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Response to Comment Letter 37 
37-1: NEPA section 101, a portion of which is cited by the commenter, contains the general 

declaration of Congress regarding national environmental policy.  An EIS is an informational 
document which is intended to further this policy by supporting informed decisions by 
decision-makers with public participation.  This DEIS conforms to the requirements of 
NEPA section 102 and implementing regulations of the Council of Environmental Quality 
and Department of Transportation regarding the preparation and content of EISs. 

37-2: The area accessible for walking access was considered to be a 1/2 mile radius from the 
station sites, as the commenter recommends, not 1/2 mile along the entire alignment.  
Regarding transit-oriented development (TOD), please see response to comment 21-7. 

37-3: The DEIS environmental justice analysis (Tables 4.18-1 and 4.18-2) provides information on 
race/ethnicity and income/poverty status of populations in Alameda County, the City of 
Fremont, and in census tracts that surround the WSX Alternative alignment (Figure 4.18-1).  
This information is sufficient for analysis of environmental justice impacts.  The comment is 
correct that BART is a regional rather than a local transportation system, with many stations 
in a variety of communities.  An extension of the system will give access to new areas for 
riders from any station in the system.  Therefore, the benefits of the WSX Alternative will 
extend beyond the local populations to the system-wide population served by BART 
(including non-riders who benefit from traffic congestion relief).  System-wide, BART 
survey data demonstrates that BART riders are an ethnically and economically diverse 
population.  In a 2004 survey of BART riders, 26% identified themselves as Asian or Pacific 
Islander, 14% as Hispanic ancestry and 12% as Black/African American.  Only 44% of riders 
identified themselves as white.  BART riders include many income categories.  In the 2004 
survey, 37% percent reported household incomes under $45,000, and 25 percent reported 
household incomes of $30,000 or less (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit, 2004 BART 
Customer Satisfaction Study, 2004; pages 19 and 22). 

37-4: As the comment notes, BART encourages land use intensification, but specific TOD projects 
are under the land use jurisdiction of the City of Fremont.  As discussed in the DEIS, the City 
of Fremont is developing a Warm Springs BART Station Area Specific Plan and is 
considering high-intensity residential and/or mixed-use developments near the station.  In 
addition, in January 2005, the City approved the Irvington Concept Plan, which envisions the 
optional Irvington BART station as a neighborhood station and seeks to create an 
intensification of land uses - both mixed use and high-density residential - adjacent to the 
optional Irvington station.  The City’s planning processes demonstrate its commitment to 
smart growth and have included public outreach efforts.  The proposed WalMart store, 0.5 
miles from the Warm Springs station, is at the outskirts of the zone in which transit-oriented 
development would be expected to occur and will not preclude successful transit-oriented 
development on the many other undeveloped or underdeveloped parcels within walking 
distance of the proposed station.  The Warm Springs station parking lot would not be a 
permanent barrier to the potential for future TOD projects.  Construction of surface parking 
represents a limited investment which can easily be replaced with a parking structure to 
accommodate specific TOD projects.  For example, at BART’s Fruitvale Station, land 
utilized for a parking lot was converted to TOD uses with the construction of a parking 
structure.
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The City of Fremont did recently approve an industrial development at the northwest corner 
of Research Avenue and Corporate Way.  This development is more than 0.5 mile from the 
Warm Springs station site. 

NUMMI will be accessible from the BART station and NUMMI employees will be able to 
take BART to and from work.  While BART does not operate late at night, workers on the 
other shifts will be able to use the system to commute. 

37-5: The parking analysis in the DEIS (pp. 4.2-48 - 51) demonstrates that the Warm Springs 
Station parking lot will serve demand generated by the WSX Alternative, not generate 
additional demand.  

The comment’s claim that the cost per new rider for the WSX Alternative would be over $50 
or $70 is incorrect.  BART is not aware of a study suggesting a $70 cost per new rider for the 
WSX Alternative.  The financial analysis presented on page 7-6 of the DEIS  indicates that 
the cost per new rider would be $28.82 without the optional Irvington Station, and $25.69 
with the Irvington Station. 

The WSX alternative would not require a larger subsidy per rider than the BART system as a 
whole.  Because riders from the Warm Springs Station are expected to make longer than 
average trips (toward Oakland and San Francisco), riders from Warm Springs Station would 
generate higher than average fares per rider.  As noted on page 7-4 of the DEIS, farebox 
recovery for the WSX Alternative is estimated to exceed the systemwide percentage.   

Regarding the City of Fremont’s land use planning efforts, please see response to comment 
no. 21-7 and 37-4.  

37-6: Regarding alternative means of access, please see DEIS section 3.5.  The 20-year time 
horizon examined in the DEIS is standard in modeling and analysis of ridership and 
associated environmental effects for transportation projects.  

37-7: The comment appears to assume that having specific transit-oriented development (TOD) 
policies and projects already in place is necessary in order to support the DEIS’ conclusions.  
That assumption is not correct.  As the DEIS explains (pp. 4.8-22 – 23, 4.8-28 – 29, 5-42 - 
46), the WSX Alternative is anticipated to promote future TOD, but TOD is not part of the 
WSX Alternative itself.  Ridership and associated environmental benefits attributed to the 
WSX Alternative in the DEIS were based on ABAG growth projections incorporated in the 
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency’s model, without assuming changes in 
land use policies or specific TOD projects near the station sites.  Additional redevelopment 
and land use intensification that is anticipated by the City of Fremont, but is not yet included 
in the ACCMA model, were not included in the analysis.  Therefore, projected ridership and 
resulting congestion relief, air quality and energy benefits described in the DEIS represent 
anticipated benefits of the WSX Alternative without additional transit-oriented development 
in the vicinity of the stations.  Future TOD would be expected to substantially enhance 
ridership and associated environmental benefits beyond those discussed in the DEIS.  Please 
see also responses to comment nos. 21-7 and 37-4. 

