrange necemsary rélocation
and protection of existing lines.”

811
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The proposed BART WSX Allemate project would have significant and potentially
disruptive impacts on ACWI"s water transmission and distribution system. The project’s
rowte i planied to pass across the routes of two major ACWD waler transmission
pipchines: the 43-inch diameter Irvingion Pipeline and the 2d-inch dinmeter Cenderville
Pipeline. And the project’s proposed grade in the ares of intersection is planned at
elevations which would have BART tracks passing directly through the pipelines
themselves of in such close proximity as to be unsafe. These pipelines transport water
from ACWD's Water Treatment Plant No. 2 (WTF2) to the Centerville, Central, Irvingron
nnd Whrm Springs districts of Fremont, a5 shown in Figure | (enclosed). Approxemately
one third (16 million gallons per day on average) of ACWI's total water production
comes from WTPL. Ower 100,000 residents of Fremont would be affected by any
dizruption of water service from WTP2.

The 48-imch Irvingion Pipeline originstes st WhitBield Reservoir, which stores water
produced at WTF2, and extends westwasd approximately 7,000 feet 1o the intersection of
Union and High Streets in the Irvinglon district.  Prior 1o this intersection, the pipeline
connects with the 24-inch Cemterville Mpeline that extends northaard towasd the Central
district of Fremont and southward toward the Irvington district.  After the inlersection, the
48-inch Irvington Pipeline reduces in sive to 36 inches in diameter and continues
southward towards the Warm Springs district. These pipelines, and the area in which the
WSEX Alternate alignment will come into conflict with both, are shown on Figure 2
(enclosed).

Relocating the 48-inch Irnvington Pipeline would require it to be isolsted from ihe rest of
the distribution system and dewatered. Closing the isolation valves on the 48-inch pipeline
will prevent water produced ot WTP2 from entening into the distibution system. As a
result, the trestment plast would need to be taken offline. Making up the loas of water
produced at WTF2 for the extended period of time necessary to construct new outlets on
the existing 48-inch pipeline would be impracticable during summer months. Absent
implementing extraordinary measures (such as giving notice 1o all customers of the need
for water rationing), if WTP2 is taken off line during the summer, ACWDs production
levels would not be sufficient to meet customer demands. Therefore, taking WTP2 offline
1o construct o lowered 48-inch pipeline must be scheduled during ihe winber [November
ihrough March) when customser demands ore s ibeir lowest. Even then, the boss of
production from WTP2 (about 13 million gallons per day) would have 1o be made up by
increasing ACWD groundwater pumping and by purchasing additional water from
SFPUC. The mininmum length of ume that the 48-inch Irvinglon pipeline would be ow of
service 15 four weeks; it could be considerably lomger.

Past cxpevience associated with taking WTF2 offline for maintenance purposes has shown
that some industrics in ACWIY's service arca are adversely affected by the water quality
change from the waler they recerved from WTPZ fo waler reccived from SFPUC"s

B-13
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facilities. Because the SFPUC water that ACWD receives is typically unfiltered and non-
vzonalcd, it has a higher amount of sediment and ceriain organic materials than waler
produced & WTF2, Electronic and glass manufacturing facilities in ACWID's service area
are expmples of the types of industries that heve been adversely affected by this water
quality change. These industrics typically incur mcreased water treatment costs within
their manufacturing facilities or must reduce production rates sinee these kigher amounts
of sediment and organics can be problematic to their in-plani reverse osmosis or
desonization trestment systems. It is expected that these industries would experience
similar effects during any WTP2 shutdown necessary 1o relocate the lrvington 48-inch
pipeline.  Any needed modifications to the ACWD distribution system, particularly those
for which shut down of an ACWD production or treatment facility would be required,
must be coordinated with ACWD well in advance of design completion,

