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Section 1
Introduction

1.1 EIR OVERVIEW

The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) is proposing to extend transit service into
eastern Alameda County from its existing Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station within and adjacent to the
Interstate 580 (I-580) right-of-way, pass the cities of Dublin and Pleasanton city limits and on to a
terminus station in the City of Livermore. The program being considered in this document is the
BART to Livermore Extension Program. This document does not evaluate a single alignment
connecting the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station and Livermore; rather, a group of alternatives that
effectively extends BART service has been identified, and this report is intended to consider the
environmental effects of these different alignments and enable BART to select a preferred alternative.

Purpose of an EIR

This document is a Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In accordance with CEQA, California Public Resources Code
Section 21002.1, BART has prepared this EIR for the following purposes:

o To identify the significant effects on the environment of the proposed action, to identify
alternatives to the proposed action, and to indicate the manner in which those significant effects
can be mitigated or avoided.

o To mitigate or avoid the significant effects of the proposed action on the environment whenever
it is feasible to do so.

o To consider the effects, both individual and collective, of all activities involved in the proposed
action.

e To provide more meaningful public disclosure and focus on potentially significant effects on
the environment of a proposed action.

For the purposes of this EIR, BART is the designated “lead agency,” which, according to
Section 15367 of the CEQA Guidelines, is defined as the public agency with the principal responsibility
for carrying out or approving a project and conducting the environmental review.

As provided in both CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency, in this case BART, is charged
with the duty to substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental effects where feasible for
projects subject to CEQA (refer to PRC Section 21004, CEQA Guidelines Sections 15002(a)(3) and
15021(a)(2)). As defined in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15382, a “significant effect on the
environment” is:
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. a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical
conditions within the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals,
flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An
economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the
environment. A social or economic change related to a physical change may be
considered in determining whether the physical change is significant. In discharging
this duty, the lead agency has an obligation to balance a variety of public objectives,
taking into account economic, environmental, and social issues.

The EIR is an informational document intended to analyze and to disclose to the public and public
agencies the environmental effects and benefits of a proposed program and its alternatives. The
preparation, circulation, and public review of this Draft Program EIR allows for public agency and
public comment on the evaluation of alternatives, including a No Build Alternative (No Project
Alternative); the assessment of environmental impacts; and the effectiveness of the suggested methods
to reduce impacts that are considered significant.

Although this Program EIR does not determine which alternative is selected, the BART Board of
Directors must consider the information in this EIR and public comments on significant effects
identified in this EIR. The BART Board of Directors will use the Program EIR, along with other
information, to select a preferred alignment alternative to extend BART service to Livermore, and to
specify any applicable environmental mitigation as part of the approval.

Program EIR versus a Project EIR

A Program EIR is a type of “high level” EIR that allows a public agency, such as BART, to consider
broad policy alternatives and program-wide mitigation measures at the early stages of planning.
Program EIRs may be followed by project-level EIRs or other CEQA documents that evaluate the
impacts of specific projects within the program. In the case of the BART to Livermore Extension
Program, BART is preparing a Program EIR to evaluate alignment alternatives on a broad level and
will subsequently consider, in greater detail, impacts and alternatives associated with a preferred
alignment and station locations once a project is chosen.

Preparation of a program-level document followed by more detailed project-specific documentation that
“tiers” off the program-level document offers a number of advantages. As described in CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15168(b), a program EIR can:

1. Provide an occasion for more exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives that would be
practical in an EIR on an individual action;

2. Ensure consideration of cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a case-by-case analysis;

3. Avoid duplicative reconsideration of basic policy considerations;
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4. Allow the lead agency to consider broad policy alternatives and program wide mitigation
measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or
cumulative impacts; and

5. Allow reduction in paperwork.

For the BART to Livermore Extension Program, BART is preparing a Program EIR to evaluate
alignment alternatives on a broad level. The Program EIR will be used to narrow the range of
reasonable and feasible alignment alternatives by evaluating the potential environmental impacts and
tradeoffs associated with the different routes, in order to identify alignment and station alternatives that
may be considered in a future project-specific environmental document.

The Program EIR will provide an overview of potential environmental impacts associated with
different alignments and station locations which will allow BART to refine station choices during
subsequent, more detailed planning and to begin the process of protecting the right-of-way for future
development of a transit system and releasing funds. At a later date, BART intends to prepare a
project-level EIR before making the decision whether to construct a project. The subsequent
environmental documentation will also consider other technology choices for providing transit services
to the City of Livermore.

The required contents of a program EIR are the same as those of a project-level document. However,
the level of detail and analysis in the two documents differ because a program-level document analyzes
a general conceptual design and location of the proposed alternatives rather than providing a detailed
level of analysis for a specific alignment. For example, at the program level, the generalized station
locations are identified and evaluated, but more specific details such as the siting, scale, and orientation
of the station facilities are unknown at this time. Sufficient planning has been completed to identify the
station area as a logical location and to acknowledge that the area is large enough to accommodate the
facilities that might eventually be proposed as part of a more specific proposal.

1.2 PROGRAM OVERVIEW

Existing BART Service

BART has been in operation since 1972 and currently operates in four Bay Area counties: San
Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Mateo. The entire BART system is illustrated in Figure
1-1. The most recent completed extensions to the BART system are those to Dublin/Pleasanton in
eastern Alameda County, to Pittsburg/Bay Point in east Contra Costa County, and to San Francisco
International Airport in San Mateo County, with a terminus in Millbrae. Other extensions have been
approved and include BART to Warm Springs, eBART extending service further into east Contra Costa
County, and Oakland Airport Connector providing an Automated Guideway Transit connection to the
Oakland International Airport. The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority is also proposing a
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BART extension from Warm Springs to the Santa Clara County (Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor
Project), which is currently undergoing environmental review.

In eastern Alameda County, BART service extends as far east as the Dublin/Pleasanton Station, which
is located in the median of I-580 just west of the Dougherty Road/I-580 interchange. BART opened
the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station in 1997.' This station offered a transit alternative for travel
between the Tri-Valley area of eastern Alameda County, which includes the cities of Dublin,
Pleasanton, and Livermore, and the rest of the BART service area. Since opening, the station and line
have been heavily used, as an average of 7,858 persons enter and exit the station each weekday.”

Proposed BART to Livermore Extension Alternatives

Since its original planning phases, BART has considered proposals to extend rail service to Livermore.
This BART to Livermore Extension Program considers nine unique alignments for extending existing
BART service eastward to Livermore, using BART’s existing heavy rail electric technology, which
runs on grade-separated rights-of-way and reaches maximum speeds of 80 miles per hour. The routes
and station locations incorporate previous studies by BART as well as current input from BART’s local
partners in Alameda County and the Tri-Valley area. As is further explained in Section 2,
Alternatives, of this EIR, these alternatives were adapted from a wider range of potential station and
alignment pairings based on their abilities to best fulfill the program purpose and need in a feasible
manner. A No Build Alternative is also analyzed in this EIR and represents the region’s existing
transportation network consisting of highways, arterial roads, and public transit facilities. Specifically,
this alternative considers the transportation network as it exists at present with the addition of programs
and projects that are currently in regional transportation plans and have identified funds for
implementation by 2035. This alternative defines the future transportation conditions without any
BART extension to Livermore.

Figure 1-2 shows the Tri-Valley area, where the BART to Livermore Extension Program is examining
alternative alignments and station locations. This figure also shows existing highways, roadways,
railways, and permanent transit stations and rights-of-way, including BART and Altamont Commuter
Express (ACE) transit service routes and stations within the eastern Alameda County area.

The BART extension alternatives, ordered counterclockwise from the easternmost terminus station, are
illustrated in Figure 1-3. All of the extension alternatives originate at the existing Dublin/Pleasanton
BART Station and extend eastward in the median of I-580. As shown in Figure 1-3, only Alternative 1
remains in the I-580 median for most of its length and Alternative 4 is entirely within the median.
Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 follow El Charro Road to reach the UPRR tracks. Alternative 2 uses
Las Positas Road and Alternative 3 uses Portola Avenue to reach the UPRR tracks.

' BART, BART Chronology, January 1974 - March 2009, www.bart.com/docs/BARThistory.pdf, accessed
June 10, 2009.

? BART, BART Fiscal Year Weekday Average Exits, FY08, http://www.bart.gov/docs/station_exits_FY.pdf,
accessed July 30, 2009.
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Alternative 1 — Greenville East. This alternative would follow the median of I-580, include
an intermediate station at Isabel/I-580, and continue to a terminus station at Greenville Road
just south of I-580.

Alternative 1a — Downtown-Greenville East via UPRR. This alternative would originate at the
existing Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station and move eastward within the median of 1-580, veer
southeast along El Charro Road, into the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) right-of-way, and
then north to the proposed Greenville East Station.

Alternative 1b — Downtown-Greenville East via SPRR. This alternative would have the same
alignment and elements described above for Alternative la, except that the segment between
the proposed Downtown Livermore Station and a terminus at Greenville East would be in the
former Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) right-of-way. The departure from the UPRR
right-of-way east of downtown Livermore would occur near the intersection of Mines Road.

Alternative 2 — Las Positas. The Las Positas alignment would follow the median of 1-580,
include an intermediate station at Isabel/I-580, then diverge southeasterly along Las Positas
Road, toward central Livermore, to the UPRR right-of-way, at which point the alignment
would be in the UPRR right-of-way to a terminus station at the existing Vasco Road ACE
Station.

Alternative 2a — Downtown-Vasco. This alternative would have the same alignment and
elements described above for Alternatives la and 1b, between the existing end of track at the
Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station and the proposed Downtown Livermore Station. Alternative
2a would include a Downtown Livermore Station and a terminus station at Vasco Road.

Alternative 3 — Portola. The Portola alignment would follow the median of I-580, include an
intermediate station at Isabel/I-580, then diverge from the I-580 corridor at Airway Boulevard,
transition to Portola and Junction Avenues to a terminus station adjacent to the existing
downtown Livermore ACE Station.

Alternative 3a — Railroad. The Railroad alignment would follow the same route as
Alternatives 1a, 1b, and 2a from the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station eastward in the 1-580
median, along El Charro Road, to the UPRR right-of-way; however, this alternative would
terminate adjacent to the existing downtown Livermore ACE Station.