37-8: BART worked with both AC Transit and VTA to design stations that are multi-modal 
transfer sites, combining auto, bus, and pedestrian/walk access.  The conceptual station 
layout for the Warm Springs site places the bus intermodal center as close as possible to the 
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BART platform entry point.  Although it may take a little extra time for the buses to reach the 
bus intermodal center from the street, it saves time for patrons who transfer from the buses to 
BART.  For bus patrons not transferring to BART, the station design provides a safe, central, 
off-street location for patrons to transfer from one bus to another.  A parking area has been 
designed so that it can be developed with transit-oriented development.  (See response to 
comment no. 21-7.) 

37-9: The financial analysis presented  on page 7-6 of the DEIS indicates that the cost per new 
rider would be $28.82 without the optional Irvington Station, and $25.69 with the Irvington 
Station.  As indicated in response to comment 37-3, the WSX Alternative would provide 
benefits to members of minority and low-income communities and to the diverse system-
wide population served by BART.  By comparison, cost-effectiveness of New Starts project 
submissions to FTA in fiscal year 2000 ranged from $2.54 to $48.82, with a median of 
$10.39; see DEIS p. 7-6.    

37-10: The Expenditure Plan for Alameda County’s Measure B tax states, “Funds for construction of 
the first segment of the BART rail extension to Warm Springs in Southern Fremont may not 
be used until full funding for the rail connection to Santa Clara County is assured.”  VTA, the 
lead agency for the proposed BART rail extension from Warm Springs into Santa Clara 
County, is seeking federal funding from FTA’s New Starts Program.  VTA must show that it 
has the operating funds to support the SVRTC project.  FTA has also expressed concerns 
about the capital cost of the SVRTC Project and suggested to VTA that it first complete a 
minimum operating segment and complete the remainder of the project at a later time.  VTA 
does not wish to break its project into two segments but continues to seek ways to 
significantly reduce project costs.  VTA has also proposed to FTA a federally funded 
segment (FFS) of the project that consists of approximately the first half of the alignment, 
with the remainder of the project being funded solely with non-federal funds.  FTA has 
accepted this approach in principle pending further analysis.  VTA continues to work on 
addressing any concerns FTA has about the SVRT Project to gain a “Recommended” rating 
in the New Starts process. 

37-11: BART policy is to provide free parking at some stations and low-cost parking at some 
stations in order to increase ridership and decrease automobile use, thereby reducing regional 
air pollution and traffic congestion.  The DEIS analysis assumes that parking charges for the 
WSX Alternative would conform to BART policy for the rest of the system.  Increasing 
parking charges at WSX Alternative stations would reduce ridership and associated 
environmental benefits.  The commenter’s concerns regarding the system-wide BART policy 
are outside the scope of this DEIS.   

37-12: Parking facilities with large numbers of parking spaces are commonly found at the end-of-
the-line stations in most heavy rail systems in this country, including FTA New Starts heavy 
rail projects.  The Largo Metrorail Extension for the WMATA system in Washington, D.C. 
includes the Largo Station at the end of the line with 2,200 parking spaces.  The North 
Springs Station of the North Line Extension in Atlanta, which is operated by MARTA, has 
2,325 parking spaces.  The BART San Francisco Airport Extension includes the Millbrae 
Station at the end of the line with 3,000 parking spaces.  These three stations were all 
recently funded in part with federal New Starts funding.  The Red Line in Boston was 
extended to the Alewife Station with 2,595 parking spaces.  (These examples are illustrative 
and not intended to be comprehensive.) 



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

BART Warm Springs Extension  
Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Volume 2:  Response to Public Comments 

2-297 
June 2006
J&S 04071.04

37-13: BART policy is to provide parking associated with expansion projects that meets the demand 
expected to be generated by the projects.  Failure to do so would be considered a direct 
adverse environmental impact to transportation and, by reducing access, would reduce the 
ridership and indirectly reduce the associated environmental benefits of the projects.  The 
commenter’s concerns regarding the system-wide BART policy are outside the scope of this 
DEIS.  Regarding the potential for accommodation of future TOD at the Warm Springs 
station parking lot, please see response to comments 13-3 and 19-6.

37-14:  Section 4.10 of the DEIS contains analyses of socioeconomic impacts of the WSX 
Alternative.  As noted above, in a 2004 survey of BART riders, 26% identified themselves as 
Asian or Pacific Islander, 14% as Hispanic ancestry and 12% as Black/African American.  
Only 44% of riders identified themselves as white. Approximately 37% of BART riders 
surveyed in 2004 reported household incomes of up to $45,000.  The addition of the WSX 
Alternative to the general ridership population presumably would maintain or enhance the 
trend of overall service to minority communities. 
Please see response to comment 37-11 regarding parking policy.  Section 4.18 of the DEIS 
analyzes potential impacts and offsetting environmental benefits for minority and low income 
communities in the vicinity of the project.  Regarding system-wide use, the BART system 
serves an ethnically diverse community and over 1/3 of riders have household incomes of up 
to $45,000.

37-15: Please see responses above regarding BART policy of encouraging integrated land use and 
TOD to generate ridership.  The analysis of air quality impacts took into account vehicle trips 
by commuters parking at BART stations, including “cold start” emissions when parked cars 
are started.  The results demonstrated both regional air quality benefits and no local pollution 
“hot spots” in the vicinity of the stations.  Please see DEIS Section 4.14, “Air Quality.”  

37-16: Commuter rail, light rail, busway and shuttle alternatives may be less costly.  However, these 
alternatives have been evaluated and rejected on other grounds, as summarized in section 3.5 
of the DEIS.   

37-17: Regarding the City of Fremont’s transit-oriented development process, please see the 
response to comment no. 21-7.   

37-18: The comment recited the criteria utilized by FTA to evaluate transit improvement projects 
under its New Starts program.  These criteria do not apply since, as explained in the DEIS 
(Section 7), New Starts funding is not being sought for the WSX Alternative.  Nevertheless, 
BART’s System Expansion Policy has incorporated criteria similar to many of the FTA New 
Starts criteria, which are addressed in the analysis of the WSX Alternative under the System 
Expansion Policy. 

37-19: The increase in regional vehicle trips between Alameda County and northern Santa Clara 
County is estimated to increase to 500,000 by 2025, a 25% increase.  No single project can be 
expected to address this increase.  Please see the response to comment no. 21-2, which 
indicates that projected ridership for the WSX Alternative is comparable to that for other 
projects with similar costs. 