In sddition to increasing groundwater production amd purchasing sdditionnl water from
SFPUC, the 24-inch Centerville pipeline must remain in-service while the 48-inch pipeline
15 out-of-service. The reason for this is to maintain sufficient hydraulic capacity in the
distribution system to transport water from the Peralta-Tyson Wellfield and Blending
Facility sowuth towards Warm Springs while WTPZ is offline. The relocation of the
Centerville 24-inch pipeline would need 1o occur oaly after the relocation of ihe 48-inch
bypass pipeline is complete. Again, BART should coordinate needed distribution system
modifications with ACWD during design to ensure that impacts on ACWD's operations
and cusiomers are minimized,

In general, relocation of govemment owned utilities is an eligible cost for reimbursement
with federsl grant funds. ACWD expects that BART will diligently pursise such available
grant funds. The direct and indirect costs of relocating ACWD's water pipelines should be
paid by BART.

Other Comments:

14,

15

Table 1-1 Agencies with Review, Permit, and'or Approval Autherity, page 1-9

ACWD's name should be comected from “Alameda County Water Department™ to
“Alzmeda County Water Distret.™”

Sectlons 342 Warm Springs Statien and 3.4.3 Ancillary Facilities, pages 39 and 3-
1k

The proposed Warm Springs Seation would be located in an area which is outside
ACWD's service area and waler service fo the site will require annexation, BART is
encoaraged 1o initinte the annexation process early in the project developenent process.

B-13

B-14
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In sddition, water service to the Warm Springs Station a3 well & to other factlities along
the W5X Alternative comidor (Le. electrical substations, train control facilitics, subway
tunnel and optional Irvingtom  Station), must be coordinated through the ACWD
Enginaﬂing Dtpﬁ.l!‘l.mﬂl'l BART wall be reqained Lo pay all q;lpl.'il:.lhlr. d.l.-.vcl,nﬁuuﬂ- B-18
rebated fees and meet all conditions: specified in ACWD's Standard Specifications for
Water Main [neiallation and Development Specifications, which are gvailable pt ACWTD
offices. BART saff should coordinate early in project design with ACWIDY s Engineering
Depariment with regard 1o any needed main extensions and water services,

ACWD pppreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS being prepared in accordance
with NEPA, We bope to work cooperatively with BART on this projecl. However, as described
shove, ACWD recognizes several major isswes remain with respect to impacts to our waler
supply and groundwater operations as well s impacts 1o our distribution system and their related
costs.  ACWD cannot support the project until such impacts are fully mitigated. If you have
questions on any of these comments, please contact Robert Shaver at (510) 668-840],

Sincerely,

Paul Fimino
General Manager

stiesidib

alischeaments

By fax wip sitachments 1o 5102874747

By Centified mail

== Bob Shaver, ACWD [xoag Chan, ACWD
Steven Inn, ACWD Eric Canwight, ACWD
Ed Stevenson, ACWD Tomi Lyons, ACWD
Steve Pelerson, ACWD  Karl Stinson, ACWD
Anna l.h}ﬂ:l, ACWD Jim Reynolds, ACWD
Juniet Rotter, ACWD
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BART Warm Springs Extension Project
Adin: M3, Shari Adams

MS LKS-21

PO, Box 12688

Oukland, CA 94604-268%

Dhear Ms, Adasma:

Subject:  Comments to the Scope of the Proposed Environnental Impact Statement (E1S5) Being
Prepared by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA)under the Mational Environmments]
Policy Act (NEPA) for the BART Warm Springs Extension

Thank you for the opportunity 1o comment on the scope of the proposed EIS being prepared by the
FTA I.l'ldﬂﬂH:HEPA for the proposed BART Warm Springs Extension project. The Alameda
Counly Water District (ACWD) provided comements to the Draft Supplemental Ervironmentsl
lmipact Repon that was prepared in accordance with the California Environments] Cuality Act
(CEQA) and submitted 16 your office in a letter dated by 8, 2003,

