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Response to Comment Letter 26 (Roy Nakadegawa, PE)

26-1 An assessment of environmental impacts related to the Proposed Project is presented in
Sections 3.2 through 3.12 of the DSEIR.  Land use impacts are discussed in Section 3.5 of
the DSEIR, and Alternatives are presented in Chapter 5.  Under CEQA, an EIR is required to
contain only a general description of a project’s economic characteristics and is not required
to supply extensive detail.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15124.  A detailed cost-benefit
analysis of the Proposed Project is not required under CEQA and is not included in the
DSEIR.  Project costs and benefits have been prepared separately and will be presented to the
BART Board of Directors in connection with the staff’s recommendation on adoption of the
Proposed Project.

The Proposed Project is a 5.4-mile extension of the BART system from Fremont to a new
station at Warm Springs, with an optional station at Irvington.  While BART policy supports
promoting transit-oriented development surrounding new BART station locations, including
the proposed Warm Springs and optional Irvington Stations, the Proposed Project does not
include development of residential or other land uses surrounding the station sites.  Future
proposed development in the proposed station areas will be subject to separate environmental
review by the City of Fremont.  BART intends to continue closely working with the City of
Fremont to encourage successful transit-oriented development through an in-depth policy
plan and project analysis.

The DSEIR analysis of ridership and associated benefits for congestion relief, air quality, and
energy does not assume rezoning around the Warm Springs Station area.  This makes
ridership projections for the Proposed Project conservative.  Any consequential benefits of
such rezoning would be in addition to the benefits identified for the Proposed Project in the
DSEIR.  See the response to comment 16-d.

The DSEIR does assume that the Proposed Project will provide additional opportunities for
transit-oriented development in an area, which is currently zoned low-density industrial with
little development.  These opportunities are not considered speculative.  The City of Fremont
is now proceeding with a Warm Springs BART Area Specific Plan.  The City Council
authorized staff to begin preparation of the Specific Plan, and a consultant team has been
retained to prepare the analysis.  BART has coordinated with the city to develop the Specific
Plan scope of work, which is currently scheduled to be approved by the Fremont City
Council on June 24, 2003.  The purpose of the Specific Plan is to identify development
constraints, and development opportunities, and provide land use criteria, development
densities, and design guidelines for the coordinated development of the station area and
ridership outcomes.   (Also see the responses to comments 4-4 and 16-4.)  In addition, the
City of Fremont has developed the Draft Irvington Concept Plan, which is in final draft form
and is expected to be acted on by the City Council in the near term.  See responses to
comments 4-4, 16-1c, 16-1d, 16-2, and 16-3.

The City of Fremont recently approved a conditional use permit for a Wal-Mart store on a
vacant site approximately 0.5 mile north of the proposed Warm Springs BART Station.  As
shown in the DSEIR (see Figure 3.5-5, page 3.5-10), there are a number of undeveloped or
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underdeveloped parcels in the station area.  The 34-acre station site is vacant as is an adjacent
36-acre parcel.  Altogether, over 200 acres in the proposed Specific Plan study area are
vacant or underutilized.  This relative lack of development provides the opportunity to
develop large-scale transit-oriented development projects around the station site.

The BART Board of Directors sets parking policy for the District.  Parking replacement
ratios for TOD could be changed if the Board chose to do so.  The proposed Warm Springs
Station includes a 2,040-space parking lot, but the station site—including the parking lot—is
designed to be flexible in order to accommodate a parking structure in conjunction with
transit-oriented development.  This possibility will be explored during the Warm Springs
BART Area Specific Plan process.

The Proposed Project is not subject to the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA’s) New
Starts requirements.  Although the cost-per-new-rider calculations for FTA New Starts
projects are not required for the Proposed Project, which is not a New Starts project, the cost
per new rider for the Proposed Project is estimated to be $26 to $29 in 2025 based on FTA
New Starts criteria.  This range is generally comparable to the cost per new rider for the
BART San Francisco Airport Extension project.

Additional redevelopment and land use intensification that is anticipated through efforts by
the City of Fremont (with BART’s cooperation and assistance) but not yet included in the
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency’s (ACCMA’s) model was not included in
the DSEIR.  As a result, the reduction in vehicle miles traveled and resulting benefits
discussed in the DSEIR represent anticipated benefits of the Proposed Project without transit-
oriented development in the vicinity of the stations.  Accordingly it is not necessary to
require the implementation of such projects before the benefits identified in the DSEIR can
be realized by construction of the Proposed Project.  See the response to comment 16-d.