37-20: Please see responses to comment no. 21-7.  
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37-21: The operating cost of the proposed Bus Alternative is estimated to be $4 to $4.5 million 
annually, based on the number of revenue hours required to maintain the level of service 
described in the operating plan for the Bus Alternative; see page 5-20 of the 2003 SEIR 
(incorporated by reference in the DEIS).  This estimate is for the Fremont BART Station to 
Warm Springs Transit Center segment of the Bus alignment only.   

The 25% increase in auto trips by 2025 is related to regional auto trips between Alameda 
County and northern Santa Clara County.  It is unrealistic to expect one transit project to 
materially reduce the traffic increase expected by 2025.  

37-22: The DEIS does consider the BART System Expansion Criteria policy and incorporates the 
substantive goals of the policy into the purpose and need for the WSX Alternative.  Other 
transit alternatives may offer better cost effectiveness on a dollar-per-new-rider basis, but 
cost effectiveness is not the only measure of performance to be considered in assessing the 
overall effectiveness of a project.  The DEIS (section 3.15) summarizes the prior analysis of 
the Bus Alternative, demonstrating that the Bus Alternative was not as effective as the WSX 
Alternative in maximizing new transit trips or in providing the associated environmental 
benefits of reduced traffic congestion and energy consumption and improved air quality.   

The DEIS also considers the System Expansion Criteria with regard to commitment to 
transit-supportive growth and development.  Regarding the City of Fremont’s commitment to 
transit-oriented development, please see the responses to comment nos. 19-5,  21-7, and 37-4.  
The proposed Bus Alternative is considered much less likely to stimulate TOD around the 
proposed station sites than is the fixed-rail investment of the WSX Alternative.  See DEIS p. 
3-39.

37-23: The Warm Springs Station is designed and located so as to be a multi-modal transfer station 
that bus providers can also use as a bus-to-bus transfer point.   Access does not require 
extensive and unnecessary travel for buses.  Bus service providers have indicated that they 
would realign bus routes to take advantage of the multi-modal nature of the station.  Car 
sharing is a growing component of station access.  The station plans presented in the DEIS 
are conceptual and can be refined to accommodate car sharing. 

37-24: Carpooling was inadvertently omitted from the access hierarchy description for the Irvington 
Station.  The following text has been added to the end of the bulleted items on page 3-14 of 
the DEIS: 

Carpool, single-occupancy vehicle parking and parking for the disabled.
The number of parking spaces at Warm Springs Station is assumed to be the same regardless 
of whether the optional Irvington Station is built.  If the Irvington Station is built, it will 
reduce the parking demand at the Warm Springs Station.  (See Table 5-9 in the DEIS for 
parking supply and demand with and without the Irvington Station.) 

37-25: The basis for the commenter’s figures is unclear.  However, the comment implies that the 
WSX Alternative is not cost effective, particularly when compared to BART SFO extension. 
In order to do a comparison, the two projects need to be compared in same terms.  The WSX 
project would be a 5.4-mile extension with one station.  The project (with one station) is 
expected to generate 16,300 entries and exits, 7,200 linked trips, at a cost of approximately 
$678 million in 2004 dollars.  The BART SFO extension is an 8.2-mile extension with 4  
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stations.  According to the Final EIR/EIS, the SFO project was expected to have 68,600 exits 
and entries, 23,400 linked trips, at a cost of approximately $1.167 billion in 1996 dollars 
(BART-San Francisco Airport Extension FEIR/FEIS Volume 1—Financial Analysis, Table 6-
2.)  The average number of exits and entries for the SFO stations is 17,150 per station 
compared to 16, 300 for the Warm Springs Station.  The average number of linked trips for 
the SFO stations is 5,850, which is less than the 7,200 linked trips anticipated for Warm 
Springs Station.  Based on the estimated cost of $1.167 billion, the SFO extension cost 
approximately $142 million per mile, while the WSX extension is estimated to be $126 
million per mile--a cost that is less than SFO extension even before taking the decreased 
value of the 2004 dollars into account.  By these measures, the proposed WSX extension is 
comparable in rider efficiency to the SFO extension.   

37-26: Please see the response to comment no. 21-7. 

37-27: Figure 4.8-1 on page 4.8-2 of the DEIS illustrates the Planning Areas in Fremont as described 
in the text.  Figure 4.8-2 on page 4.8-2 illustrates the Fremont Planning Areas where the 
WSX Alternative alignment would be located.  The Planning Areas are identified in the 
figure legend.  Figure 4.8-3 illustrates land uses adjacent to the WSX Alternative alignment 
and does not show Planning Areas. 

37-28: The Mission San Jose and Irvington Planning Areas are illustrated on both Figure 4.8-1 and 
Figure 4.8-2.  For graphic clarity, not all street names were labeled on figures.  Roberts 
Avenue, Carol Avenue, and Adams Avenue are all streets in the vicinity of the optional 
Irvington Station, west of the railroad alignment and south of Washington Boulevard.  Lopes 
Court and Tavis Place are located in the vicinity of the proposed Warm Springs Station, west 
of the railroad alignment.   

37-29: Local land use policies are being addressed by the City of Fremont through the Warm 
Springs BART Area Specific Plan and have been addressed already in the Irvington Concept 
Plan.  Please see the response to comment no. 37-5 regarding the operating subsidy for the 
WSX Alternative. 

37-30: Goals F-11 and F-14 of the Fremont General Plan relate to the City of Fremont’s reliance on 
the private auto for transportation and a need to work cooperatively on regional 
transportation issues.  The city is currently undertaking such cooperative efforts through the 
Warm Springs BART Area Specific Plan process, as discussed in Section 4.8 of the DEIS.  
Please see the response to comment no. 21-7.   

The existing Fremont Station and WSX Alternative alignment through Fremont Central Park 
are located in the Central Planning Area.  The pedestrian connection plan refers to the central 
business district and is provided as general background information. 