Alternative 4 — Isabel/I-580. The Isabel/I-580 alignment would be constructed within the
median of I[-580 to a terminus station immediately east of the planned Isabel Avenue
overpass/interchange.

Alternative 5 — Quarry. The Quarry alignment would follow the median of I-580 and diverge
from the I-580 corridor at El Charro Road, and proceed southeasterly to the UPRR
right-of-way, at which point the alignment would be in the UPRR right-of-way to a terminus
station west of the Isabel Avenue (SR-84) and Stanley Boulevard intersection.
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While the alignment and station locations differ among these nine BART alternatives, all alignments
would be fully grade-separated and would run at-grade, on an aerial structure, in a retained trench, or
in a subway (cut and cover) as necessitated by surrounding terrain or existing conditions.
Rights-of-way would make use of track, signal, and communications technology currently used by
BART. Service would be provided using existing specifications for BART vehicles (or future vehicles
superseding existing BART rolling stock) powered by an electrified third rail propulsion system.

1.3 OVERVIEW OF STUDY AREA

The study area for this Program EIR lies in eastern Alameda County, California within the nine-county
San Francisco Bay Area. The Tri-Valley study area (see Figure 1-2) has been one of the fastest
growing subregions of the San Francisco Bay Area. As a result, travel demand in the region has
continued to increase, even though gridlock occurs on a regular basis on I-580 through the study area.
The study area’s profile of continued growth, a constrained road network, and limited transit service
and options, as detailed below, creates a need to introduce additional transit services to improve
mobility throughout the area.

Growth Trends and Travel Patterns

Between 1970 and 2000, the Tri-Valley area experienced a population increase of 140 percent,
compared to the County increase of 35 percent.” Within the past decade for which US Census data are
available, between 1990 and 2000, population growth in the Tri-Valley area accounted for about 26
percent of total growth within the entire County, and approximately five percent of total growth within
the Bay Area. Over this period, the Tri-Valley area experienced an average yearly population growth
of approximately five percent, compared to one percent annually for the County overall.

According to the Association of Bay Area Government’s (ABAG) 2007 projections, the total population
of all communities within the Tri-Valley area (Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore) will increase
substantially by 2030, placing higher demand on area roadways, especially I-580. ABAG population
forecasts suggest that the study area will continue to absorb a substantial share of the Bay Area’s
population and household growth over the next 20 to 30 years. Between 2000 and 2030, population in
the Tri-Valley area is projected to grow from about 168,906 people to 279,900 people (about 66
percent). During that same timeframe, population in the County is expected to increase about 29
percent, and the population of the Bay Area is projected to increase about 28 percent. As a result, the
Tri-Valley area is forecast to accommodate an even greater proportion of the Bay Area’s development
in 2030 than it does currently.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area Governments, Bay Area Census,
Online at: http://www.bayareacensus.ca.gov, Accessed June 12, 2009.

Association of Bay Area Governments, ABAG Projections 2007, December 2006. Population data are for
the cities of Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore.
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Over the last two decades, San Joaquin County has essentially become a suburb to the Bay Area as
more and more residents have relocated to the Central Valley, willing to tolerate longer commutes to
work in exchange for the opportunity to buy housing. Between 1990 and 2000, the percentage of
working residents in San Joaquin County commuting to the Bay Area for work increased from 10.4
percent to 15.7 percent; by 2005, it was 17.3 percent. Between 1990 and 2000, San Joaquin County’s
population grew at an annual rate of 1.6 percent; between 2000 and 2005, the percentage jumped to 3.4
percent. Trends for San Joaquin County continue to show rapid household growth,’ and a high demand
to cross the Altamont Pass to access jobs in the Bay Area.

While growth in eastern Alameda County and San Joaquin County has been tempered by the housing
mortgage crisis, which has resulted in foreclosures and a drop in housing prices over the past few
years, factors that contributed to the Tri-Valley area and San Joaquin County development boom over
the past two decades are still present - available land, lower housing costs, attractive weather, and
suburban lifestyle. As a result, even though growth will certainly slow in the short term, compared to
historical patterns, development would be expected to resume and travel conditions along I-580,
already heavily congested, would continue to worsen.

Transportation Conditions in Eastern Alameda County

[-580 is the primary east-west transportation corridor in eastern Alameda County, the only
inter-regional route of significance that runs east and west in the eastern county, and the only highway
link between western and eastern Alameda County. The geography of the area to the north and south
of I-580 limits alternative east-west transportation routes in the area. As previously discussed, rapid
development within eastern Alameda County and the Central Valley has resulted in severe congestion
along I-580. Furthermore, there is a job/housing imbalance within the corridor, suggesting a high
level of commuting within and through the I-580 corridor.

Vehicle delay is the delay incurred during the peak hour as a result of congestion on a freeway or
freeway ramp and is measured in units of “vehicle hours.” In 2007, both the eastbound afternoon
commute along I-580 from I-680 Dublin/Pleasanton to the Greenville Road interchange in Livermore,
and the westbound morning commute along [-580 from I-205 in San Joaquin County, immediately east
of Alameda County, was listed as one of the “top ten” most congested freeway segments in the Bay
Area. Throughout the Bay Area, the daily number of vehicle hours of delay due to commute
congestion rose by six percent between 2005 and 2006. Of the nine counties that comprise the Bay
Area, the largest overall increase in freeway congestion in 2006 occurred in Contra Costa County,
while Alameda County ranked third in overall increase in freeway congestion.®

San Joaquin Council of Governments and the University of the Pacific Eberhardt School of Business
Forecasting Center, Regional Analyst, “San Joaquin County Population Forecast”, July 2008.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission and Caltrans, Daily Freeway Delay by Bay Area County,
2002-2006, Online at: http://www.mtc.ca.gov/news/press_releases/congestion/Table-07.pdf, Accessed June
15, 2009. Santa Clara and Sonoma counties both ranked second in overall increase in freeway congestion in
2006.
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Transit Services in the Study Area

BART Service. BART operates a heavy rail, electrified rapid transit system in Alameda, Contra
Costa, San Francisco, and San Mateo Counties. BART’s Millbrae - Dublin/Pleasanton Line provides
regional rail access to the Tri-Valley area. The line originates at the Millbrae BART/Caltrain
intermodal station, extends through San Francisco, reaches Oakland via the Transbay Tube, then
continues south through San Leandro and Castro Valley before proceeding east to its terminus at the
Dublin/Pleasanton Station. The Dublin/Pleasanton Station serves as a primary transfer point between
BART and local, regional, and commuter bus services provided by Livermore Amador Valley Transit
Authority (LAVTA), Contra Costa County Connection, Tri Delta Transit, San Joaquin Regional
Transit District, Modesto Area Express, and Amtrak California. A new station is under construction at
West Dublin/Pleasanton, just west of the I-580/I-680 interchange, to serve local development in the
station area and long-distance commuters along the I-580 and I-680 corridors.

Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) Service. The ACE service was initiated on October 19, 1998
with two daily round-trip trains between Stockton and San Jose. Running primarily on tracks owned
by freight railroads, ACE heavy commuter rail service is operated using diesel-powered locomotives.
The 86-mile ACE corridor parallels I-5, 1-205, 1-580, I-680, and I-880. ACE operates four weekday
peak hour commuter rail trains between Stockton and San Jose, and serves the Tri-Valley area at three
stations: Pleasanton, Livermore (located in the city’s downtown core), and Vasco Road in Livermore.
Each of these stations provides commuter parking and transit connections. The Livermore ACE
Station functions as a regional transit hub and connects to nine LAVTA bus routes as well as Amtrak
California intercity bus service. There are no direct connections between the ACE system and BART.
LAVTA’s Line 54 provides a bus route from the Dublin/Pleasanton Station to ACE’s Pleasanton
Station, which is about 3.5 miles south near the Pleasanton Fairgrounds and Civic Center.

Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority Service (LAVTA). LAVTA is the local public transit
service provider in the Tri-Valley area. LAVTA provides fixed route bus service, consisting of 1
express, 20 local, and 24 supplemental school service routes, as well as flexible dial-a-ride service.
LAVTA structures its bus service around two primary transit hubs: the Dublin/Pleasanton BART
Station and the downtown Livermore Transit Center/Livermore ACE Station. Eleven bus routes
provide service to the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station. FEight routes serve the Livermore Transit
Center.

1.4 PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

Given the transportation characteristics and future travel demand in east Alameda County in general
and along the project corridor in particular, the following objectives have been identified by BART for
extension of transit service to Livermore:

o Increase BART ridership.

e Provide congestion relief along the I-580 corridor through the Tri-Valley area.

BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR - Introduction 1-12



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1. Introduction

e Provide convenient intermodal connections between BART, the Altamont Commuter Express,
and the Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority.

e Support local efforts, initiatives, and policies to promote transit-oriented development.
o Enhance economic benefits, contributing to local investment and development opportunities.
e Provide a cost effective transit system, recognizing budget constraints and available funding.

e Conform with the BART System Expansion Policy and with the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission’s Resolution #3434 - Transit-Oriented Development Policy for Regional Transit
Extension Projects.

e Protect and enhance the environment.

o Improve transit mobility between the Silicon Valley, the Tri-Valley area, the East Bay Area,
and San Francisco in support of efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with
Senate Bill (SB) 375.