A discussion of fare subsidies is a policy discussion for the BART Board of Directors and is
beyond the scope of this SEIR.

26-2 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.  Increased BART
ridership alone cannot be expected to close this gap.

26-3 See the responses to comments 4-4, 16-1c, 16-1d, 16-2 and 26-1.  The City of Fremont has
anticipated the BART alignment for over a decade, and has made efforts to retain adjacent
land opportunities in advance of final approvals.  The Fremont General Plan illustrates the
transit corridor, references the Warm Springs BART Area Specific Plan area, and otherwise
sets the framework for forthcoming transit efforts.

26-4 The operating cost of the proposed Bus Alternative is estimated to be $4 to $4.5 million
annually, see the response to comment 4-1.  This estimate is based on the number of revenue
hours required to maintain the level of service described in the operating plan for the Bus
Alternative (page 5-20 of the DSEIR) and is for the Fremont BART Station to Warm Springs
Transit Center segment of the Bus alignment only.  If the Bus Alternative were implemented,
then AC Transit and VTA would be the most appropriate agencies to operate the service,
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assuming that one or both agencies undertook the project and funding was found.  (Also see
the response to comment 4-4.)

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.

26-5 Comment noted.  The DSEIR does consider the BART System Expansion Criteria policy,
and in fact incorporates the substantive goals of the policy into the goals and objectives for
the Proposed Project.  The DSEIR acknowledges that the proposed Bus Alternative requires
less capital investment and lower operating and maintenance costs compared to the Proposed
Project.  See DSEIR page 5-67.  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 DSEIR concludes
that the Bus Alternative is not as effective as the Proposed Project in maximizing new transit
trips or in providing the associated environmental benefits of reduced traffic congestion and
energy consumption and improved air quality.

The DSEIR 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, see the responses to comments 4-4, 16-1c, 16-1d and 26-1.
The proposed Bus Alternative is considered much less likely to foster development around
the proposed station sites than is the fixed-rail investment of the Proposed Project.  See
DSEIR page 5-35 and the responses to comments 4-4 and 13-1.

26-6 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 DSEIR
are conceptual and can be refined to accommodate car sharing.

26-7 Carpooling was inadvertently left off the access hierarchy description for the Irvington
Station.  Page 2-40 has been revised to add a bullet to the list of items.  The new item reads,
“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 3.9-18 for parking supply and demand with
and without the Irvington Station.)

26-8 The SVRTC project is described in Section 3.1 of the DSEIR as one of the projects
considered in the cumulative impacts analysis in the DSEIR.  The cumulative analysis, which
includes the SVRTC project, is discussed at length under each individual impact area in
Chapter 3 of the DSEIR (for example, biology, land use, aesthetics, etc.).  An extensive
cumulative transportation analysis that specifically addresses the SVRTC project together
with the Proposed Project appears in the DSEIR on pages 3.9-68 to 3.9-76.
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Page 5-13 of the DSEIR discusses commuter rail lines in the project area.  The Altamont
Commuter Express (ACE) serves the Tri-Valley area and Central Valley, but does not serve
the north-south East Bay commute corridor.  The Capitol Corridor system provides service
north to Sacramento and south to Gilroy, but is relatively inaccessible for many commuters.
It only has five stops south of Richmond and misses the population centers and other key
destination centers that BART serves.  As noted in the response to comment 26-1, the
project’s cost per new rider would be $26-29 in 2025.

26-9 See the responses to comments 4-4, 16-1c, 16-1d, and 26-1.

26-10 Figure 3.5-1 on page 3.5-3 of the DSEIR illustrates the Planning Areas in Fremont as
described in the text on pages 3.5-2 through 3.5-11.  Figure 3.5-2 on page 3.5-4 illustrates the
Fremont Planning Areas where the Proposed Project alignment would be located.  The
Planning Areas are identified in the figure legend.  Figure 3.5-3 illustrates land uses adjacent
to the Proposed Project alignment and does not show Planning Areas.

26-11 The Mission San Jose and Irvington Planning Areas are illustrated on both Figure 3.5-1 and
Figure 3.5-2.  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.

26-12 Local land use policies are being addressed by the City of Fremont through the Warm
Springs BART Area Specific Plan and Draft Irvington Concept Plan.  See the responses to
comments 4-4, 16c, 16-1d, and 26-1.  The policy question of whether cost subsidy issues
should affect the Proposed Project’s going forward is a policy decision that will be made by
the BART Board of Directors.