37-31: The Fremont General Plan contains numerous references to supporting a BART extension 
through Fremont, with stations at Warm Springs and Irvington.  The city has maintained 
these policies for the 14 years since BART adopted the Warm Springs Extension in 1992.  
The city is currently moving forward on a Warm Springs BART Area Specific Plan.  Please 
see the response to comment no. 21-7. 

37-32: A portion of the WSX Alternative alignment is located in the Central Planning Area, and 
information about the central business district and central area residential situation is 
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provided (DEIS Section 4.8.2.2, “Existing Conditions”) as general land use background.  
Regarding the City of Fremont’s commitment to the Specific Plan process, please see 
response to comment no. 21-7.  Regarding transit subsidies, please see the response to 
comment no. 37-5.  Other transit systems have a record of locating stations in vacant sites, 
creating transit-supportive land use policies, and building transit-oriented development that 
ultimately boosts ridership.  The Portland Westside MAX project is a notable example of this 
approach.1

Because the Hayward fault runs through Washington Boulevard, it would be unwise to have 
the BART station straddle Washington Boulevard.  Neither Washington Boulevard nor 
Grimmer Boulevard has sufficient right-of-way to provide bus stops without disrupting travel 
lanes.  In addition, the conceptual plans for the Warm Springs and optional Irvington Stations 
contain bus transfer facilities, both for bus-to-BART and bus-to-bus transfers.  For safety 
reasons and to facilitate intermodal transfers, these transfers should take place at an off-street 
site.

The sentence in the DEIS that states, “the Warm Springs Planning Area does not anticipate 
significant changes from those planned in the past,” refers to the city’s Warm Springs 
Planning Area, which is located south of Mission Boulevard and east of Warm Springs Road.  
The Warm Springs Planning Area does not contain the Warm Springs Station site, which is 
located in the Industrial Planning area.  (See Figure 4.8-2 on page 4.8-2.)   

37-33: The statement cited in the comment about a “shared vision” was intended to introduce the 
role of ACCMA in bringing the county’s transportation needs together.  The actual ACCMA 
policies described in that section are the “Guiding Principle” that transportation investments 
must be made in conjunction with appropriate land use planning with the objective of a 
service-oriented transit system that provides frequent, convenient, and reliable service to the 
major activity centers in each of Alameda County’s major transportation corridors.  The 
MTC Regional Transportation Plan’s Community Vitality Goal includes the objectives of 
fostering new ideas for improving communities for transportation investments, and assisting 
with efforts to plan and implement transit oriented-development projects.  The WSX 
Alternative is considered consistent with these policies.  (See pages 4.8-23 and 4.8-24 of the 
DEIS.)  BART will continue to fulfill the BART Board’s policy and directives by assisting 
the City of Fremont’s efforts to create transit-supportive policies and plans to implement 
transit-oriented development associated with the WSX Alternative.  

37-34: Local land use policies are being addressed by the City of Fremont through the Warm 
Springs BART Area Specific Plan and have been addressed already in the Irvington Concept 
Plan.  Please see the response to comment no. 37-5 regarding the operating subsidy for the 
WSX Alternative. 

37-35: The analysis of Impact LU-2 concludes that there is no significant inconsistency between the 
WSX Alternative and applicable plans and policies of BART, MTC, and ACCMA.  See 
pages 4.8-22 to 4.8-24 of the DEIS. 

As described in the DEIS on page 4.8-22, the Warm Springs Station conceptual site plan is 
designed to be flexible to accommodate transit-oriented design at a future date.  In particular, 
parking could be replaced with appropriate TOD in the future.  Locating transit centers for 

                                                     
1 G. B. Arrington, Jr.  “At work in the Field of Dreams: light rail and smart growth in Portland.”  September.  1998. 
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buses close to the streets that the buses use rather than requiring a circuitous route to the 
transit center is a laudable goal.  However, both the Warm Springs and optional Irvington 
Stations are well located as multi-modal transfer points for bus-to-bus and bus-to-BART 
transfers and do not require extensive and unnecessary travel for buses.  Bus service 
providers have indicated that they would realign bus routes to take advantage of the multi-
modal nature of the stations. 

An assessment district is a funding mechanism that has been used successfully to capture 
funds for capital improvements.  An assessment district in the project area may be a viable 
funding tool.  For discussion of the City of Fremont’s progress on the Warm Springs BART 
Area Specific Plan, see the response to comment no. 21-7.  

The ACCMA Guiding Principle states that transportation investments must be made in 
conjunction with appropriate land use planning.  The City of Fremont’s land use planning is 
being undertaken in conjunction with the current WSX Alternative.   

37-36: The number of parking spaces at the Warm Springs and optional Irvington Stations was 
based on the ridership model’s calculation for parking demand (unconstrained) and on the 
site constraints.  For instance, topographic site constraints would limit the number of parking 
spaces at the Irvington Station site to fewer than the estimated parking demand.  At the Warm 
Springs Station site there are fewer site constraints, and the number of parking spaces is in 
keeping with anticipated demand based on modeling results.   

BART agrees that station parking is finite, and once filled, parking lots are hard to expand.  
BART also agrees that feeder transit offers an access mode that is not as space dependent, as 
is parking.  Feeder transit could be expanded in the future to serve the WSX Alternative, as 
noted in the comment.  Parking charge policy as established by the BART Board would apply 
to parking at the WSX Alternative stations.  Parking policy could be changed by the Board to 
temper parking demand.   

37-37: As discussed on page 3-34 of the DEIS, the Capitol Corridor system serves a different market 
with fewer stops than either BART or the ACE train.  Capitol Corridor is constrained by 
using the same tracks as the Union Pacific freight line, which makes for a more circuitous 
and therefore longer trip than would otherwise be the case.  The Capitol Corridor alignment 
adjacent to San Francisco Bay serves a different market.  Much of the Capitol Corridor is 
also single-track line, which makes any expansion more difficult or even prohibitive in 
environmentally sensitive areas such as over wetlands.  Because Capitol Corridor and BART 
do not serve the same markets, any ridership gains or loses by Capitol Corridor do not 
necessarily affect BART.   