1.5 TRANSIT SYSTEM EXTENSIONS IN THE BAY AREA

While BART has specific program objectives for extending transit services into Livermore, major
investments in transit in the San Francisco Bay Area are shaped and influenced by two key policies that
provide an overarching framework for improving regional mobility. These policy directives are
Resolution #3434 of the MTC and BART’s System Expansion Policy. Because these two policies must
be satisfied if any BART service is to be offered, it is important to describe them and understand the
efforts to meet the system extension criteria as a premise to this Program EIR and any future
project-level environmental documentation. In addition, two other major planning efforts provide a
context for rail service in the Bay Area: the Regional Rail Plan and the High-Speed Rail Plan. Both of
these efforts are also briefly described as both affect rail transit service and facilities in the Bay Area.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission Resolution #3434

The MTC is responsible for planning, financing, and coordinating transportation in the nine-county San
Francisco Bay Area. Of relevance to the BART to Livermore Extension Project is MTC
Resolution #3434 - Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Policy for Regional Transit Extension
Projects. The MTC adopted Resolution #3434 in 2005 to aid the various jurisdictions throughout the
Bay Area region in addressing multiple goals: improving the cost effectiveness of regional investments
in new transit expansions; easing the Bay Area’s chronic housing shortage; creating vibrant new
communities; and helping preserve regional open space by ensuring cooperation in creating
development patterns that support transit services. The TOD policy applies only to physical transit
extensions funded by Resolution #3434, which identified specific priority projects for transit expansion.
Resolution #3434 included the extension of BART service to Livermore. There are three key elements
of the regional TOD policy:
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e Corridor-level thresholds to quantify appropriate minimum levels of development around transit
stations along new corridors;

e Local station area plans that address future land use changes, station access needs, circulation
improvements, pedestrian friendly design, and other key features in a transit-oriented
development; and

e Corridor working groups that bring together Congestion Management Agencies (CMAs), city
and county planning staff, transit agencies, and other key stakeholders to define expectations,
timelines, roles and responsibilities for key stages of the transit project development process.

Meeting the corridor-level housing thresholds requires that, within one-half mile of existing and
proposed stations in the corridor, a combination of existing land uses and planned land uses meets or
exceeds the overall corridor threshold for housing. Resolution #3434 requires an average of 3,850
housing units per station for conventional BART technology, including existing housing units near the
current end station at Dublin/Pleasanton, to meet the MTC corridor-level thresholds.

BART System Expansion Policy

In order to guide BART in the extension and expansion of its system, such as that currently envisioned
by the BART to Livermore Extension Program, the BART Board of Directors adopted a Strategic Plan
in 1999 (updated in 2003 and 2008). The Strategic Plan defines BART’s strategic initiatives to ensure
the achievement of its mission to “provide safe, clean, reliable, and customer friendly regional public
transit service in order to increase mobility and accessibility, strengthen community and economic

”

prosperity, and preserve the environment in the Bay Area.” These strategic initiatives include specific

policies for system expansion and station area planning.

A System Expansion Policy (SEP) was adopted as part of the Strategic Plan in 1999. The policy
identifies a uniform set of criteria to be applied to all extensions of BART service. The SEP of
BART’s 2008 Strategic Plan ensures that a uniform set of criteria is used for evaluating future project
opportunities. These criteria include:

e Transit Supportive Land Uses and Access — How well do existing residential and/or
employment land uses, intermodal connections, and local land use plans and policies support
transit use?

e Ridership Development Plan - Does the project meet BART’s ridership threshold, and have the
local jurisdictions prepared plans to promote transit supportive uses and improve access to
proposed stations?

e Cost Effectiveness - How much does it cost to increase ridership?

o Regional Network Connectivity - How well does the project close gaps in the regional
transportation network?
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o System and Financial Capacity - How does the project affect BART’s existing system and is
there a viable capital financing plan and operating financing plan?

e Partnerships - How much community and stakeholder support exists for the project?

Among the chief elements of the policy is the requirement that one or more Ridership Development
Plans (RDP) may be undertaken for proposed expansion projects of the existing BART system. The
RDP(s) must demonstrate that a corridorwide ridership threshold can be achieved through measures
such as transit-supportive land uses and investment in access programs and projects.

Ridership Estimates. Ridership at the corridor level is to be estimated using a standard modeling
methodology that incorporates assumptions regarding land use and transportation policies and projected
growth. The SEP establishes a minimum corridorwide ridership deemed necessary to satisfy the
criteria of BART’s System Expansion Policy. Under the SEP, projected average daily trips for the
extension (daily entries and exits associated with new stations) are rated into five grades from low to
high:

e Low - less than 5,000 average daily trips

e Low-Medium - 5,000 to 9,999 average daily trips

e Medium - 10,000-13,999 average daily trips

e Medium-High - 14,000 to 20,000 average daily trips

e High - above 20,000 average daily trips

Ridership projections are taken into consideration by BART and may determine if RDPs are needed to
support the extension by providing a framework for transit-supportive uses and future investment at
station areas along the proposed route.

Ridership Development Plans. As provided by BART’s SEP, in determining whether to adopt a
system expansion project and where to locate new stations, BART shall consider whether RDPs
developed for each station can collectively demonstrate that the project will achieve the target threshold
ridership level along with meeting the goals of the SEP. Strategies for boosting ridership include
planning and implementation of transit-supportive land uses, improvements in local transportation
programs and infrastructure, increases in transit feeder services and development of additional
auto-serving parking facilities including parking in the station area. Since the proposed stations are in
Livermore, the City of Livermore must demonstrate after the preferred alignment is selected that the
ridership threshold for the station(s) can be achieved. Whether an individual station achieves its share
of the corridorwide threshold by land use changes or access improvements or some combination of the
two is at the full discretion of the City of Livermore as long as the corridorwide ridership threshold is
achieved.

The SEP requires BART to determine whether the target threshold ridership level is met before
deciding to proceed with construction of an expansion project. Accordingly, the City of Livermore
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may be expected to prepare an RDP before or in coordination with BART’s preparation of a
project-level EIR for the BART to Livermore Extension.

Regional Rail Plan

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), Caltrain, BART, California High-Speed Rail
Authority, in collaboration with a coalition of rail passenger and freight operators, regional partners,
and rail stakeholders, prepared a comprehensive Regional Rail Plan for the Bay Area, as required by
the voters in the Regional Measure 2 (RM2) Traffic Congestion Relief Program. MTC adopted the
Regional Rail Plan - Final Report on September 26, 2007.

The Regional Rail Plan examined ways to incorporate passenger trains into existing rail systems,
improve connections to other trains and transit, expand the regional rapid transit network, increase rail
capacity and coordinate rail investment around transit-friendly communities and businesses. The plan
included a detailed analysis of potential high-speed rail routes between the Bay Area and the Central
Valley for the Rail Authority’s environmental review of the proposed rail lines. Overall, the plan
looked at improvements and extensions of railroad, rapid transit, and high-speed rail services for the
near (5 to 10 years), intermediate (10 to 25 years), and long-terms (beyond 25 years).

The Regional Rail Plan for eastern Alameda County calls for preservation of the I-580 corridor for a
possible BART extension to Livermore, intermodal connections between BART and ACE services, and
increased ACE service.

High-Speed Rail

The California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) is performing engineering and environmental
studies for an 800-mile high-speed train system linking northern and southern California. The trains
would maintain operating speeds of up to 220 miles per hour and could connect travelers between San
Francisco and Los Angeles in a little over 2-1/2 hours. A statewide program EIR/EIS (Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement) was completed in 2005 and a second program
EIR/EIS examining the Central Valley to San Francisco Bay Area was certified in 2008 by the CHSRA
and the Federal Railroad Administration. Based on these documents and public input, the CHSRA
identified the Pacheco Pass as the preferred connection between the Central Valley and the San
Francisco Bay Area. Nevertheless, the CHSRA is continuing examination of possible enhancements
through the Tri-Valley area that would be compatible with high-speed trains in the future.

Specifically, the “Altamont Corridor Project” would provide a regional rail connection between the
San Francisco Bay Area and northern San Joaquin Valley via the Tri Valley area. The project would
extend between San Jose to the west and Stockton and Modesto to the east. Between these end points,
a broad corridor is being studied; various alignment alternatives that generally follow this route along
with stations located to serve market areas and provide transit connectivity will be identified and
evaluated as part of future environmental review. The project will serve as an upgrade to regional rail
services presently operated by ACE. The project would include a branch east of Tracy which will
connect to the north/south high-speed train line in the Central Valley to allow operation of trains
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between the Inner Bay Area and Modesto as well as points beyond to the north and south including
Sacramento. The project is also being planned to accommodate intermodal connections to BART
should it be extended in the Livermore vicinity and in the Fremont/Union City vicinity. Intermodal
connections to BART would provide transit access to Oakland, Oakland Airport, San Francisco and the
greater East Bay counties of Alameda and Contra Costa served by BART.

1.6 EIR PROCESS

Initiating the Environmental Review Process

Figure 1-4 provi flow chart that outli
Figure 1-4 1gure pI'OVldCS a flow chart that outlines

Environmental Review Process the environmental review process for the BART

to Livermore Extension Program. As a first
step in complying with the procedural
requirements of CEQA, on June 8, 2008, BART
filed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) with the
California Office of Planning and Research,

NOTICE OF PREPARATION

State Clearinghouse to announce that an EIR

DRAFT ProGcram EIR . .
L—r—h would be prepared. (A copy of this NOP is
PUBLIC REVIEW included in Appendix A to this document and on
the BART to Livermore website at

FINAL PROGRAM EIR h www.barttolivermore.org.) In turn, the State

Clearinghouse distributed the NOP to public
agencies and interested parties for a public

FINAL PROGRAM EIR CERTIFICATION

review period that began on June 8, 2008 and
ended on July 18, 2008. Notices of BART’s
intent to prepare a Program EIR and of the
scoping meeting were distributed as:

o Direct mailings to businesses and residents in the project corridor;

o Direct mailings to key stakeholders, including local, state, and federal officials and interest
groups;

o Electronic correspondence (email) to registered users of the BART to Livermore website;
o Newspaper announcements in the Tri-Valley Herald and the Independent; and

e Mailed notices to approximately 30,000 addresses in the project corridor.

The purpose of the public review period was to solicit comments on the scope and content of the
environmental analysis in the Draft Program EIR.

In addition to receiving written comments in response to the NOP, BART hosted a scoping meeting at
the Robert J. Livermore Community Center in Livermore, California on June 18, 2008 to provide a
further opportunity for interested community members to identify concerns about the proposed action
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and issues that they wanted to have addressed in the EIR. Approximately 120 members of the public
attended the meeting. The meeting format included a combined open house and structured public
comment period. During the public comment period, members of the public had the opportunity to
speak and provide comments focused on the scope of the EIR, potential impacts, and the EIR
methodology.

During the scoping period, 66 comment letters were received (either at the scoping meeting or through
telephone, mail, or the project website), including six from public agencies and 60 from organizations
and individuals. Additional oral comments were provided by 27 attendees at the scoping meeting. The
section below, “Areas of Known Controversy and Issues to be Resolved,” lists the issues identified as
potentially significant concerns needing consideration in the EIR.