26-13 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 3.5 of the DSEIR
and in the responses to comments 16-1c, 16-1d, 26-1, and 26-3.

The existing Fremont Station and Proposed Project 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.

26-14 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 11 years since BART adopted the Warm Springs Extension in 1992.
The city is currently moving forward on a Warm Springs BART Area Specific Plan.  See the
responses to comments 16-1c, 16-1d, 26-1, and 26-3.
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26-15 A portion of the Proposed Project alignment is located in the Central Planning Area, and
information about the central business district and central area residential situation is
provided as general land use background.

Regarding the City of Fremont’s commitment to the Specific Plan process, see the responses
to comments 16-1c, 16-1d, 26-1, and 26-3.

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 DSEIR 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 3.5-2 on page 3.5-4.)

As noted in the response to comment 16-1c, 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. 10

26-16 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 Proposed
Project is considered consistent with these policies.  See pages 3.5-34 and 3.5-35 of the
DSEIR.  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 Proposed Project.  See the responses to
comments 16-1c, 16-1d, 26-1, and 26-3.

26-17 The policy question of whether cost subsidy issues should affect the Proposed Project’s going
forward is a policy decision that will be made by the BART Board of Directors.  The issue of
fare subsidies is a policy issue for the BART Board of Directors and is beyond the scope of
this SEIR.

                                                
10 G. B. Arrington, Jr.  “At work in the Field of Dreams: light rail and smart growth in Portland.”  September.  1998.
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26-18 The analysis of Impact LU 2 concludes that there is no significant inconsistency between the
Proposed Project and applicable plans and policies of BART, MTC, and ACCMA.  See pages
3.5-33 to 3.5-35 of the DSEIR.

As described in the DSEIR on page 3.5-33, 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
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 26-1.

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 Proposed Project.  See the responses to
comments 16c, 16-1d, and 26-1.

26-19 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 Proposed Project, as
noted in the comment.

Parking charge policy as established by the BART Board would apply to parking at the
Proposed Project stations.  Parking policy could be changed by the Board to temper parking
demand.  Any lessening of parking demand would make onsite TOD more viable.

See the response to comment 26-18 regarding the Warm Springs Station conceptual site plan.

26-20 As discussed on page 5-13 of the DSEIR and in the response to comment 13-4, 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
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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.

26-21 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.

26-22 The commenter is expressing the opinion that “we have never built ourselves out of
congestion” and that charting the Level of Service for traffic in 2025 is meaningless.  CEQA
requires analysis of potentially significant impacts using reasonable and accepted
methodologies, and the traffic 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 DSEIR.

26-23 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.  Moreover, the Proposed Project reflects current BART policy on parking charges,
social equity considerations related to the imposition of charges on inner city BART users are
not at issue.  An analysis of environmental justice is required by Executive Order for projects
subject to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), but it is not required under
CEQA.

26-24 Comment noted.  It is always possible that land use planning efforts by local authorities to
promote TOC (such as General Plan amendments or zoning changes) may be rescinded at a
later date.

26-25 The DSEIR does contain extensive analysis of the Bus Alternative (see pages 5-16 to 5-69 of
the DSEIR and Appendix N).  The Bus Alternative proposed in the DSEIR was developed
with the collaboration of AC Transit and VTA, the two primary bus operators in the project
area.  AC Transit endorsed the proposed Bus Alternative evaluated in the DSEIR 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.”  (See comment letter 4.)  Local
constraints were taken into account.

Regarding special by-pass lanes as mentioned in the comment, as described on page 5-19 of
the DSEIR, 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
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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.

26-26 As illustrated in Table 5-5 of the DSEIR, 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 DSEIR on pages 5-17 through 5-20.  The proposed Bus Alternative would operate on
an exclusive busway in the UP right-of-way from Paseo Padre Parkway to South Grimmer
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.  See the response
to comment 26-25.

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 Proposed Project.  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
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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.

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. 11  While this 30% ridership decline might not

                                                
11  Pittsburgh Tribune-Review, “Money Spent on Busway Questioned,” April 2, 2002.
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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 Proposed Project 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 Proposed Project, 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 5-35 of the DSEIR and in response to
previous comments, flexible and convenient bus service is not expected to be as effective as
fixed-rail service in attracting TOD investment.  See the responses to comments 4-2.