We have reviewed the response 1o our comments from BART which were included in the Final

Supplemental Ermvironmental Impact Report (FSEIR), prepared in compliance with CEQA, in June

2003. We generally concur with the responses, with the exception of the response made regarding

the potential depletion of local groundwater supplies during construction. With reference to the

;;mﬁ:mninqumm:mpyﬂw May &, 2003 letter is enclosed with this cormespondence
your review,

Regarding our comsern on the potential depletion of groundwater supplies duri dewatering 1o
ﬁhHllEﬂEﬂ:mtmﬂimﬂﬂbehlm,ﬂ::rﬂpﬂmanﬂ:mhtmdﬁuﬂ.ﬂ;wﬁ:m@mj‘wﬂ!
have boen identified to date in the subway excavation area and that borings drilled along the
alignment of the propased tunnel indicate that the subway excavation would be sbove the gravel
Layer of the aquifer. The response also indicates that the maximumn groundwaicer lowering would be
about 35 to 40 fieet below ground surface in the shallow groundwater zone, and ot the deeper,
drirking water aquifer, and that the redius of infleence, a5 3 result of the dewatering operntions,
would be very limited, and therefore, the ACWD Peralia-Tyson Wellfield would not be affected.
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BART Warm Springs Extension Project
Autne Ma. Shasd Adams

Page 2

May 17, 2004

It must be emphasized that the first encounterod water-bearing 2one is the regional agquifier in the
Above Hayward Faolt Sub-basin which vields significant quantities of water pumped from the
Peralts-Tyson Wellfield for our customers, ACWI"s records do nod indicate tha a shallew water-
bearing zone cxists above the regional aquifer in the Above Haywand Fault Sub-basin, Given that
the groand surface elevation in this area is approximately 50 feet above mean sea level, BART s
estimated kywering of groundwater to about 35 10 40 feet below ground sarface would drop the water
level in this sub-basin o below ACWD's normal operating range of 20 1o 45 feel mesn sea level.
Therefore, the proposed dewatering operations of the Above Hayward Faalt Sub-basin will have a
significant impact on ACWD"s water supply and ACWD's ability to provide an adequate supply of
water to our customers,

ACWD roquests that this issuc be addressed in greater detail as part of the ELS to assess the potential
impact of any temporary and permanent dewstering systems to ACWD's groundwater supplics.

ACWD approciates the opportunity to comment on the scope of the proposed EIS being prepared
in accondance with the NEFA. We bope to work cooperatively with BART 1o address this important

1551

‘l*l!'qwu have any questions regarding this better, please contact Rangarajan Sampath st (510) 668.
11

Sincerely,

g D T

Steven [, Imn
Ciroundwater Resources Manager

b
i Robert Shaver, ACWD

Rangarajan Sumpaih, ACWD
SENT VIA FACSIMILE (5100 287-474%
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Response to Comment Letter 8

8-1:

8-2:

8-3:

8-4:

As requested by the commenter, a bullet has been added on page ES-10 under the heading
“Issues to be Resolved,” which reads as follows:

m  Impacts of construction and maintenance dewatering on groundwater and
hydrological functions.

Table ES-2 has been revised to include new Mitigation Measure H-12, which addresses
construction impacts on groundwater resources. Please see the response to comment no. 8-4.
For long-term maintenance issues, see the response to comment no. 8-3.

The assessment of a fee for groundwater extraction, to which the commenter refers, is not an
impact on the environment for purposes of NEPA. However, BART will comply with any
requirements of applicable law.

The comment is correct that construction dewatering in certain areas could result in a
potentially significant impact on groundwater supplies, requiring mitigation. However, at this
stage of project engineering development, it is not possible to precisely identify construction
methods or quantify the amount of groundwater extraction that would be necessary.