Numerous suggestions concerning potential alternatives were provided by the commentors as well.
These suggestions were incorporated in the EIR, where applicable and feasible.

Areas of Known Controversy and Issues to be Resolved

CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(b) requires that areas of controversy known to the lead agency be
identified, including issues raised by other agencies and the public. Based on comments received from
agencies, organizations, and members of the public during the scoping process, key issues of concern
are identified below. This list identifies the primary concerns that were raised and repeated in several
of the letters received and oral comments made. Other issues raised may not be included in this list;
however, all comments received have been considered in developing the scope of the EIR analysis.

e Promote development that would reduce parking demands.

e Consider how BART could help reduce future air pollution from vehicles within the study area.
Also, examine whether the operation and maintenance of stations and yard facilities would
result in localized air quality impacts.

o Evaluate impacts on traffic operations on both local roadways and the State Highway System
from building new BART stations and the operation of BART in areas that are already
congested during peak hours; especially consider the level for service for both intersections and
arterials, such as Stanley Boulevard.

o Consider the effects of BART on existing traffic congestion on both local roadways and the
State Highway System and evaluate ability of the alignment alternatives to alleviate future
traffic congestion on I-580 within the study area and between the study area and San Joaquin
County.

o Plan sufficient parking supply in areas adjacent to station areas for BART passengers as well as
local residents and businesses, and evaluate effects of spillover parking in proposed station
areas.

o Evaluate and take into account bicycle and pedestrian safety, crime, and accessibility for
Livermore residents.
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Consider the safety and security of the selected station, and evaluate impacts on police services,
including additional calls for service around the stations to support BART police.

Evaluate operational noise impacts of the BART system in close proximity to sensitive
receptors and effects on ambient noise levels.

Ensure compliance with all applicable State agency regulations and code requirements,
including the California Public Utilities Commission and the Department of Transportation.

Issues and comments related to the alignment and design of different project alternatives include:

Plan for potential multi-modal connections with other forms of existing transit, such as the
ACE, and possible future connections with a High-Speed Rail system.

Coordinate with ACE train and bus networks from the Tri-Valley and the Central Valley in
order to improve transit connections throughout the region, and explore the creation of a
transportation hub.

Provide shuttles buses, connecting Downtown Livermore to the proposed station and various
hubs around Livermore, including the West Livermore Park/Ride.

Consider alternatives that encourage higher residential densities, mixed-use development and
pedestrian-friendly environments, and benefit the regional economy.

Consider alternatives that will most effectively reduce vehicle miles traveled thereby reducing
existing and future congestion on 1-580.

Ensure efficient access from Livermore to the BART system.
Support the I-580 to Greenville Road alignment.

Suggest stations close to the North Livermore Avenue exit with shuttle buses to and from the
city center of Livermore, at Vasco Road, East Livermore, West Livermore, and North Flynn
Road.

Support BART station in Downtown Livermore.
Suggest stations at both Stanley/Isabel and Greenville Road.

Oppose BART extension to the Stanley/Isabel area due to insufficient ridership in the area, and
the resulting increase in traffic in the surrounding areas.

Locate the alignment within the I-580 median and provide a large parking facility easily
accessible from the I-580 to promote drivers coming from the Central Valley to park and ride,
and facilitate BART extension along the I-580 median to Mountain House, Tracy Lathrop and
Manteca in the future.

Evaluate the short- and long -term cost of selecting an alignment which does not utilize the
[-580 median.
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Issues to be resolved include:
e Selection of a preferred alternative alignment.
e Selection and more detailed planning of station areas.
e Design and planning improvements for an expanded or new maintenance facility.
e Use of the UPRR right-of-way.
o Future ACE connections and service with a BART extension.

e Funding availability.

Draft Program EIR

This Draft Program EIR has been prepared following CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The focus of
the analyses is on the physical impacts that would occur in the project corridor should the BART to
Livermore extension be adopted and implemented. The Draft Program EIR contains a description of
the existing conditions in the project corridor and then assesses how those conditions would change
with construction and operation of the different BART to Livermore extension alternatives. Where
significant impacts are identified, the Draft Program EIR recommends mitigation measures or
strategies to reduce or eliminate the potentially significant impacts. Where feasible mitigation
measures are insufficient to reduce an impact to less than significant, the effect is considered significant
and unavoidable.

For some impacts, information and analysis available at the Program EIR stage is insufficient to
determine whether or how much a significant impact can be mitigated. When it is uncertain whether an
impact can be reduced to an insignificant level, the impact is conservatively identified as potentially
significant and unavoidable. This does not necessarily mean that the impact cannot be reduced or
avoided, when more detailed engineering and environmental analysis is performed at a later stage of
project development. In the future project-level EIR, BART will re-evaluate all impacts identified as
significant and unavoidable in the Program EIR and will further consider the possibilities for feasible
mitigation. In addition, where mitigation measures will be project-specific and it would be premature
to fully specify mitigation at the program level, the Draft Program EIR identifies the issue and provides
for mitigation to be evaluated further at the project level.

This environmental document is considered a “draft” under CEQA since it is subject to revision
following review and comment by other agencies and members of the public.

The Draft Program EIR can be reviewed at the following locations:

Metropolitan Transportation Commission Pleasanton Library
Association of Bay Area Governments Library 400 Old Bernal Avenue
101 8™ Street Pleasanton, CA 94566

Oakland, CA 94607-4700
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Livermore Library - Civic Center Branch Dublin Public Library
1188 South Livermore Avenue 200 Civic Plaza
Livermore, CA 94550-9315 Dublin, CA 94568

The Draft Program EIR and related documents can be reviewed at the following location:

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District
Contact: Malcolm Quint

300 Lakeside Drive, 16" Floor

Oakland, CA 94612

(888) 441-0434

The Draft Program EIR can also be reviewed online at www.bart.gov or www.barttolivermore.org.
To obtain a copy of the Draft Program EIR on CD-ROM, email info@barttolivermore.org or call
(888) 441-0434.

Public Review

This Draft Program EIR is being distributed for a 45-day public review and comment period, which
extends from November 5, 2009, through 5 p.m. on December 21, 2009. Readers are invited to
submit comments on the adequacy of the document; that is, does this Draft Program EIR identify and
analyze the possible environmental impacts and recommend appropriate mitigation measures?
Comments are most helpful when they are specific and targeted to the environmental assessment; for
example, by identifying specific impacts that need further evaluation and what additional information is
desired, or by describing alternatives or mitigation measures that would better address significant
environmental effects. CEQA Guidelines Section 15096(d) calls for responsible agencies’ to provide
comments on those project activities within the agency’s area of expertise and to support those
comments with either oral or written documentation.

Written comments should be submitted to:

Mr. Malcolm Quint

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District
300 Lakeside Drive, 16" Floor

Oakland, CA 94612

Comments may also be sent via the website www.barttolivermore.org, via email at
info@barttolivermore.org, or via fax at (510) 464-7673. For more information, please call
(888) 441-0434. However, comments cannot be accepted by phone.

A public meeting to accept comments on the Draft Program EIR will be held. The purpose of the
hearing will be to afford the public agencies and members of the public an opportunity to comment on
the Draft Program EIR orally or to submit written comments. Notices of the availability of the Draft
Program EIR and opportunity to submit written comments or comment at the public meeting will be
mailed to responsible agencies and noticed to the public in the following ways:

7 CEQA Section 21069 defines a responsible agency as a public agency, other than the lead agency, which has

responsibility for carrying out or approving a project.
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o Published in the advertising section of the Tri-Valley Herald and the Independent;

e Mailed to the owners and occupants of contiguous property shown on the latest equalized
assessment roll; and

e Mailed to all individuals who have submitted a written request for notification concerning the
proposed program.

Final Program EIR

Following the close of the public review and comment period, written responses will be prepared to
address all substantive written and oral comments on the Draft Program EIR. The Final Program EIR
will consist of the Draft Program EIR, the comments received during the public review period,
responses to the comments, and any revisions made to the Draft Program EIR as a result of public
agency and public comments.

Policy Working Group and Preferred Alignment Memo

Prior to the preparation of the Final Program EIR, BART will consult with the Tri-Valley Regional
Rail Policy Working Group (PWG) to solicit its views regarding a preferred alignment alternative.
The PWG is a group of regional stakeholders currently consisting of the following members: the
Alameda County Supervisor for District 1, the Mayor of Livermore, the Mayor of Dublin, the Mayor
of Tracy, one Councilmember from Livermore, one Councilmember from Danville, one
Councilmember from San Ramon, one Councilmember from Pleasanton, one member from the ACE
Board of Directors, and BART directors from BART Districts 1 and 5.

This consultation process is separate from the preparation of the Program EIR document and is not
required under CEQA. To facilitate this consultation, following publication of the Draft Program EIR
and the 45-day review period, BART staff will review the public comments and prepare a Preferred
Alternative Memo that will propose a preferred alignment. The Preferred Alternative Memo will be
distributed to a variety of stakeholders, including the PWG; the Livermore City Council, other public
agencies and elected officials, and will be available for review by members of the public. PWG
members will review the Preferred Alternative Memo and will provide a recommendation on the
preferred alignment to the BART Board. The BART Board will consider the PWG’s recommendation
when making the decision to select a preferred alignment alternative.

Program Review and Approval

The BART Board of Directors must certify that it has reviewed and considered the information in the
EIR and that the EIR has been completed in conformity with the requirements of CEQA before any
decision can be made regarding the program. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, no public
agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been certified which identifies one or
more significant effects of the project unless the public agency makes one or more of the following
findings, which must be supported by substantial evidence in the record:
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o Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the action which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

e Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other
agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.

e Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations make infeasible the
mitigation measures or program alternatives identified in the Final EIR.