The DSEIR is not required to provide a detailed cost-benefit analysis under CEQA.  CEQA
Guidelines Section 15124.  However, the DSEIR does provide analysis of the environmental
costs 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 Proposed Project is estimated to be $26 to
$29 in 2025, based on FTA New Starts criteria.

The commenter claims that modeling analysis produced higher estimated ridership for the
Proposed Project than might be expected from other studies.  BART notes that another
commenter asserts that the Bus Alternative ridership is overestimated.  (See comment letter
11.)  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.”

26-27 Overall the comment is correct that, as discussed in the DSEIR (pages 5-60 and 5-61), the
proposed Bus Alternative would create fewer environmental impacts than the Proposed
Project and would require fewer mitigation measures.  However, as described in Section 5.6
of the DSEIR, the increased transit ridership provided by the Proposed Project 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
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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 more quiet.  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.

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.  See the response to comment 4-5.

Regarding the Ottawa system, see the response to comment 26-26.

BART recognizes the need to increase access to its stations by non-automobile modes.  As
described on page 3.9-21 of the DSEIR, BART intends to work with AC Transit and VTA to
increase bus service to Proposed Project 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 DSEIR.  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 Proposed Project 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 Proposed Project.  See page
5-58 of the DSEIR.  BART’s current parking charge policy is also reflected in the model.



abarnard
Letter 27

abarnard

abarnard
27-1



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Section 2.  Comments on the DSEIR
and Responses

BART Warm Springs Extension
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 2-83

June 2003

J&S 02-041

Response to Comment Letter 27 (Mark Nelson)

27-1 Comment noted.  BART appreciates the commenter’s support for constructing the optional
Irvington Station.  As described in Chapter 2 (Project Description) of the DSEIR, the
Irvington Station is optional because funding for the station has not yet been secured.  The
City of Fremont is currently investigating an amendment to the 1998 Redevelopment Plan
that could contribute funds to the construction of the Irvington Station, which is considered a
significant component of the redevelopment effort for the Irvington area.
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Response to Comment Letter 28 (Chien-Pang Kung)

28-1 Section 3.1.3 of the DSEIR explains why certain issues that were analyzed in the 1992 EIR
were not further analyzed in the 2003 SEIR.  Among these is the issue of geology, soils, and
seismicity.  As described on page 3.1-2 of the DSEIR, the information provided in the 1992
EIR still accurately characterizes the regional geology of the Proposed Project alignment.
Further, there have been no changes to the project or in the setting that would result in
additional impacts beyond those disclosed in the 1992 document related to geology, soils,
and seismicity.  Mitigation Measures 1A through 1F, identified in the 1992 EIR to address
project geological, soils, and seismic impacts (see 1992 MMRP, Appendix B of the DSEIR)
continue to apply to the Proposed Project and  will be implemented with construction of the
Proposed Project.   The 1992 EIR did find a significant and unavoidable risk of harm to
people and property in the event of a ground rupture where the alignment crosses fault traces
in the Hayward Fault Zone.  The 1992 EIR found that this risk could be reduced by
implementing BART’s seismic design criteria and emergency procedures, complying with
Uniform Building Code and Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Act requirements, and performing
investigations to identify the precise location of the Hayward fault and secondary faults near
the Irvington Station prior to final design.  These mitigation measures are incorporated into
Mitigation Measure 1A from the 1992 EIR, which continues to apply to the Proposed Project.

28-2 The projected noise levels at 41001 Valero Drive from the BART vehicles are Lmax = 70
dBA and Ldn = 60 dBA.  The total noise level (measured existing noise plus projected BART
noise) is projected to be 61 dBA Ldn.

The commenter’s reference for the No-Project Alternative or the proposed Bus Alternative
due to current regional economic conditions is noted.  As described in Chapter 5
(Alternatives Analysis) of the DSEIR, the Proposed Project is expected to provide greater
benefits than the No-Project and proposed Bus Alternatives in terms of ridership, congestion
relief, air quality, energy, and opportunities for transit-oriented development.
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Response to Comment Letter 29 (Ali Pirooz)

29-1 The alignment between Station 2280 and 2290 is projected to be over 400 feet from the
nearest residences.  In addition, the alignment in that area would be in a tunnel, so the
residences in the area would not be affected by noise.  Also, the vibration levels at this
location would be below the threshold at which humans typically feel vibration.
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Response to Comment Letter 30 (Art Weber)