37-38: Direct bus service (bus service directly from an origin to a destination as described in the 
comment and as exemplified by the Ottawa bus system) can move large numbers of people.  
However, the direct bus system has drawbacks.  The frequency of service is generally low 
because routes are tailored to a specific but limited passenger demand.  Also, as mentioned in 
previous responses, if a bus route is changed or dropped, the former patrons often have few 
transit options left. 

37-39: The commenter suggests that “we have never built ourselves out of congestion” and that 
charting the Level of Service for traffic in 2025 is meaningless.  NEPA requires analysis of 
potentially significant impacts using reasonable and accepted methodologies, and the traffic 
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analysis is important to anticipate potential roadway impacts and to take action to mitigate 
those impacts where possible.  Addressing congestion by imposing road tolls and automobile 
sales taxes is beyond BART’s jurisdiction and the scope of reasonable alternatives considered 
in the DEIS. 

37-40: The project parking demand, as estimated by the transportation model, was based on 
unconstrained parking demand (a parking space was available for those who wanted to drive) 
at the proposed stations and tailored to reflect current BART parking policies, which reserve 
up to 25% of station parking spaces for a monthly fee.  

BART parking policies are set by the BART Board and can be changed at the Board’s 
discretion.  The WSX Alternative reflects current BART policy on parking charges.  
Regarding social equity considerations, please see response nos. 37-3 and 21-10. 

37-41: Comment noted.  It is always possible that land use planning efforts by local authorities to 
promote TOD (such as General Plan amendments or zoning changes) may be rescinded at a 
later date.

37-42: The DEIS explains the reasons why the Bus Alternative was rejected, and summarizes and 
incorporates by reference the extensive analysis of the Bus Alternative provided in the 2003 
SEIR.  The Bus Alternative described in the DEIS was developed with the collaboration of 
AC Transit and VTA, the two primary bus operators in the project area.  AC Transit has 
endorsed the proposed Bus Alternative as evaluated in the 2003 SEIR as “a well-defined 
project” with a “high quality analysis [that] represents a model that should be used for 
analyzing alternatives in other transit corridors.”  Local constraints were taken into account.   

Regarding special by-pass lanes as mentioned in the comment, as described on page 3-37 of 
the DEIS, the proposed Bus Alternative would be on an exclusive busway for a substantial 
portion of the route.  In addition, high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes were assumed on 
portions of I-680.  Special by-pass lanes, on/off ramps, or expanded travel lanes on Paseo 
Padre Parkway were not included in the Bus Alternative, with the concurrence of bus 
operators AC Transit and VTA, because they do not seem reasonable at this time.  Providing 
an exclusive bus lane on Paseo Padre Parkway between the Fremont BART Station and the 
bus guideway near the railroad right-of-way was considered during development of the Bus 
Alternative.  However, providing an exclusive bus lane (without taking additional right-of-
way for expanding the roadway) would require reducing the number of travel lanes for 
automobiles.  Considering that bus travel times on Paseo Padre Parkway were relatively 
good, removing a travel lane for automobiles (and creating the corresponding impacts to auto 
travel) was considered unnecessary.     

The assumption of a 1-minute dwell time is conservative for a bus system and was 
determined with the concurrence of bus operators AC Transit and VTA.   

37-43: Table 5-5 of the DSEIR (incorporated by reference in the DEIS) indicates that the cost for the 
3-mile long busway was estimated to be $54 million (2001 dollars).  This is comparable to 
the $18 million per mile cost cited in the comment. 

An exclusive busway was considered and incorporated into the Bus Alternative as described 
in the DEIS on pages 3-35 to 3-39.  The proposed Bus Alternative would operate on an 
exclusive busway in the UP right-of-way from Paseo Padre Parkway to South Grimmer 
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Boulevard.  Providing an exclusive bus lane on Paseo Padre Parkway between the Fremont 
BART Station and the bus guideway near the railroad right-of-way was considered by BART 
in conjunction with VTA and AC Transit, but was rejected as unnecessary during 
development of the Bus Alternative.   

BART agrees that Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) systems are appropriate in certain situations, but 
many have also failed to live up to expectations.   The commenter offers the busway model 
found in Miami, Ottawa, and Pittsburgh as a potential alternative to the WSX Alternative.  In 
the busway model, buses serving different local origins converge to use a common busway 
toward the downtown before diverting to a variety of different destinations.  Use of these 
“direct routes” increases the possibility that the traveler can make the trip without 
transferring, which decreases travel time and increases convenience.  In general, the 
commenter is correct in noting that busways offer flexibility for routing buses and avoiding 
transfers.  However, by designing a bus transit system focused primarily on avoiding 
transfers, other important issues, such as frequency, network connectivity, service efficiency, 
and opportunities for TOD, may be overlooked.   

Although busways typically feature a high number of direct routes, those routes provide 
infrequent or limited service.  Often they serve only the peak-period downtown-bound 
suburban commuters effectively.  Busway routes seldom operate frequently during off-peak 
hours when demand is much lower.  Individual direct routes typically cannot support short 
headways since no passenger consolidation occurs and the demand on any one route is likely 
to be low.  In addition, busways generally do not serve local needs well, even though they 
originate in residential neighborhoods, because of their radial orientation and limited 
schedules.  Consequently, busways do not facilitate multiple trip patterns although they can 
consume a disproportionately large amount of operating resources.  Thus, a transit agency 
may also need to operate a redundant basic local bus network to enhance overall mobility, as 
is the case in Ottawa.

It is impossible to design a transit system that avoids transfers altogether because passengers 
have multiple origins and destinations.  Systems that generate the heaviest transit ridership 
depend on intermodal transfers between frequent, but not necessarily direct, transit routes.  
Transfers are less an issue if service is frequent (10 to 15 minutes or better).  For instance, in 
Toronto, the subways intersect high-frequency bus and streetcar cross-town routes.  In 
Chicago, the “L” trains intersect frequent perpendicular bus routes.  This network 
connectivity results in increased ridership and service efficiency.  In these and other cities, 
transit-oriented hubs have developed in part because of transfer activities around these 
stations.