Statement of Overriding Considerations

If the BART Board of Directors decides to select a Preferred Alternative with significant effects that
are identified in the Final Program EIR, but which are not avoided or substantially lessened, the BART
Board of Directors must make findings that any such unavoidable significant effects are acceptable due
to overriding considerations as described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15093. This is known as a
“Statement of Overriding Considerations.” In preparing this statement, CEQA requires the BART
Board of Directors to balance the benefits of the proposed action against its unavoidable environmental
impacts. If the benefits of the Preferred Alternative outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental
effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered acceptable (CEQA Guidelines Section
15093). If an agency makes a Statement of Overriding Considerations, the statement must be included
in the record of the proposed action approval.

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

As part of the approval process, the BART Board of Directors must also consider and adopt a
mitigation monitoring and reporting program for any required mitigation measures. This program
would include all mitigation measures that BART intends to be implemented in order to avoid or
reduce significant effects identified in the Final EIR. For each measure, the program would identify
the party responsible for implementing the mitigation measure, the timeframe by which the measure
should be implemented, and whether there are criteria to determine the success or effectiveness of the
mitigation measure. BART would use the mitigation monitoring program as a mechanism to track
implementation of any mitigations measures the BART to Livermore Extension Program requires.

1.7 ORGANIZATION OF THE EIR

This EIR has been organized for easy use and reference. To help the reader locate information of
particular interest, a brief summary of the contents of each section of the EIR is presented below.

e Summary — This section provides a brief description of the proposed program (the nine
alternative configurations of routes and stations) and answers to general questions concerning
the features of different alternatives, the potential effects, and the CEQA process.
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e Section 1, Introduction — This section provides a historical overview to the proposed
program and the reasons it is being considered, the purpose and scope of the EIR, a summary
of the environmental and public review process, and a brief outline of this document’s
organization.

e Section 2, Alternatives — This section provides a detailed description of the different
alignments and station combinations, the operating plan, projected ridership, and anticipated
construction schedule and activities.

e Section 3, Environmental Analysis — This section contains the environmental analysis for 14
topics. Each environmental topic contains a description of the environmental setting (or
existing conditions), regulatory framework, and project-related and cumulative impacts. Each
impact discussion includes the standards of significance used to determine the nature or
magnitude of environmental impacts, and feasible mitigation measures that would avoid or
minimize significant or potentially significant environmental impacts. This section also
contains a separate discussion of potential construction-related impacts.

e Section 4, Other CEQA Considerations — As required by Section 15126.2 of the CEQA
Guidelines, this section summarizes significant and unavoidable environmental impacts,
irreversible changes to the environment, and growth-inducing impacts of the proposed
program. This section also identifies the environmentally superior alternative.

e Section 5, Program Merits— This section evaluates how well the alternative alignments attain
the program objectives and satisfy MTC Resolution #3434 and the BART System Expansion
Policy.

e Section 6, List of Preparers — This section identifies the individuals responsible for the
preparation of this EIR.

In addition to the above sections, a reference figure has been inserted inside the back cover of this
document that illustrates the alternative alignments and summarizes key features. Because of the large
number of alignment and station combinations, it can be difficult to recall the specifics associated with
each of the BART extension alternatives. To assist in the review of this document, the reference figure
is designed as a foldout figure that can be opened and referred to as the Program EIR is being read.

1.8 USE OF THIS REPORT

An EIR is an informational document, whose purpose is to make the public and decision makers aware
of the environmental consequences of a project or program. As noted earlier, BART is the lead agency
for this Program EIR. Thus, the BART Board of Directors will review this report and weigh the
impacts it discloses against the benefits and any other economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations, to select a preferred alignment alternative and identify any conditions on such approval.

Other public agencies, especially the local jurisdictions, will take a particular interest and examine this
Program EIR to understand the potential land use, traffic, and community implications of introducing
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the BART to Livermore Extension. The surrounding residents and businesses, and other interested
individuals will also likely review the Program EIR to evaluate the effects on existing conditions,
especially visual, traffic, parking, air quality and noise, as well as the proposed mitigation measures to
reduce potential environmental consequences.

While no permits or approvals are being sought by state and federal agencies at this time, these other
public agencies besides the lead agency may have discretionary approval if a project is advanced in the
future. These agencies, known as “responsible agencies,” will review the Draft Program EIR and may
comment during the public review period. In addition, other agencies, known as “trustee agencies,”
may review this document because the BART to Livermore Extension program may affect resources
over which they have jurisdiction. The responsible and trustee agencies from whom permits or
approvals would likely be needed in the future for a BART extension to Livermore are listed in Table
1-1.
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Table 1-1

Public Agencies with Possible Future Permit and/or Approval Authority

Agency

Statutory Authority

Permit or Approval Jurisdiction, Actions Covered

Documentation or Prior
Approvals Required

Federal

U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency

U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers

U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service

Federal Aviation
Administration

Section 404 permit (Clean Water Act
Amendment of 1977); Clean Air Act of
1970 as amended

Section 404 permit (Clean Water Act)

Section 7 (Federal Endangered Species
Act of 1972); Migratory Bird Treaty
Act of 1918

FAA Regulations Part 77 - Objects
Affecting Navigable Airspace

Section 404 oversight

Section 404—permits for discharge of dredged or fill
materials into waters of the United States, including
jurisdictional wetlands according to Section 404(b)(1)
guidelines

Section 7—Taking (kill, harm, capture, harass etc.) of
endangered and other special status plant or animal species

Migratory Bird Treaty Act—Prohibition to “take” (kill,
harm, harass, etc.) any migratory bird listed in 50 CFR 10,
including their nests, eggs, or products

Review of project for potential effects on aircraft safety

Review of this EIR

ENG form 4345 “Application for
a Department of the Army
permit,” RWQCB certification
pursuant to Section 401

Review of this EIR

Review of the Biological
Assessment

Project plans

State

California Department of
Fish and Game

California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans)

California Public Utilities
Commission

California Endangered Species Act
(CESA); Fish and Game Code,
Sections 1601-1603 review; Fish and
Game Code, Sections 3503, 3503.5,
3513, 3800

Caltrans Encroachment Permit

Operating/Safety Approvals

CESA—Review of project for “take” of endangered and
other special status plant or animal species. Sections 1601-
1603—Streambed Alteration Agreement, review of project
for potential to alter streamflows or the bed and bank of a
stream, lake, or pond. Sections 3503, 3503.5, 3513, 3800—
prohibition to take possess, or needlessly destroy the nests
or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by this
Code or any regulation made pursuant thereto

Encroachment of federal and state-funded highways
requiring the use of a Caltrans Encroachment Permit

Operating/safety approvals

Review of this EIR

Form # FG2023 “Notification of
Removal of Materials Game
and/or Alteration of Lake, River,
or Streambed Bottom or
Margin,” map of area indicating
public access, and environmental
documentation

Section 2081 Permit for the take
of State listed species

Project plans

Project plans
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Table 1-1
Public Agencies with Possible Future Permit and/or Approval Authority

Documentation or Prior

Agency Statutory Authority Permit or Approval Jurisdiction, Actions Covered Approvals Required
California Department of  Resource Conservation and Recovery =~ Review and oversight of cleanup of sites where surface Project plans
Toxics Substances Control Act of 1976; Hazardous Waste Control and/or subsurface contamination has occurred due to the

Law potential release of hazardous materials or wastes
State Water Resources Section 402(0) of Clean Water Act Section 402—National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Notice of Intent for storm water
Control Board System (NPDES) General Permits which regulate discharges general permit coverage

of storm water from construction and industrial activities

State Historic Preservation CEQA Trustee agency for historic resources Review of this EIR

Office
Native American Heritage Public Resource Code Section 5097 Review of project for potential disturbance to native Consultation letter; Review of
Commission American heritage/burial sites this EIR
Regional
Regional Water Quality Section 401 and 402 of Clean Water Section 401 and Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Application for Section 401
Control Board Act; Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act—Water Quality Certification, or waiver thereof, for Water Quality Certifications
Control Act construction in wetlands areas determined to be under and/or Report of Waste
Corps’ jurisdiction (certification required before Corps’ Discharge
Section 404 permit may become effective Copy of application to federal
Section 402—National Pollutant Discharge Elimination agency for permit (e.g., for
System (NPDES) permit which regulates discharge into Section 404 permit), EIR, copy
surface waters of Section 404 (b) (1) alternative
analysis, proposed mitigation
plan, if any; Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan
Metropolitan Section 176 (c) of Clean Air Act of Review all applications for state or federal funding Project plans and EIR
Transportation 1970 as amended; MTC Resolution
Commission #3075; MTC Resolution #3434
BART CEQA Lead agency for EIR; approval of project and expenditure of Certification of EIR and approval

funds of Findings and Statement of
Overriding Considerations
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Table 1-1
Public Agencies with Possible Future Permit and/or Approval Authority

Documentation or Prior

Agency Statutory Authority Permit or Approval Jurisdiction, Actions Covered Approvals Required
Local
Alameda County Encroachment permit Possible encroachment permit for construction within Project plans

City of Livermore

City of Pleasanton

City of Dublin

Alameda County
Congestion Management
Agency

Alameda County
Transportation
Authority/Alameda
County Transportation
Improvement Authority

Alameda County Airport
Land Use Commission

Zone 7 Water Agency

Livermore Amador Valley
Transit Authority

County-owned right of way

Encroachment permit Possible encroachment permit for construction within
City-owned right-of-way

Encroachment permit Possible encroachment permit for construction within
City-owned right-of-way

Encroachment permit Possible encroachment permit for construction within
City-owned right-of-way

CEQA Review project for conformance with ACCMA’s
transportation plans

CEQA Review project for conformance with ACTA/ACTIA’s
transportation plans

Public Utilities Code Section 21670 Review project under the “Determination of Plan
Consistency” process

CEQA Review project for conformance with Zone 7 requirements

CEQA Review project for conformance with LAVTA transit plans

Project plans

Project plans

Project plans

Review of this EIR

Review of this EIR

Project plans

Project plans, including hydraulic
design

Review of this EIR

Source: PBS&J, 2009.
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Section 2
Alternatives

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This section describes the alignment and station location alternatives considered in this Program
Environmental Impact Report (Program EIR). The information presented in this section is general in
nature, rather than detailed or site-specific and is intended to be used to differentiate broad differences
among possible alternatives. Subsequent work may include project-level environmental studies and
technical analyses to evaluate more detailed impacts and engineering challenges for alternatives
presented in this document.