30-1 BART agrees that high-density development should be the goal for the areas surrounding
BART stations.  It is BART’s policy to encourage transit-oriented development surrounding
new BART station locations, including the proposed Warm Springs and optional Irvington
Stations, as an alternative to “auto-oriented” development and urban sprawl.  See the
responses to comments 16-1c and 16-1d.   As discussed in the response to comment 13-1, a
fixed-rail transit such as BART is considered more likely to attract investment in transit-
oriented development than more flexible bus service.
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Response to Comment Letter 31 (Steve Van Pelt)

31-1 Figure ES-2 in the DSEIR incorrectly labeled the Capitol Corridor intercity rail service
alignment as the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) alignment.  The incorrect label is
hereby changed to Capitol Corridor in this FSEIR, and the revised figure is included in
Section 3 of this FSEIR.

BART provides for connections to intercity and regional rail facilities as indicated on Figure
ES-1 in the DSEIR.  The BART San Francisco Airport Extension, which includes an
interconnection to Caltrain at the Millbrae Station, will be in service on June 22, 2003.
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Response to Comment Letter 31A (Patricia Snow)

31A-1 The information presented in the DSEIR supersedes information presented in the 1992 EIR and at
the March 25, 2002 scoping meeting, which was prior to the commencement of preparation of the
DSEIR.  The purpose of a Supplemental EIR is to update the information in a previous EIR,
based on changes to the project, changed circumstances, and new information that was not
previously available.  The list of potential displacements from 1992 (Appendix L of the DSEIR)
was included in the 2003 DSEIR for comparison with Table 3.6-8 (page 3.6-14 of the DSEIR),
which lists the displacements required for the current Proposed Project.  Some displacements
listed in the 1992 table for the 1992 Adopted Project are still applicable for the Proposed Project.

The graphics presented at the scoping meeting were for illustrative purposes only and were
intended to show the general project alignment as anticipated at that time.  In the year between
the scoping meeting and the release of the Draft SEIR in March 2003, the alignment underwent
refinement and the current alignment for the Proposed Project is more precisely illustrated in
Figure 2-4 (pages 2-9 through 2-14) of the DSEIR.

As the commenter notes, the Proposed Project alignment in the vicinity of 2878 Prune
Avenue is at ground level with tracks slightly higher than the existing railroad tracks, and not
on an aerial alignment as was the case for the 1992 Adopted Project.   As shown in Figure 2-
4e of the DSEIR, the BART tracks will extend over the top of the drainage ditch and enter
onto the property at 2878 Prune Avenue.  As indicated in Table 3.6-8 of the DSEIR, based on
the Proposed Project alignment, the property at 2878 Prune Avenue will be affected by the
Proposed Project.  Three business displacements at the property are listed in Table 3.6-8.  As
indicated in the table, full displacement of two of the businesses may be necessary, with a
partial displacement of the third (access to rear of business will be reduced).



abarnard
Letter 32











































abarnard

abarnard

abarnard

abarnard

abarnard
1

abarnard
2

abarnard
3

abarnard
4



abarnard

abarnard

abarnard

abarnard
5

abarnard
6

abarnard
7

abarnard
8

abarnard



abarnard

abarnard

abarnard

abarnard
9

abarnard
11

abarnard
10



abarnard

abarnard

abarnard

abarnard

abarnard
11cont'd.

abarnard
12

abarnard
14

abarnard
13



abarnard

abarnard

abarnard
15

abarnard
16



abarnard

abarnard

abarnard

abarnard
17

abarnard
19

abarnard
18



abarnard

abarnard

abarnard
19cont'd.

abarnard
20



abarnard

abarnard

abarnard
20cont'd.

abarnard
21



abarnard

abarnard
21cont'd.

abarnard

abarnard
22



abarnard

abarnard
23



abarnard

abarnard

abarnard
23cont'd.

abarnard
24



abarnard

abarnard

abarnard
25

abarnard
26



abarnard

abarnard

abarnard

abarnard
26cont'd.

abarnard
27

abarnard
28



abarnard

abarnard

abarnard
28cont'd.

abarnard
29





abarnard

abarnard
30







San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Section 2.  Comments on the DSEIR
and Responses

BART Warm Springs Extension
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 2-88

June 2003

J&S 02-041

Response to Letter 32 (Public Hearing Transcript Comments, April 14, 2003)

Comments of Douglas Bazzone:

32-1 Based on previous BART experience, no significant electrical or radio interference would be
expected on televisions, radios, cell phones, personal computers or other normal household
equipment from the construction of the Proposed Project or subsequent BART operations.