Impact H-12 beginning on page 4.5-23 of the DEIS discusses the potential depletion of local
groundwater supplies during construction. The last sentence of the second paragraph on page
4.5-24 has been deleted, and the following mitigation measure (H-12) has been added as
follows:

Mitigation Measure H-12—Develop and implement a construction dewatering
plan. Prior to construction, BART or BART's contractor will develop and implement
a construction dewatering plan based on a comprehensive hydrogeological
assessment of groundwater conditions in the Above Hayward Fault aquifer in the
vicinity of the WSX alignment. The hydrogeological assessment will be developed
with ACWD staff’s assistance to determine the potential variations in groundwater
levels in the subject aquifer. The location of testing wells will be determined in
collaboration with ACWD. The testing will be completed prior to issuance of the
notice to proceed to the contractor. BART will require BART’s contractor to submit
the construction dewatering plan to ACWD for its concurrence. The plan will identify
the portions of subway construction that will be constructed using conventional
dewatering techniques and those areas that would require alternative construction
techniques, such as a jet-grouted base slab and/or deep soil mixing walls to minimize
the need for groundwater pumping. The plan will address the potential effects of the
selected construction techniques on groundwater level and will incorporate
performance criteria developed in consultation with ACWD to limit pumping related
to project dewatering.

Consistent with this revision, the construction scenario described in Section 3.4.7 has also
been revised to present a more likely construction scheme for the northern portion of the
subway, and it reflects the presence of the underlying aquifer in this area. The revised
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8-5:

8-6:

construction scenario considers the technical infeasibility of construction dewatering in this
area. The first full paragraph under Page 3-20 of the DEIS has been revised as follows:

The WSX Alternative alignment would enter a subway immediately north of
Stevenson Boulevard. The subway would be constructed using the cut-and-cover
method. Wherever possible, the scenario for the cut-and-cover subway would be an
open excavation with laid-back side slopes. However, due to the presence of
groundwater resources, installation of a relatively watertight excavation support
system is anticipated for much of the northern and possibly central portions of the
subway. Such a system may consist of cement deep soil mixing walls with a jet
grouted base slab installed in advance of the excavation, to provide stability and
minimize groundwater intrusion. When the excavation is complete, construction of
the base slab would commence, followed by construction of the subway walls and
roof. Walls and roof may be constructed as separate operations or together as one
operation at the contractor’s election. Once the subway box is completed, trackwork
would be installed, followed by installation of train systems. The area around the
subway box would be backfilled and the site restored to the previous grade.

The following text, which appears in the fourth paragraph of the discussion of “Subsurface
Hydrology” on page 4.5-5 of the DEIS, has been revised has follows:

Previous geotechnical studies conducted by Fugro West, Inc. (2003) indicate a
surficial fine-grained layer ranging in thickness from 15 to 30 feet along the 2,500-
foot long section of proposed track between the north portal and the thicker fine-
grained section near Lake Elizabeth. The underlying material consists of coarse
sands and gravels with variable silt content to the total depth explored of about 80
feet. The bottom of the proposed BART subway along this section of track ranges

from 20 to 33 feet below ground surface —Fer—th%paﬁpeses—ef—ehﬁ—&ﬂ&b‘sts—rt—rs

9
......... a a
wiess e ma;

Mitigation Measure H-8 on page 4.5-19 of the DEIS has been amended to include Item D as
follows:

D. If a groundwater recharge method is selected, BART may be required to obtain
permits from ACWD and the USEPA. In that event, as part of the permitting
process, BART would provide any necessary documentation of water quality to
ensure adequate protection of beneficial uses.

The construction scenario described in Section 3.4.7 of the DEIS has been revised, and
Mitigation Measure H-12 has been added to require a hydrogeologic analysis and
implementation of a construction dewatering plan, in consultation with ACWD (See response
to comment no. 8-4 above.)