The commenter is correct in noting that Ottawa’s busway carries large volumes of people.  
According to Statistics Canada (2001 Census), transit captures a mode share of 20.8% in the 
City of Ottawa.  However, there are also cities with intermodal bus and subway systems 
similar to the San Francisco Bay Area that have significantly higher transit ridership than 
Ottawa.  For example, the transit mode share in the cities of Toronto and Montreal is 33.8% 
and 38.2%, respectively.  Washington D.C., a federal capital like Ottawa, has a mode share of 
34.7% (U.S. 2000 Census).  While bus priority treatments offer some advantages, particularly 
when compared to conventional bus service, the busway model may not always be 
appropriate in every situation.  Recently, Ottawa itself initiated a pilot rail project known as 
the O-Train as a first step towards a possible citywide light rail system.   
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The comment notes that Ottawa operates over 200 buses per hour during peak periods.  Eight 
to ten BART trains can carry an equivalent number of passengers much more efficiently.  
Two hundred buses would require 20 times the number of operators required to provide the 
same capacity by rail.  In addition, in Ottawa’s case, the busway exits onto a pair of one-way 
streets downtown.  The heavy bus volume poses severe traffic and environmental impacts on 
these streets.

From an operating network perspective, Pittsburgh’s busways resemble trees with about 
twenty branches each.  Although busway service itself is frequent (but uncoordinated) 
because there are multiple routes utilizing the busway, peak-hour headways on individual 
routes can exceed 45 minutes.  During the off-peak hours, buses commonly run every 1 to 2 
hours, if at all.  This level of service attracts few “riders of choice.”  Frequencies are 
relatively poor because the network is not designed to serve multiple trip patterns.  Travel for 
trips not destined to downtown Pittsburgh can be difficult.  For example, customers often 
cannot take transit between two adjacent neighborhoods on opposite sides of the busway 
without transferring between infrequent routes.  With dozens of long suburb-to-downtown 
busway routes and no passenger consolidation on the busway, Pittsburgh devotes so many 
resources to supporting the busway network that it only offers limited local service.  
Pittsburgh’s overall ridership has declined since the introduction of the first busway (the 
South Busway) in 1978.  Whereas Pittsburgh’s buses carried 93.9 million people in 1978, 
they only carried 65.9 million people in 2001.2  While this 30% ridership decline might not 
be attributable to busways per se, it suggests that busways alone are not sufficient to generate 
long-term transit ridership growth.  

For the Warm Springs Extension, the busway model is unlikely to be as successful as a 
BART extension.  The WSX Alternative is a continuation of a 100-mile regional rail system 
that serves several major urban cores.  The busway systems referred to by the commenter are 
mostly stand-alone systems that funnel into downtown areas.  Consequently, the busway 
model suggested is not really applicable to this Warm Springs situation.  It is also important 
to note that transfers would not be avoided in this particular situation.  Transit patrons, even 
if they can board a bus in their neighborhood that travels directly on the busway, must still 
transfer to BART once they reach Fremont.  It is also unlikely that local service would be 
improved in the Fremont area, as direct bus routes would not provide continuous east-west 
service perpendicular to the busway, but would instead be diverted onto the busway towards 
the Fremont BART Station.  The experience from other cities with busway suggests that this 
proposal would have difficulty achieving ridership expectations and is not appropriate for the 
Fremont to Warm Springs corridor.   

BART is a regional rail provider and the Bus Alternative was specifically designed to provide 
service comparable to the WSX Alternative, an extension of the BART system.  Local bus 
service is provided by other transit agencies; therefore, the proposed Bus Alternative reflects 
extension of a regional system, and not local service as suggested in the comment.    

The comment emphasizes the flexibility of operations and convenience of a bus alternative 
compared to a fixed-rail BART extension.  However, the commenter is also concerned about 
TOD opportunities.  For reasons discussed on page 3-38 to 3-39 of the DEIS and in response 

                                                     
2  Pittsburgh Tribune-Review, “Money Spent on Busway Questioned,” April 2, 2002. 
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to previous comments, flexible and convenient bus service is not expected to be as effective 
as fixed-rail service in attracting TOD investment.   

The DEIS is not required to provide a detailed cost-benefit analysis under NEPA.    However, 
the 2003 SEIR (incorporated by reference in the DEIS) analyzed the environmental impacts 
and benefits for each alternative, and as suggested in the comment, describes roadway 
congestion, travel times, air quality, and community development potential.  As noted in a 
previous response, the cost per new rider for the WSX Alternative is estimated to be $28.82 
without the optional Irvington Station, and $25.69 with the Irvington Station. As noted 
above, AC Transit endorsed the proposed Bus Alternative as a “high-quality analysis” that 
should “serve as a model for other transit corridors.”   

The commenter claims that the modeling analysis produced a higher estimated ridership for 
the WSX Alternative than might be expected from other studies.  BART performed modeling 
using an accepted modeling methodology, and the effectiveness of the model was confirmed 
in a validation analysis, as described in the transportation technical study presented as 
Appendix N to the SEIR. 

37-44: Overall the comment is correct that, as discussed in the DSEIR (pages 5-60 and 5-61), as 
incorporated by the DEIS, the proposed Bus Alternative would create fewer environmental 
impacts than the WSX Alternative and would require fewer mitigation measures.  However, 
as described in Section 3.5.3 of the DEIS, the increased transit ridership provided by the 
WSX Alternative would translate into greater long-term environmental benefits and 
improved environmental quality.  As patrons transfer from automobile travel to transit travel, 
there would be a corresponding reduction in the number of vehicle miles traveled, which 
would result in regional air quality improvement, energy savings, and conservation of non-
renewable energy.

It is correct that BART generates more noise and vibration than buses.  The Bus Alternative 
assumes the use of buses that are currently available, although newer production models may 
emit reduced air pollution and be quieter.  Currently available bus models are a source of 
diesel exhaust, which contains toxic air contaminants.  See pages 5-52 to 5-58 of the DSEIR, 
as incorporated by the DEIS.   