32-2 The alignment of the Proposed Project in this area is constrained by the City of Fremont’s
grade separations project and the associated realignment of the Union Pacific (former
Southern Pacific) track.  There is very little room for adjustment.  See also the responses to
comment 15-1.

Comments of John Cameron:

32-3 The Warm Springs DSEIR and related documentation is available at 1000 Broadway, Suite
620, Oakland CA 94607.  The office of the BART General Manager is located at 800
Madison Street, Oakland.  All public notices and the DSEIR listed the 1000 Broadway
address, as well as local libraries in the project area, as the location to review the document.

32-4 Comment noted.  Written comments from Mr. Cameron are included as Letter 19 in this
FSEIR and responses are provided above.

32-5 The comment is correct that the AC Transit 253 Route runs from Fremont BART to the ACE
Train Station.  AC Transit staff indicate that due to low ridership, AC Transit is considering
the elimination of Route 253. 12  Elimination of the AC Transit Route 253 would not affect
any of the conclusions in the DSEIR.

32-6 All sections of BART at-grade trackway are protected by a chain link fence not less than
8-feet high, which is normally located on the property line.

At both the Warm Springs and the optional Irvington Stations, the interaction of BART
service vehicles (emergency, maintenance, cash handling, etc.) with buses and private autos
is deliberately kept to a minimum.  However, some minor degree of mixing is inevitable, just
as it is on the public street system.

32-7 The railroad right of way proposed for the Proposed Project alignment is the easternmost
alignment of the Union Pacific Railroad, the former Western Pacific Railroad property.

32-8 As noted above, all BART at-grade trackway sections are secured by a chain link fence no
less than 8-feet high, which is normally located on the property line.

                                                
12 Nathan Landau, AC Transit, e-mail communication, May 29, 2003.
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Comments of Arnold Mammarella:

32-9 The CEQA process provides for public comments to be received during a public comment
period.  A 45-day public comment period was held for the DSEIR from March 25, 2003 to
May 9, 2003.  During that period, a public hearing was held on April 14, 2003, to accept
comments on the DSEIR.  Immediately prior to and immediately following the formal public
hearing on the evening of April 14, BART WSX project staff and consultants were available
for one-on-one conversations with hearing attendees to address specific issues.  This
provided an opportunity for dialogue between project engineers and local residents.  In
addition, a project telephone hotline was established in January 2002 and has been available
since that time to take calls from residents.  BART engineers have responded to hotline calls.

32-10 The comment in favor of the below-grade alignment beneath Fremont Central Park is noted.
Impacts to residents along the alignment have been addressed in the SEIR, and mitigation
measures have been provided to address impacts, where feasible and cost effective.  Visual
changes are addressed in Section 3.7 (Aesthetics) of the DSEIR; noise and vibration impacts
to residences along the alignment are addressed in Section 3.10 (Noise and Vibration) of the
DSEIR.

It is not considered feasible to construct the entire Proposed Project in a subway alignment.
In particular, design constraints do not permit the construction of a below-grade alignment
between Walnut Avenue and Stevenson Boulevard.  The alignment would be on an
embankment leaving the Fremont BART Station, and there is insufficient distance to
construct a portal transitioning from the aerial alignment while providing a grade separation
of Walnut Avenue.  The current alignment would provide an aerial crossing of Walnut
Avenue and place the BART tracks on an embankment where the alignment crosses the
Hayward fault.  The alignment would transition from aerial to below ground level prior to
crossing Stevenson Boulevard.

32-11 The vertical alignment (profile) of the Proposed Project does represent the steepest practical
grade descending from the embankment south of Walnut Ave into the retained cut section
and subway portal just north of Stevenson Blvd.  Due to vehicle performance limitations and
passenger ride comfort thresholds, the BART design criteria limits the combined effects of
horizontal curvature, vertical curvature and vertical gradient.  All three of these factors are
present at this location.  The net result is that a steeper descent into the retained cut section is
not a practically viable option.