As described in Section 1, Introduction, the Tri-Valley area of Alameda County currently has long
periods of travel congestion, due in part to increased development in and around Livermore, and from
commute trips destined for the San Francisco Bay Area originating in California’s Central Valley.
Increased congestion may be eased by adding capacity to area freeways, interchanges, and arterial
streets; however, these approaches have inherent physical and practical limitations. A BART extension
to Livermore would offer a viable and attractive commuting alternative along the Interstate 580 (I-580)
corridor and supplement other congestion management measures already envisioned or underway.
Likewise, extending BART service to Livermore would supplement the current regional transportation
network, adding to an existing 104-mile BART network of rapid transit infrastructure and station
facilities. A BART extension to Livermore, under several alternatives presented in this Program EIR,
would also create a new intermodal connection to the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) regional rail
service. In addition, if an Altamont Corridor high-speed rail project is developed, it could
accommodate an intermodal connection to BART in the Livermore vicinity.

This section summarizes the basic assumptions of the No Build and the nine BART to Livermore
Extension alternatives (hereafter referred to as the BART extension alternatives). The information
provided in this section has been obtained from the project team tasked with conducting the planning,
conceptual engineering, and costing for the alternatives described in this Program EIR. A conceptual
engineering effort was performed to discern probable challenges that the alternatives would face if
advanced to more detailed engineering and construction. The program-level engineering package
developed for this Program EIR depicts a conceptual horizontal and vertical alignment, station
locations, and comparative cost information. Changes and refinements to alternatives described in this
document would be expected during a project-specific environmental review and again in the project’s
final design. A description of the development and screening of alternatives, along with an
identification of those considered and withdrawn from further evaluation, is provided in Section 2.4,
Alternatives Considered but Withdrawn.

BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR — Alternatives 2-1



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2. Alternatives

2.2 NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE

The No Build Alternative represents the region’s existing transportation network consisting of
highways, arterial roads, public transit, and bicycle/pedestrian facilities. This alternative analyzes the
network as it exists in 2009 with the programs and projects that are currently in regional transportation
plans and have identified funds for implementation by the Year 2035. At this stage, it is unknown
when a BART to Livermore project may be constructed and become operational. Other projects and
programs anticipated as of 2035 are included in the No Build analysis because they are already funded
and would be part of the future transportation network. Furthermore, 2035 is a reasonable “horizon
year” because it is consistent with the current Association of Bay Area Governments growth
projections and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Regional Transportation Plan.

The No Build Alternative represents a scenario against which the other “build” alternatives may be
compared. It includes continued operation of the existing transit services in the Livermore-Amador
Valley area, which include BART, ACE, and Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority (LAVTA or
“Wheels”)—and assumes completion of any programmed system improvements.

This alternative also assumes continued operation and completion of programmed improvements by
other regional transit providers including Contra Costa County Connection, Tri Delta Transit, San
Joaquin Regional Transit District (SJRTD), Modesto Area Express (MAX), and Amtrak California.
However, since BART, ACE, and LAVTA provide the “core” transit service to the Livermore-
Amador Valley, they represent the primary focus of the No Build Alternative.

The No Build Alternative also assumes the completion of programmed roadway improvements within
the study area and the region. Major anticipated roadway improvements include:

e The widening of both eastbound and westbound I-580 to include auxiliary and high-occupancy
vehicle (HOV)/high-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes;

e The addition of the Isabel Avenue (SR 84)/I-580 interchange and upgrade of SR 84 to Caltrans
expressway standards between Jack London Boulevard and Ruby Hill Drive;

e The addition/conversion of both northbound and southbound I-680 HOV/HOT lanes between
SR-84 and SR-237; and

e Arterial roadway improvements as shown in the ACCMA travel demand forecasting model.

One of the objectives of the BART to Livermore extension is the creation of an effective intermodal
connection to ACE. In order for this connection to be productive in terms of ridership, there will be a
need for improved ACE service. For the purposes of this Program EIR, it is assumed that ACE will
be able to improve its service levels over time that would be sufficient to accommodate the increased
ridership related to a BART extension. This assumption is consistent with ACE’s long range plan and
with the planned high-speed rail improvements in this corridor, which are intended to involve upgraded
ACE service.
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Local Transit Service

BART Service

BART operates a heavy rail, or electrified rapid transit, within Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco,
and San Mateo Counties. BART’s Daly City/Millbrae — Dublin/Pleasanton (Blue) Line extends
through the Tri-Valley area. The line originates at the Daly City Station on nights and weekends and
the Millbrae BART/Caltrain intermodal station on weekdays. From its Peninsula termini, the Daly
City/Millbrae - Dublin/Pleasanton line extends through San Francisco, reaches Oakland via the
Transbay Tube, then proceeds south through San Leandro before turning east to Castro Valley and the
end-of-line at the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station. The existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station currently
provides 4,133 parking spaces for park-and-ride commuters. The station is also regionally significant
in that it serves as a primary transfer point between BART and local, regional, and commuter bus
services provided by the LAVTA, Contra Costa County Connection, Tri Delta Transit, SJRTD, MAX,
and Amtrak California.

Geographically, BART service currently extends from Millbrae/San Francisco International Airport in
the west to Dublin/Pleasanton in the east and from Pittsburg/Bay Point and Richmond in the north to
Fremont in the south. BART passengers can make timed transfers between the Millbrae -
Dublin/Pleasanton (Blue) Line and other BART lines at San Bruno, Balboa Park, and Bay Fair
Stations. As a future component of the regional transportation network, the No Build Alternative
assumes that BART service will be extended south from Fremont to Warm Springs, a one-station
extension further into southern Alameda County. The No Build Alternative also assumes completion of
the new Dublin/Pleasanton Station located just west of the I-580/1-680 interchange; the Oakland
Airport Connector, a people-mover linking Oakland International Airport with the Coliseum/Oakland
Airport BART Station; and the eBART extension to eastern Contra Costa County.

Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) Service

ACE operates weekday peak hour commuter rail service between Stockton and San Jose, and serves the
Tri-Valley area at three stations: Pleasanton, Livermore (located in the City’s downtown core), and
Vasco Road (located adjacent to Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory). Each of these stations
provides commuter parking and transit connections. The Livermore ACE Station functions as a
regional transit hub and facilitates connections between seven LAVTA bus routes as well as Amtrak
California intercity bus service.

Running primarily on tracks owned by freight railroads, ACE service is operated using diesel
locomotive-powered trains. ACE currently operates four weekday roundtrips between Stockton and
San Jose.

Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority Service (LAVTA)

Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority Service (LAVTA) is the local public transit service
provider in the Tri-Valley area. It provides fixed route bus service, consisting of 1 express, 20 local,
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and 24 supplemental school service routes, as well as flexible dial-a-ride service. Fixed-route services
are operated using conventional 40-foot buses. Dial-a-ride services are provided using small buses and
vans. LAVTA structures its bus service around two primary transit hubs: existing Dublin/Pleasanton
Station and the Livermore Transit Center/Livermore ACE Station. Eleven bus routes currently provide
service to the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station. Seven routes serve the Livermore Transit Center.

The No Build Alternative assumes that LAVTA will provide bus rapid transit (BRT) service over its
Livermore - Dublin — Pleasanton Route 10 corridor and that multiple bus routes will be realigned to
serve the currently under-construction West Dublin/Pleasanton Station.'

In addition to LAVTA service, County Connection, Modesto Area Express BART, SJRTD, and Tri
Delta Transit offer regional and inter-regional commuter bus service. The LAVTA bus shuttle between
the Pleasanton ACE Station and BART will still operate and is part of the No Build Alternative. A
more detailed description of these transit services is provided in Section 3.2, Transportation.

Ridership

BART, ACE and LAVTA ridership are summarized in Table 2-1. For each transit service, the table
provides system-wide average total daily weekday and weekend riders (measured in entries or exits,
depending on how data were collected). The table also isolates total ridership for those stations and
services that would represent the core transit network between Dublin/Pleasanton and Livermore
without a BART extension. Given the variability with which weekend ridership data are reported,
some figures are presented as an average of Saturday and Sunday ridership, while other numbers are
presented as discreet volumes for Saturday and Sunday.

Reliability

BART. BART service tends to be very reliable compared to other transportation modes. BART has a
performance standard of 95 percent on-time service and in 2007 achieved 94 percent.

ACE. ACE operates almost entirely on tracks owned by freight railroads; its reliability is therefore
subject to the sporadic scheduling of freight traffic. Throughout 2006, ACE had an average on-time
performance of 77 percent, although this percentage is often considerably higher when viewed on a
weekly or monthly basis.?

Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority Service,
http://www.lavta.org/administration/files/Final 2008 SRTP.pdf Accessed December 30, 2008.
Altamont Commuter Express Service,

http://www.acerail.com/docs/pdf/Item %207 %20Draft % 20SJRRC %20Short % 20Range
%?20Transit %20Plan %202007.pdf, accessed December 30, 2008.
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Table 2-1
2009 Average Total Daily BART, ACE, and LAVTA Ridership

Weekday Saturday Sunday Weekend

BART (FY 2009)

System-wide (exits) 361,179 179,624 129,073 -
Dublin/Pleasanton Station (exits) 7,474 - - 2,945
ACE (March 2009 - May 2009)
System-wide (entries) 2,807 NA NA NA
Pleasanton Station (entries) 433 NA NA NA
Downtown Livermore Station (entries) 121 NA NA NA
Vasco Road Station (entries) 105 NA NA NA
LAVTA (December 2008 - April 2009)
System-wide (entries) 7,505 3,115 2,182 -
Route 10 (entries) 3,381 2,347 1,616 -
Route 12 (entries) 742 175 120 -
Route 20 (entries) 98 NA NA -
Source: BART, ACE, LAVTA, 2009.
Note:

NA: Not Applicable - no weekend service

LAVTA. As noted in LAVTA’s Short Range Transit Plan, although LAVTA buses are subject to
delays caused by fluctuating traffic conditions, they are generally able to maintain travel times as
published in schedules. However, LAVTA notes that their services encounter significant delays due to
traffic congestion during the morning and afternoon commute periods. In particular, Route 18, which
serves Downtown Livermore, was cited as experiencing traffic related delays of up to 15 minutes
during the PM peak commute period. Routes 12 and 20, which operate on I-580, are subject to
additional delays because of freeway congestion. A significant improvement to travel times and
schedule reliability will come with the implementation of the Route 10 bus rapid transit service
currently in the final design and procurement stages.