BART agrees with the commenter that attracting ridership through better development 
depends on how well a city commits itself to TOD policies and how well regional authorities 
reinforce local land use plans.  This is one reason that BART is working to assist the City of 
Fremont on its Specific Plan for the Warm Springs Station area.  The commenter suggests 
that busways/bus transit can generate TOD that exceeds that of rail systems, citing the 
experience in Ottawa.   He then observes that AC Transit’s Transbay bus network in the 
1960s provided direct service from East Bay neighborhoods to San Francisco (similar to 
Ottawa’s radial-oriented busway network).  In fact, this network configuration has worked 
against TOD.  Without transfers, the nodes of activity that are critical to TOD success have 
failed to materialize along East Bay transbay bus lines.  In contrast, TOD projects have been 
or are being implemented around major BART intermodal stations such as Hayward, 
Fruitvale, and Downtown Berkeley.  Such an effort would be undertaken for the Warm 
Springs Station as well.   

Regarding the Ottawa system, please see the response to comment 37-43. 
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BART recognizes the need to increase access to its stations by non-automobile modes.  As 
described on page 3.9-21 of the DSEIR, as incorporated by the DEIS, BART intends to work 
with AC Transit and VTA to increase bus service to WSX Alternative stations.  Other 
strategies may include charging for all station parking, which is a policy issue for the BART 
Board of Directors and is beyond the scope of the DEIS.  A reserved parking program has 
been established district-wide, and the Board of Directors has authorized charges for new 
parking facilities such as the Warm Springs and Irvington Stations. 

The analyses of air quality impacts of the WSX Alternative and the Bus Alternative take into 
account trip duration and parking availability.  Overall, the analyses demonstrate that the 
proposed Bus Alternative would result in a reduction in mobile source emissions compared to 
the No-Project Alternative, but not as much of a reduction as the WSX Alternative.  See page 
5-58 of the DSEIR, as incorporated by the DEIS.  BART’s current parking charge policy is 
also reflected in the model. 
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Response to Comment Letter 38 
38-1: As described in Section 3 of the EIS, funds are not currently available for the development of 

the Irvington Station.  BART has included the proposed Irvington Station in its EIS to obtain 
environmental approval of station construction, and so that construction can proceed when 
funds are available. 
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Response to Comment Letter 39 
39-1: Comment noted.  The commenter recommends extending BART to the Great Mall, which is 

midway between the South Calaveras Station and Montague/Capitol stations proposed by 
VTA as part of the SVRTC project.  BART’s WSX project would not extend beyond the 
Warm Springs Station.  The length of any extension of the BART system south of the 
Alameda-Santa Clara County line would be the province of the Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority. 
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Response to Comment Letter 40 
40-1:   The commenter’s name has been placed on the notification list for the WSX project. 
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Response to Comment Letter 41 
41-1 WSX construction was originally expected to begin in 2006, but that now seems unlikely.  A 

new project schedule has not been determined.    
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Response to Public Hearing Transcript (Document 42) 
Heath, Robert 

42-1: The proposed ventilation structures (up to 2 structures would occupy a maximum of 0.56 
acre, which is approximately 0.13% of the total are associated with Fremont Central Park 
(433.90 acres).   Vent options in the vicinity of the park are indicated on Figure 4.13-7a, and 
a visual simulation of a ventilation structure is presented on Figure 4.11-6   Noise from 
ancillary structures such as ventilation structures are discussed and evaluated on page 4.13-26 
of the draft EIS. Locations within 900 feet of vents are identified as subject to noise impacts. 
Mitigation Measure N-3 identifies measures that BART will employ to minimize noise 
impacts from vent structures. This includes a performance standard in Table 4.13-6 which 
identifies noise levels appropriate for “quiet recreational area.”  (For more information, refer 
to comments 3.3 and 3.5.) 

42-2: At grade refers to structures that are built at the same level as the ground (i.e., not 
underground or elevated on structures).  As described in Chapter 3 of the EIS, Paseo Padre 
and Washington Boulevard will be modified (prior to BART construction) as part of the City 
of Fremont’s grade separation project.  Paseo Padre would be lowered and would pass under 
the realigned railroad track and proposed BART alignment. Washington Boulevard would be 
raised to pass over the realigned railroad track and proposed BART alignment. 

42-3: As described in Section 4.9, “Parks and Recreation,” BART will temporarily relocate park 
facilities and uses, including parking areas, to reduce interruptions to park use during 
construction activities.  Figures 4.93a and 4.93b present the location of existing and proposed 
temporary facilities at Fremont Central Park.  To ensure pedestrian and bicycle access during 
construction, BART will maintain existing park pathways at all times,  subject to the 
approval of the City of Fremont Parks Department. 

42-4: Operation of the BART WSX extension won’t permanently affect streets such as Walnut 
Avenue and Stevenson Boulevard.  The WSX alignment would be on a structure over Walnut 
Avenue and in a subway under Stevenson Boulevard.  However, as described on page 4.2-51 
of the DEIS, there would be impacts during construction of the system.  For instance, 
construction vehicles and other equipment would use local roadways to access construction 
zones along the WSX alignment.  Trucks and other equipment could temporarily disrupt 
existing traffic patterns.  When cut and cover construction for the subway is required under 
Stevenson Boulevard, Stevenson Boulevard would be temporarily relocated immediately 
adjacent to its current location and then reconstructed when the subway construction is 
complete.  Mitigation Measure TRN-25 (Develop and implement a construction phasing and 
traffic management plan) is described on page 4.2-53 and requires that BART prepare and 
implement a plan that defines how traffic operations would be maintained during each phase 
of construction.   To ensure pedestrian and bicycle access during construction, BART will 
maintain existing park pathways at all times,  subject to the approval of the City of Fremont 
Parks Department.

Perkell, Ron

42-5: This comment refers to the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor project proposed by the 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA).  That is a separate project from the 
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Warm Springs  Extension Project proposed by BART and evaluated in this DEIS.  Please 
refer to pages 5-2 and 5-3 of the DEIS.. 

Cameron, Charlie

42-6: BART thanks Mr. Cameron for his comments. (Refer to comments 23 and 24). 

Matta, George  

42-7: Comment noted.  This commenter also presented written comments.  See letter 15 (Matta). 