32-12 The Proposed Project alignment segment between Walnut Avenue and Stevenson Boulevard,
to which Fremont Villas is adjacent, is a potential location for noise barriers (see Table
3.10-9 on page 3.10-32 of the DSEIR).  Noise barriers on the Proposed Project alignment
adjacent to the tracks would be among the noise mitigation approaches likely for this
segment.  Revised Figure 3.7-4 in Section 3 of the FSEIR, presents a simulation of the noise
barriers placed adjacent to the BART tracks in the vicinity of Fremont Villas.  Building
sound insulation is not proposed at Fremont Villas.

32-13 Most noise level criteria, whether they are city land use noise ordinances or transit design
criteria, make a distinction between noise levels appropriate for single-family and multi-
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family housing.  This difference is based on the assumption that ambient noise levels are
generally higher in urban areas, which typically have more multi-family housing, than
suburban areas, which typically have more single-family housing.

The BART noise criteria are determined based on development density and existing noise
levels.  The noise criteria assume that noise levels are generally higher at multi-family
residences and that residents in dense developments are less sensitive to noise than residents
in low-density developments.  However, the criteria also consider the existing noise level at
all noise-sensitive receptor locations.  The selected criterion is based on both residential
density and measured ambient noise levels.  Therefore, the analysis takes into account the
possibility that an isolated multi-family building in a predominantly single-family area might
be more sensitive to noise than a multi-family development surrounded by higher density
development, if the existing noise levels at the isolated multi-family development were
lower.

32-14 The 73 dBA impact following mitigation does not exceed the BART criteria for significant
noise impacts, which is 75 dBA in multi-family residential areas.  This threshold is explained
in Section 3.10 (Noise and Vibrations) of the DSEIR.

Depending on construction materials and techniques, the average residence with standard
windows can provide approximately 20 dB of noise reduction from outside to inside
(windows closed).  With special treatments (special windows, doors, etc.), this number can
reach 30 dB.  Therefore, an outdoor maximum level of 73 dBA would likely be
approximately 53 dBA inside the residence (windows closed). 

The DSEIR assesses the potential for noise and vibration impacts to result from the Proposed
Project.  As described in Section 3.10 (Noise and Vibration), the mitigation measures,
including precise locations and heights of soundwalls and use of special track-design features
to reduce potential for vibration impacts, will be based on detailed engineering design.  This
detailed engineering design will be developed during the preliminary and final design phases
of the project.  Final design details will include plans, specifications, and estimates for
location and dimensions of noise and vibration mitigation measures.

32-15 Mitigation Measure A1 on page 3.7-21 of the DSEIR lists measures to provide vegetative
screening for the new Tule Pond.  These measures would minimize the removal of mature
vegetation to the extent possible and replace vegetation lost during construction to provide
replacement screening for adjacent residents.  With implementation of these measures, visual
impacts would be less than significant.

BART does not have regulatory control for mosquito abatement at the Tule Pond.  The
Alameda County Department of Public Works maintains the pond.

32-16 The Proposed Project is consistent with the Fremont General Plan, which reserves the
project alignment as a transit corridor.  Noise impacts to residences adjacent to the Proposed
Project alignment were assessed in Section 3.10 of the DSEIR.  Where necessary and
feasible, mitigation measures have been proposed to reduce noise impacts to residences to a
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less-than-significant level.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure N1 would reduce noise
impacts at Fremont Villas to a less-than-significant level.

Reduction in property value is not considered an environmental impact for CEQA purposes.

BART will conduct a community information program during the design and construction
phases of the Proposed Project to provide current information concerning the project to
residents.

Comments of John Kimber:

32-17 BART has not acquired the Union Pacific Railroad (UP) right-of-way (former Western
Pacific right-of-way) from VTA.  For the Proposed Project to go forward, BART would need
to enter into an agreement with VTA for the sale and transfer of the UP right-of-way to
BART.  Commuter rail service between Union City and San Jose is an alternative that has
been considered but rejected.  (See page 5-13 of the DSEIR.)

Comments of Norman Howard:

32-18 VTA has acquired the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way to a point approximately 200 feet
north of Paseo Padre Parkway.  This right-of-way does not include Niles Canyon.

32-19 As noted in the response to comment 32-18 above, the Union Pacific Railroad retains
ownership of the railroad right-of-way north of Paseo Padre Parkway.  A hiking trail/bicycle
path is not feasible in that segment of right-of-way at this time.