Schedule and Headways

BART. BART operates Monday through Friday from 4:00 a.m. to midnight and from 6:00 a.m. to
midnight on Saturdays. On Sundays and holidays, BART operates from 8:00 a.m. to midnight. The
Millbrae - Dublin/Pleasanton Line trains operate every 15 minutes on weekdays, on 20-minute
headways from 6:00 a.m. to 6:30 p.m. and 15-minute headways from 6:30 p.m. to midnight on
Saturdays, and 15-minute headways on Sundays and holidays.> BART plans to provide 12-minute peak
headways by the year 2035.

ACE. ACE operates four weekday roundtrips between Stockton and San Jose. Trips run from
Stockton to San Jose in the morning and from San Jose to Stockton during the evening. Trips depart

3 BART’s operating schedule accessed July 22, 2009. BART 20-minute weeknight and weekend headways
begin September 1, 2009.
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Stockton at 4:20 a.m., 5:35 a.m., 6:40 a.m., and 9:30 a.m.; return trips depart San Jose at 2:15 p.m.,
5:45 p.m., 6:45 p.m., and 7:45 p.m. One-way travel between Stockton and San Jose requires
approximately two hours and 10 minutes.

LAVTA. LAVTA operates weekdays from approximately 4:30 a.m. to 1:00 a.m., Saturdays 7:00
a.m. to 1:00 a.m., and Sundays 6:30 a.m. to 12:00 a.m. Two routes, 10 and 15, operate on Sundays
and holidays. Route 10 provides daily 24-hour service. Most LAVTA routes operate on 30- to
60-minute headways. Route 9 and Route 10 (peak-hour service only) operate at 15-minute headways.

LAVTA is planning fixed route service reductions for the routes that serve the existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Station and Livermore Transit Center as of June 27, 2009; these service reductions
are described in more detail in Section 3.2, Transportation.

Fares and Fare Collection

BART. BART uses a distance-based fare structure with a surcharge for trips through the Transbay
Tube and to the San Francisco International Airport. Table 2-2 identifies representative station-to-
station fares departing or arriving at the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station under 2009 conditions.

Table 2-2
BART Fares Connecting Dublin/Pleasanton Station to
Selected Origins or Destinations

. . .. Base Passenger Fare
Origin or Destination g

(one-way)
12™ Street/Oakland City Center $4.00
Embarcadero $5.55
Pittsburg/Bay Point $6.35
Richmond $4.85
Fremont $4.35
Millbrae $6.65
Coliseum/Oakland Airport $3.60
San Francisco Airport (SFO) $10.55

Source: http://www.bart.gov/stations/schedules/lineSchedules.asp, accessed July 22, 2009.

Discounted travel is available to seniors age 65 and older, persons with disabilities, Medicare
cardholders, students, and children 5-12 years of age via BART’s discounted ticket purchase program.
BART uses an electronic fare collection system with two primary fare instruments. The first and most
common is the electronically coded tickets, which are purchased from ticket machines found at BART
stations. When a rider enters the fare gate, the entrance station is coded on the ticket (and the time).
When a rider exits the fare gate at the destination station, the fare is calculated and deducted from the
ticket. BART’s other fare medium is the recently introduced EZ Rider card, which allows riders to pay
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their fare simply by touching the card to the top of the fare gate. In May 2009, BART began using the
regionally recognized TransLink payment system which permits riders to access the BART network
using a pre-paid multi-service payment medium.

ACE. ACE uses a distance-based fare structure and offers tickets of one-way, round-trip, 20-ride, and
monthly value. Tickets are purchased from vending machines or station agents and must be validated
before boarding the train. Train personnel verify proof of payment onboard ACE trains. The adult
one-way fares from Downtown Livermore to the following locations are:

e Pleasanton - $3.50;
e Fremont - $4.50;
e Great America - $7.75; and
e SanJose - $7.75.*
LAVTA. LAVTA charges a base adult fare of $2.00 for all fixed-route service. With a valid transfer,

riders may connect within LAVTA, to County Connection, and ACE vehicles for free, and from
BART for $1.00.°

2.3 BART EXTENSION ALTERNATIVES

The following descriptions provide more detailed information about each of the alternatives under study
for an eastward extension of BART service to Livermore. Figure 2-1 shows the routes proposed for
each of the alternatives, indicating the type of alignment configuration (aerial, at-grade, or subway),
and comparing the different alternatives by length and number of stations. A description of common
characteristics to all alternatives is provided at the end of the BART extension alternatives discussion.

As discussed in the “Introduction” section, one of the goals of the project is to provide an effective
intermodal connection between BART and ACE. All of the alternatives considered would provide this
connection with the exception of Alternative 4 - Isabel/I-580. This alternative was included even
though it does not provide an ACE connection because it represents a logical first phase of construction
for several of the alternatives (Alternatives: 1 — Greenville East, 2 — Las Positas, and 3 - Portola). In
the event that funding constraints delay the construction of a multiple-station extension, constructing
the Isabel/I-580 alternative could provide a reasonable first phase of expansion along the I-580
corridor.

Alternative 5 - Quarry could function as a stand-alone extension offering a connection to ACE. This
alternative could also be viewed as the initial phase of an extension along the UPRR corridor. The
alternative would support future extensions similar to Alternative 3a — Railroad.

*  ACE Website, http://tickets.acerail.com/fares.asp, Accessed July 22, 20009.
> LAVTA Website, http://www.lavta.org/fares/index.html, Accessed July 22, 2009.
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New BART riders are defined as persons who currently travel through the Tri-Valley area using another mode of transportation, but would shift to BART service were it to become available.

c. Denotes travel time from the East Dublin/Pleasanton Station to the alternative’s terminus station and includes any stops at intermediate stations.

Source: WSA, 2009.
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2. Alternatives

Even though these single-station alternatives might be viewed as an interim stage of a longer extension,
during the time that they serve as the eastern terminus of the system, they will generate traffic,
parking, and connecting transit impacts that are different from when the station is not the terminus. By
including these options in this document, the implications of phased development of the extension can
be addressed.

For purposes of this Program EIR, the descriptions of the alignment alternatives and their projected
ridership and operational characteristics assume the use of the electric-powered heavy rail technology
used in the majority of the BART system, referred to as “conventional BART technology.” The use of
conventional BART technology is a reasonable assumption at the programmatic stage, since
conventional BART technology supports the goal of providing an effective ACE connection.
Introducing a non-BART technology would require an additional mode-to-mode transfer for the short
trip between the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station and an intermodal ACE station, which is contrary
to the vision of an effective BART to ACE connection.

Still, it is recognized that it is possible for different rapid transit technologies to be utilized for a given
alignment alternative. Since available technologies and relevant circumstances may change by the time
a project is constructed, BART does not intend to select a technology at this time and is not evaluating
alternative technologies in this Program EIR. Other alternative technologies, such as bus rapid transit
service, will be evaluated in a future project-level EIR.

Alternative 1 — Greenville East

Route

The alignment for Alternative 1 - Greenville East would originate just east of the existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Station. It would proceed eastward within the median of I-580 to a proposed station
at Isabel/I-580 and continue within the median to a terminus station southeast of the I-580/Greenville
Road interchange (see Figure 2-2). Alternative 1 would include a total of 11.5 route miles of track.
Below is a description of the notable features of the horizontal route and the vertical profile.

e The alignment would proceed eastward, at-grade, from the existing end-of-track within the
I-580 median for 9.8 miles. The alignment would then ascend on retained fill and transition
onto an aerial structure at 10.1 miles, east of the point of origin. At this point, the alignment
would angle northward away from the I-580 median and cross the westbound lanes of 1-580
near the existing westbound I-580 Greenville Road off-ramp.

e At 10.3 miles east from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station, the alignment would turn to the
south and cross under I-580 in a box culvert or similar structure, where the alignment would
parallel the existing Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) alignment and continue to the proposed
Greenville East Station. This segment south of I-580 is the only stretch where this alternative
would be adjacent to the UPRR right-of-way, and may actually need to utilize a portion of the
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2. Alternatives

right-of-way. The center of the Greenville East Station platform would be sited 10.8 miles east
of the point of origin, and the platform would be on an aerial structure with an at-grade station
concourse.

o Tailtracks for the alignment would extend to the south from the station platform along the
westerly edge of the UPRR right-of-way. At 11.0 miles east of the point of origin, the aerial
structure would transition to short segments of at-grade, retained cut, and fill before
terminating 11.5 miles from the point of origin.

e Due to the proposed placement of track within the freeway median, approximately 10.7 miles
along I-580 would be widened to accommodate the 46-foot-wide corridor for BART operations.
Additional width would be required at the Isabel/I-580 Station.

Stations
Alternative 1 would have two stations, Isabel/I-580 and Greenville East.

Isabel/I-580. The Isabel/I-580 Station would be situated on an approximately 51-acre site bisected by
[-580. The station would include areas north and south of I-580 to accommodate parking and other
BART facilities as well as a station platform in the freeway median; refer to Figure 2-3 for the station
area limits. The portion of the site south of I-580 contains BART’s existing Livermore Park and Ride
lot at the intersection of Airway Boulevard and Rutan Drive.

The station platform would be at-grade in the freeway median. The station area located south of 1-580
is bounded by the Arroyo Las Positas creek on the west and north and by Airway Boulevard on the east
and south. The station area north of I-580 is bounded on the west and north sides by a diagonal-
running realignment of Isabel Avenue. According to the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans), the reconfigured Isabel Avenue would connect to a new interchange currently under
construction with I-580 and then to the existing Kitty Hawk Road/SR-84 on the south side of I-580.

Station Access. The Isabel/I-580 Station would be accessed on the north side by a driveway from the
Isabel Avenue extension into the station site. Access would also be provided from Airway Boulevard
to the portion of the station south of I-580. The station’s location near the planned I-580/Isabel Avenue
interchange would afford convenient freeway access for park-and-ride commuters, and the station
design would include bus bays for regional transit services rerouted to this station.