The construction scenario described in Section 3.4.7 has been revised and Mitigation
Measure H-12 has been added, which requires hydrogeologic analysis and the
implementation of a construction dewatering plan, in consultation with ACWD. (Please refer
to the response to comment 8-4.)
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8-9:

8-10:

8-11:

It may not be technically feasible to differentiate between surface water runoff and subway
tunnel seepage that collects in the subway sump. If necessary, in order to differentiate
between surface runoff and seepage water inflow rates, BART will work with ACWD to
establish a baseline estimate for the amount of subway seepage, which will be based on
actual operating conditions. Regarding replenishment assessment, please refer to the
response to comment 8-3.

The discrepancy noted in the comment is related to the frequency of pumping. The inflow
seepage rate for the subway tunnel is estimated at 8 gallons per minute (GPM). The scenario
described in Appendix D (Floodplain Finding Report) referencing the 150 gallons per minute
refers to the intermittent sump pump discharge rate. When the subway sump fills, the sump
pump will discharge the water at 150 GPM.

To clarify this point, Appendix D, Floodplain Finding Report, has been revised. The fourth
sentence of the second paragraph of Section 10.03 (Appendix D, page 23) been revised and a
new sentence inserted as follows:

BART anticipates eperational-dewatering subway seepage on the order of 568
GPM. Operational pumping of the sump water would take place intermittently at a
rate of 150 GPM when the sump reaches capacity.

The second paragraph under Alameda County Water District on page 4.16-4 of the DEIS will
be revised to read as follows:

The existing water system crosses the WSX Alternative alignment at Walnut Avenue,
Stevenson Boulevard, Paseo Padre Parkway, Washington Boulevard, Blacow Road,
Prune Avenue, and Warm Springs Court. The existing water lines range from 12 to
20 24 inches in diameter. ACWD water lines parallel the proposed WSX Alternative
alignment from north of Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard. In addition,
& 24-inch and 48-inch diameter lines crosses the WSX Alternative midway in the area
between Paseo Padre Parkway and Washington Boulevard.

For information regarding stray electrical current, see the response to comment no. 8-11.

The following changes have been made in Impact UPS-1 and Mitigation Measures UPS-1
and UPS-2 on pages 4.16-6 and 4.16-7 of the DEIS:

Impact UPS-1—Potential conflicts with Hetch Hetchy water pipelines, electrical
transmission lines, and ACWD water lines.

WSX Alternative. BART and SFPUC are currently in the process of negotiating
what right-of-way SFPUC needs for potential future expansion. Once the BART
extension is constructed, the options for Hetch Hetchy pipeline expansion could be
constrained.

It should be noted that no bridge abutment or similar structure of any kind should be
located near the pipelines (Zandian pers. comm.). Mitigation Measure UPS-1 would

reduce this impact to a minimal level.

In addition to SFPUC, ACWD operates and maintains the local water network
serving the project corridor. The future existence of stray electrical currents related
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to BART operations may also have adverse impacts on the pipelines. Operation of
BART generates stray electrical currents. Ultility lines near the WSX Alternative
corridor could be affected by stray currents, especially those utilities that run parallel
to the BART tracks. In particular, stray current may accelerate the corrosion of metal
pipes through the process of electrolysis.

Mitigation Measure UPS-1—Coordinate with the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission staff and ACWD staff. Impacts on the Hetch Hetchy
water system_ and ACWD water system will be minimized by consulting with
SEPUE the respective staff early in the engineering design process to
coordinate key elements of the design, such as locations of structural
columns, at-grade track ballast, subway structure, or similar structures, so as
to maintain proper clearance and minimize potential effects on the pipelines.

BART will coordinate with the SFPUC and ACWD during project design to
minimize constraints and operational impacts related to the pipelines. During
construction, access would be provided for emergency purposes and
maintenance repairs.