32-20 The commenter suggests that BART consider purchasing the land between Stivers Lagoon
and the future BART tracks and convert it to a natural area.  Wetland mitigation pursuant to
Mitigation Measures BIO3, BIO5, and BIO12 would be designed through coordination with
the agencies having jurisdiction as described in the DSEIR.  If appropriate and approved by
the agencies with jurisdiction, BART will consider using the area identified by the
commenter as wetland mitigation.

Comments of Gloria Olsen:

32-21 Sections 1.2 (BART Extension Program) and 1.4 (Purpose and Need) of the 1992 EIR
provide background on the BART extension program and planning for the Warm Springs
Extension.  Alternatives that would have avoided Lake Elizabeth were considered during the
Warm Springs Extension planning process, but were ultimately rejected as infeasible.  See
Section 9-2 (Alternatives Considered) and Figure 9-1, on page 9-7 of the 1991 Draft EIR

32-22 As described in Section 2.6.3 of the DSEIR (pages 2-43 and 2-44), funding for the Proposed
Project would be provided by a variety of funding sources.  The City of Fremont would not
contribute to Proposed Project costs without the optional Irvington Station.  However, as
noted on page 2-38 and 2-39 of the DSEIR, construction of the optional Irvington Station is
not included in the project’s funding plan.  For that station to be constructed, funding for the
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estimated $76 million cost of the Irvington Station would need to be identified.  The City of
Fremont is currently investigating potential sources of funds for the station.

Comments of Ken Price:

32-23 Section 2.6.3 of the DSEIR (pages 2-43 and 2-44) describes the currently anticipated funding
sources for the Proposed Project.  If the Proposed Project is adopted by the BART Board of
Directors, BART anticipates beginning project construction in 2004.

Comments of Lesley Payne:

32-24 The effectiveness of a noise barrier depends on the height of the source and the receiver, and
the material used in the construction of the noise barrier.  The primary concern in
constructing a noise barrier is to block the line of sight from the source to the receiver.  For a
source that is very low, such as the wheels of a train, the barrier would not have to be very
high to block the line of sight to a residence.  However, if the noise source is higher, such as
the exhaust on a diesel locomotive from trains using the Union Pacific tracks, a horn mounted
on top of a locomotive, or an elevated BART train on a structure, the barrier would have to
be significantly higher to block the line of sight.

The commenter’s agreement that vibration mitigation measures should be used is noted.

32-25 Alignments that would avoid Lake Elizabeth were considered but subsequently withdrawn
from further consideration.  See the response to comment 32-21.

Request for consideration of placing the BART tracks in a tunnel or trench where the
alignment is current below the existing grade level of adjacent residences is noted.  Use of
tunnels or trenches for noise mitigation in this segment, while providing noise mitigation,
would not be cost effective.  To mitigate noise impacts, BART proposes to construct noise
barriers along this portion of the alignment, in combination with installing building sound
insulation of selected residences, as identified in Mitigation Measure N1.

32-26 The Proposed Project baseline assumes that the City of Fremont’s grade separations project
will be in place prior to operation of the BART Warm Springs Extension.  The city’s grade
separations project will eliminate the existing at-grade railroad track crossing and provide a
grade separation of Washington Boulevard over the Union Pacific and BART tracks (see
page 2-3 and 2-33 of Section 2.2.2 of the DSEIR) so that vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians
will not cross either street in conflict with trains.

Comments of Craig Mao:

32-27 BART’s conceptual design for the Warm Springs Station is designed to accommodate a
future pedestrian bridge to the west, over the adjacent Union Pacific tracks.  This is noted on
page 2-35 of the DSEIR and illustrated in Figure 2-6b (page 2-22).  See also the response to
comment 11-28.



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Section 2.  Comments on the DSEIR
and Responses

BART Warm Springs Extension
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 2-93

June 2003

J&S 02-041

Comments of Spencer Holmes:

32-28 See the response to comment 23-1 regarding mitigation for impacts to the open water habitat
of Lake Elizabeth.  Construction activities in Lake Elizabeth are not expected to result in
mortality to ducks and geese.

Comments of John Kimber:

32-29 The commenter requested additional time for questions regarding the Proposed Project.
Following the formal public hearing comment period, BART staff remained in the room to
answer questions posed by members of the public.

Comments of Gloria Olsen:

32-30 Notice regarding the public hearing was provided in five local newspapers, where
announcements were published three weeks prior to the hearing.  Additionally, flyers
announcing the meeting were sent to neighborhoods in the vicinity of the Proposed Project
alignment, as well as to individuals who asked to be placed on the mailing list.