Quinson, Roberta

42-8: The completed document that the commenter refers to is the Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Report (SEIR), which BART completed in 2003 to fulfill the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality ACT (CEQA).  The DEIS was prepared to fulfill the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  Each document addressed 
noise and vibration, and area residents received notification regarding the publication and 
evaluation of each document. 

The commenter is concerned that a wall on the opposite site of the freight train tracks would 
reflect ground vibration back to their property. A wall supported on the surface of the ground 
is unlikely to reflect ground vibration. Even if it did the reflected energy would be small 
compared to the direct ground vibration energy that propagates directly from the track to the 
property.   

As discussed in Section 4.13, “Noise and Vibration” of the DEIS, BART measured noise and 
vibration at representative locations along the project corridor.  Noise and vibration 
measurements were collected in May 2002 prior to the publication of its Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). All of the noise measurement sites were located in 
noise-sensitive areas to represent a range of existing noise conditions along the alignment.  
Four vibration-testing sites were selected to represent a range of soil conditions in areas along 
the corridor that included a significant number of vibration-sensitive receptors.  Noise and 
vibration measurement locations are shown on Figure 4.13-3, “Noise Monitoring Sites,” and 
4.13-4, “Vibration Measurement Locations.” Vibration impacts were not measured at 
individual residences, as it is unnecessary to do so to predict potential impacts, which are 
based on soil type. The results of the noise and vibration impacts are noted in Table 4.13-7, 
“Residential Noise Impacts of the WSX Alternative” and Table 4.13-10, “Residential 
Vibration Impacts of WSX Alternative.” 

42-9: As discussed on pages 4.13-21 and 4.13-22 of the DEIS, the construction of barriers is a 
common approach to reducing noise impacts from surface transportation sources.   Although 
specific details regarding noise barriers, such as precise locations, heights, and lengths will be 
identified on a site-specific basis depending on the proximity to the tracks, track elevation, 
etc., the primary requirements for an effective noise barrier is that it must break the line-of-
sight between the sound source and the receiver, be constructed of an impervious material, 
and be free of gaps or holes.  The visual impacts associated with sound walls are discussed on 
page 4.11-19 of the DEIS. A variety of materials are available to construct sound barriers, 
and aesthetics are considered in the selection of an appropriate material.  The reduction in 
property values is not considered an environmental impact for the purposes of NEPA. 



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

BART Warm Springs Extension  
Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Volume 2:  Response to Public Comments 

2-344 
June 2006
J&S 04071.04

As discussed in the response to comment 42-8, a wall supported on the surface of the ground 
is unlikely to reflect ground vibration. Even if it did, the reflected energy would be small 
compared to the direct ground vibration energy that propagates directly from the track to the 
property.   

 BART will provide a fence to separate its right-of-way from adjacent neighborhoods.  The 
fence is provided as a security measure, to prevent the right-of way from becoming a corridor 
for foot traffic and access to the adjacent neighborhoods.

Martin, Elliot

42-10: BART is working with the City of Fremont to encourage Transit Oriented Development in 
the vicinity of the Warm Springs Station.

David Schonbrunn, TRANSDEF 

42-11: Please see the response to comment nos. 21-2 and 21-3. 

42-12: Please see the response to comment nos. 21-2 and 21-3.

42-13: Please see the response to comment no. 21-7. 

42-14: Please see the response to comment nos. 21-9, 21-10, and 21-11. 

42-15: Please see the response to comment no. 21-7. 

42-16: Please see the response to comment nos. 21-19 and 21-20. 

Louey, Tony 

42-17: The conceptual plan for the Warm Springs BART station includes 2,040 on-site parking 
spaces.  Both the proposed Warm Springs and Irvington BART stations include intermodal 
bus facilities for AC Transit and VTA.   Both bus providers have indicated that bus service 
would be rerouted to take advantage of the two BART stations and make the stations true 
multi-modal transit centers, thus increasing opportunities to reach the stations by transit 
rather than automobile.   

42-18: BART is committed to working with other transit providers to provide efficient transfers for 
patrons.  As noted in the response above, the proposed BART stations would be true 
intermodal centers, with increased bus service as well as BART service. 

42-19: BART supports development of transit-oriented development around station sites, and has 
been cooperating with the City of Fremont on both the Irvington Concept Plan and the Warm 
Springs BART Area Specific Plan.  The Warm Springs BART Area Specific Plan is 
assessing three different land use scenarios for the Warm Springs Station site, all of which 
envision increased land use densities around the site. The Irvington Concept Plan was
adopted by the city on January 25, 2005.   

McConnel, Randy 

42-20: The comment refers to the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor project proposed by the 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA).  That is a separate project from the 
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Warm Springs Extension project proposed by BART and evaluated in this DEIS.  (Please see 
DEIS pages 5-2 to 5-3). 

42-21: BART thanks Mr. McConnel for his comment.  (No response required.) 

Matta, George 

42-22: BART thanks Mr. Matta for his comment. (No response required.)

Bacon, Anne 

42-23: BART is working with the City of Fremont to encourage Transit Oriented Development 
(TOD) in the vicinity of the Warm Springs Station. TOD has occurred at other BART 
stations, most recently in the area of the Fruitvale Transit station. Please refer to the response 
to comment no. 21-7. 

42-24: Regarding the “track record” of TOD in the vicinity of the existing Fremont BART station, 
please see the response to comment 19-5.  Over the past two decades, many multiple-family 
residential units have been built in close proximity to the station.  While many of these units 
are not high-rise developments, they are not the single-family homes characteristic of 
suburban development.  “The Benton” is a TOD project constructed within approximately 
two blocks of the Fremont Station, providing retail space on ground level with residential 
space above it.  Another residential project is proposed for construction just south of the 
Benton.  In addition, a number of multi-story office buildings have been constructed in 
proximity to the Fremont station.  The City of Fremont has developed a Central Business 
District Concept Plan" (adopted November 6, 2001) which proposes to make the Fremont 
station a downtown area.  The Plan states that, “Downtown Fremont is in the planning stages 
to become the premier pedestrian-scale, mixed-use, lifestyle center serving the East Bay.  At 
the core of Downtown, Capitol Avenue is being designed to serve as a Main Street retail 
center and gathering spot….” 