Mitigation Measure UPS-2—Provide protection from stray electrical
currents. As a precautionary measure to safeguard against stray electrical
currents related to BART operation, running rails will be insulated from
ground. This insulation will prevent stray currents from leaving the running
rail and returning to it, ensuring that BART operations do not interfere with
the existing cathodic protection installed on the pipes. BART will also
monitor the system for significant stray currents. BART will coordinate with
potentially affected utility agencies to identify any additional measures that
may be required to protect facilities from stray electrical current.

In lieu of a routine monitoring program for stray currents, BART employs a system of
negative grounding devices (NGDs) at locations along the BART alignment that
automatically detect voltage drop due to grounding. When a voltage drop is detected, BART
investigates and repairs insulators or trackway as necessary.

m  The first paragraph of Impact UPS-3 on page 4.16-8 has been amended as follows:

ACWD operates and maintains the local water network serving the project corridor.
Water usage required by BART is limited to the station facilities (landscaping,
bathroom facilities, and drinking water fountains) and the subway fire suppression
system. Water consumption for the WSX Alternative is expected to be low, resulting
in only a negligible impact on the local water supply.
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8-12:

8-13:

8-14:

8-15:

8-16:

m  Pages 4.16-8 and 4.16-10 have been revised to show the revised name for Mitigation
Measure UPS-1:

Coordination with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and ACWD staff.

The last sentence of the impact discussion under “Water” on page 4.16-9 says “Any
disturbance to the existing ACWD system would result in interruption of service.” The intent
of this sentence is to acknowledge that disturbance of the ACWD system would lead to
interruption of water service. No interruptions of service have been planned at this time.

Mitigation Measure UPS-5, which appears on page 4.16-10 of the DEIS, has been amended
as follows.

Mitigation Measure UPS-5—Coordinate with affected utilities, companies, and
agencies that own pipelines and underground conduits to arrange necessary
relocation and protection of existing lines. _Any interruption of underground utility
service will be coordinated with the service provider(s) well in advance of the
projected date of interruption. In particular, BART shall continue to coordinate with
ACWD during design of modifications to the water distribution system to ensure that

impacts to ACWD’s operations are minimized.

The comment provides a more detailed description of the issues related to relocation of
ACWD water lines. Mitigation Measure UPS-5 has been modified to ensure consultation
between BART and local service providers, including ACWD (see response to comment
8.12).

BART expects to pursue federal and state funding for the WSX project, which would include
funds for utility relocation. The costs of utility relocation will be determined consistent with
respective property rights for the parties involved.

Table 1-1 on page 1-9 of the DEIS has been revised as follows:
Alameda County Water Department District.

Comment noted. BART will work with ACWD staff on all appropriate issues, including
annexation.

As stated in the comment, providing water service to the proposed station sites, as well as
other facilities along the alignment, will require coordination with the ACWD Engineering
Department. BART will pay any applicable development-related fees and comply with
standard specifications.
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Letter 9

Shari Ad April 25, 2005
Warm Springs Croup Manager

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District
100 Lakeszide Dnive

F.00. Box | 2688

Cakland, CA 94604-2688

RECEIVEL
APR 1. B

Subject: BART Warm Springs Extcnsion

Dienr bs. Adsms:

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (District) staff have reviewed
your agency’s Draft Environmental lmpact Statement (DEIS) for the BART Wasm
Springs Extension project. The proposed project would extend BART service
approximadely 5.4 miles from the Fremont BART Station to a new Warm Springs
Station with an optional station at Irvinglon. On May 9, 2003, we submitted a
comment leter in response to the Drafl Supplemental Environmental Imipact
Report (DEEIR) for this project, and we have the following sdditional comments.

_ D_innntﬂ[l’-:-:mmnﬂ BART for your effors in promodting in-fll and
transil-oriented development arousd existing and new BART stations, However,
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RAFL COUMTY
Firast viimgenirscha we continue 1o have concerns shout the compatibility of proposed future
i IF w“mmwmwww;msmMamﬂhﬁmm
mu_}““" Air quality problems may arise when sourees of air pellution and semsitive
;:mm receplorns aro located near one another. In the case of these proposed new stations,
S aar pollution from adjacent industrial and commercial uses could adversely impact
AN MATE CumTY mewly ""W'L'?;:d r?dcnt: and other sensitive receplors. These new sensitive
receptons may be affected by odors, dust, 1oxics, and diesel ex umber
e rabmaardt  of different industrial and commercial activities. s oman
BANTA CLARA COUNTY District staff understand that the City of Fremont will be
i majority of land mphuiu;midnﬁthﬁgﬂnufhuﬂ:mmnﬂt e
Fubic ok proposed new BART stations. District staff are currently working with City stafT o
understand the potential air quality impacts from siting scnsitive receplors near
mm ;‘_“E:"' existing sources of air pollution, and to avoid such land use incompatibilities if
significant impacts may arise. The California Air Resource Boand has recenily
- H‘""‘"‘" n:luu'd_&dru.ft “Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health
g Pﬂ'qmmt:"mmﬂd:wiﬁmmhalhndmnmiuinduﬁmwimuu
mn!tptuﬂ-m of these land use siting decisions, We recommend that YOUr BRERCY
Jaci P Brosctent mthHmMMimmﬂ:iumnmmhmthlm,
as appropriate. [f you do not already have a copy, the drafl Handbook is available -
on-line af hipsaww, arb.ca govich/landuse birm.
_ ‘_ﬂ-':tu-g: BART 1o work with the City to carefully assess potential air
quahity impacts on new sensitive receptors near the proposed stations, and 1o take
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ML Shan A dams A Apeil 25, 2005

ndw of these new transit nodes to intensify land uses near the Irvington and Warm Springs

| slations as long as those uses do nol expose existing or new sensitive roceplors io odors, dust or il
tcrxl!:li:mn_mnirmh. We suppart infill and transit-oriented development ikat 5 of a moderaie conl
o high du!ml}-. has a varicty of compatible land wses and encourages alternative modes of
transportation. T.‘mprqimum generally much bess msomobile-dependent, cspecially i the
mixture of uses includes needed services. Such projects generate less air pollution than
canventional spraw] development,

Itrym ha'f'e any questions regarding these comments, please contact Suzanne
Bourguignon, Principal Environmental Planner, at (415) 745-5093.

Sincerely,

F. ﬁ"’ I
i eutive Officer’ APCO
IPBSR
o BAAQMD Direcior Robers Cooper RECEIVED
BAACMD Dhavctor Scoit Hagpemy
BAACMD Disector Mate Miley el
FAATHID Direcior Shelia Young

Jelt Sebvwenh, City of Fremomi Plurming Drecior
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Response to Comment Letter 9

9-1:

BART has reviewed the California Air Resources Board’s (ARB) “Air Quality and Land Use
Handbook: A Community Health Perspective.” The proposed WSX Alternative consists of
extending BART and adding a BART station at Warm Springs and an optional station at
Irvington. BART notes that ARB’s handbook strongly supports transit-oriented
development (TOD) to provide infill development.

As the comment notes, the City of Fremont, not BART, would be responsible for siting
decisions and environmental studies associated with infill development around BART’s
Warm Springs Station. The City of Fremont will address the potential air quality impacts to
sensitive receptors when considering proposed development projects.

While BART understands the issue of infill development and potential exposure of infill
residents to existing sources of air pollution, an evaluation of these potential impacts is
inappropriate for this EIS, because the project does not specifically deal with infill
development and any infill development is unknown at this time. The City will evaluate
environmental effects of those decisions separate environmental documents focusing on
proposed infill projects once such projects are proposed. Mitigation measures to reduce the
exposure of infill residences to existing sources of air pollution would more appropriately be
evaluated in those subsequent documents rather than in the Warm Springs Extension EIS.

BART will encourage developers to consider BAAQMD’s comments and ARB’s guidance
during future development activities.
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