Sidewalks and bike lanes would be constructed along access roads to facilitate pedestrian and cyclist
station access. A pedestrian bridge over I-580 would connect the north and south sides of the station
by an elevated concourse to the at-grade station platform in the freeway median. Passenger pick-
up/drop-off areas would be located on both the north and south sides of the station adjacent to the I-580
pedestrian bridge.
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2. Alternatives

Parking. The Isabel/I-580 Station would contain 4,100 commuter parking spaces distributed between a
combination of surface lots and parking garages. Multi-level parking structures would occupy both the
southerly and northerly portions of the station area. These new parking structures would include
between four and six levels of parking, with a maximum structure height of approximately 45 feet
above surrounding ground elevations. Bicycle racks and storage lockers would also be provided.

Greenville East Station. The Greenville East Station would be situated on an approximately 65-acre
site bounded by Greenville Road to the west and I-580 to the north. The eastern boundary of the
station area would be located an average of 550 feet east of the UPRR right-of-way. To the south, the
station site would extend just south of the intersection of Las Positas Road and Greenville Road and
would border existing light industrial facilities. The limits of the proposed station site are depicted in
Figure 2-4. This station would replace the nearby existing Vasco Road ACE Station.

Station Access. The Greenville East Station would be accessed from Greenville Road. The location of
the station near the I-580/Greenville Road interchange would provide convenient freeway access for
park-and-ride commuters. Sidewalks and bike lanes would be constructed along access roads to
facilitate station access by pedestrians and cyclists. A passenger pick-up/drop-off area would be
provided near the train platforms.

The Greenville East Station would serve as a multimodal transfer point between BART, ACE, and
regional bus service. The station would include parallel BART and ACE platforms as well as a bus
transfer area. Further details of transit operations are described in the section “Interface with Existing
Transit Service” below.

Parking. The station would contain 4,400 commuter parking spaces distributed between a combination
of surface lots and a multi-story parking structure. All parking facilities would be located east of
Greenville Road and would abut the BART/ACE platforms from the east and west. The parking
structure would include between four and six levels of parking, with a maximum structure height of
approximately 45 feet above surrounding ground elevations. Bicycle racks and storage lockers would
also be provided.

Projected Ridership

Assuming full completion of the Isabel/I-580 interchange, other roadways, and transit improvements
within the study area, Alternative 1 is estimated to attract approximately 38,100 daily, one-way
passenger trips (entrances and exits) to the Isabel/I-580 and Greenville East Stations by the Year 2035.
Of these trips, nearly 31,700 would be made by new BART riders.
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Operational Characteristics

Travel Times. The travel time would be 10.9 minutes from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station to
the Greenville East Station including a 30-second stop at the Isabel/I-580 Station.

Interface with Existing Transit Service. Selected local LAVTA routes would be redirected to serve
the Isabel/I-580 Station. The proposed Greenville East Station would serve as the primary intermodal
connection point between BART, ACE, and regional bus service. The ACE tracks currently pass
through the proposed station site but there is no ACE stop or station. This alternative assumes that the
existing ACE station at Vasco Road would be replaced by the new Greenville East Station because of
the close proximity of the two stations. The station would include parallel BART and ACE platforms;
passengers would be required to change platforms to transfer between BART and ACE trains. The
station would also include a bus facility to serve LAVTA, MAX, SIRTD, and Tri Delta Transit routes.
It is assumed that existing LAVTA routes would be extended eastward to serve this station. MAX,
SIRTD, and Tri Delta Transit routes that traverse Altamont Pass and currently serve the existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Station would be truncated to terminate at the Greenville East Station or Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory. Contra Costa County Connection bus service routed via I-680 would
terminate at the West Dublin/Pleasanton Station.

Maintenance/Storage Facilities

A new BART maintenance/storage facility, Greenville Yard, would be constructed on an approximately
120-acre site north of I-580 and northwest of the proposed Greenville East Station. Two yard lead
tracks would connect the Greenville East Station to the yard. One yard lead would parallel the
mainline tracks through a box culvert under I-580, diverge from the mainline tracks, cross over
Altamont Pass Road in a short aerial structure, and descend into the at-grade yard on retained fill. The
second yard lead would extend from proposed BART tracks within the I-580 corridor near Herman
Road traveling northeast into the yard north of I-580. Figure 2-5 depicts the proposed yard limits for
the Greenville Yard.

Estimated Cost

The estimated capital cost for Alternative 1, inclusive of the guideway, two stations, maintenance
yard, [-580 modifications, right-of-way acquisition, systems (train control, power substations,
communications, etc.), vehicles, contingencies, and soft costs (design, insurance, construction
management, etc.), would be $2,920 million (in 2009 dollars). Additional information on the
components of this capital cost estimate is available in Appendix B.
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Alternative 1a - Downtown-Greenville East via UPRR

Route

Similar to the alignment for Alternative 1, Alternative la - Downtown-Greenville East via UPRR
would originate from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station and would extend eastward within the
median of I-580. The alignment would then parallel El Charro Road, the UPRR, and Railroad Avenue
to a station in Downtown Livermore. The alignment would continue along the UPRR alignment to the
proposed terminal of Greenville East Station (see Figure 2-6). Alternative 1a would include a total of
13.1 route miles of track. Below is a description of the notable features of the horizontal route and the
vertical profile.

e Departing the existing end-of-track from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station, the alignment
would proceed 1.2 miles at-grade, transition to retained fill, and then continue in an aerial
structure at 1.4 miles from the point of origin.

e Within the aerial structure, the alignment angles southeast beginning at 1.4 miles from the
point of origin and passes over the eastbound lanes of I-580 on an aerial structure to parallel El
Charro Road at 2.1 miles.

e Continuing in an aerial guideway, the alignment proceeds southeast along the west side of El
Charro Road and passes over an arroyo and flood control project under the management of
Zone 7 Water Agency and excavated quarry pits.

e At 3.7 miles, the horizontal alignment turns toward the east to parallel the existing UPRR
tracks that adjoin Stanley Boulevard.

e At 4.6 miles, the alignment descends from elevated structure onto retained fill and continues
eastward along the north side of the existing UPRR track and within the UPRR right-of-way.
The retained fill is required to provide vertical separation of about 6 feet between BART and
freight rail operations. This separation is for safety purposes in the event of a train derailment,
as the separation would prevent the derailed train from intruding into the path of the BART
trains. This separation is a common feature in all cases where the BART alignment is adjacent
to the freight railroad tracks.

e At 6.9 miles, at a point between N and O Streets, the two BART tracks spread apart to
accommodate a crossover in front of the center-platform station and entry to the proposed
Downtown Livermore Station adjacent to the existing ACE platform. These platforms would
be parallel to one another, but would be offset vertically by about 6 feet to provide the safety-
related separation noted above. The platform would be sited at 7.3 miles from the point of
origin. This segment of the alignment would be mostly accommodated within the UPRR right-
of-way.
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e Departing the Downtown Livermore Station and continuing eastward, the track would remain
aligned within the existing UPRR right-of-way and would travel on retained fill, crossing
beneath First Street and Mines Road. At 9.3 miles, and again at 9.9 miles, the proposed
alignment would cross existing freight railroad spur tracks such that the BART alignment
would diverge from the UPRR corridor and travel north and east of the UPRR. The effect of
these crossings would be to sever the spur tracks from the UPRR mainline. It is not clear if
these spur tracks are currently in active service because no freight activity was observed. If
they are active, provisions would be made to maintain service to the UPRR customers using the
spur tracks.

e The BART alignment would continue on retained fill and would be aligned within and along
the northerly limit of the UPRR right-of-way that is shared with ACE. At 10.2 miles, the
BART alignment would cross beneath the existing Vasco Road overpass and later at 11.5 miles
cross Greenville Road in a short aerial structure.

o Between Greenville Road and the proposed station site at Greenville East, the alignment would
transition between segments of retained cut and fill and two short aerial structures, one to
traverse the westerly edge of existing UPRR track and a second which crosses a small creek or
drainage channel. This alignment departs the UPRR right-of-way near 11.8 miles to permit a
more direct approach to the proposed Greenville East Station.

e The proposed Greenville East Station platform would be sited at 12.4 miles on a segment of
retained fill adjacent to the existing UPRR tracks and partially within the UPPR right-of-way.
This station would not provide transfers between BART and ACE train service since this
alternative offers an ACE intermodal connection in Downtown Livermore.

e Beyond the Greenville East Station, the proposed tracks would extend northward and, at
12.5 miles from the point of origin, would begin a turn toward the northwest to become aligned
with a yard lead and entrance to the Greenville Yard described earlier under Alternative 1.
The alignment descends beneath the freeway lanes of I-580 at-grade, through a short box
culvert or similar structure, transitions to an aerial structure over Altamont Pass Road, and
enters the yard on retained fill. The yard entrance is 13.1 miles from the point of origin at the
existing end-of-track east of the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station.

o Approximately 1.7 miles of I-580 would require widening to provide the necessary 46-foot-
wide corridor to permit BART operations.

Stations
Alternative 1a would have two stations, Downtown Livermore and Greenville East.

Downtown Livermore Station. The Downtown Livermore Station site would include the existing
Livermore Transit Center/Livermore ACE Station. As shown in Figure 2-7, the Downtown Livermore
Station site would be situated on an approximately 27-acre site bounded by Livermore Avenue to the
west, Chestnut Street, Junction Avenue and Ladd Avenue to the north, residential parcels to the east,
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and the boundary created by Old First Street, First Street, Maple Street, and Railroad Avenue to the
south. UPRR/ACE tracks running east-west would bisect the station site. The Downtown Livermore
Station would be an at-grade station. Junction Street would continue through the station site as an
undercrossing of the BART alignment.

Access. The Downtown Livermore Station platform would be at grade. It is anticipated that
passengers will need to change levels from grade via elevator, stairways or escalator in order to access
the BART platform. The Downtown Livermore Station would allow vehicular access on both the north
and south sides of the UPRR/ACE tracks. On the north side, access would be from I Street and Ladd
Avenue. Three driveways that currently serve the existing Livermore ACE Station would provide
access to the proposed Downtown Livermore Station’s south side. Two driveways are located on
Railroad Avenue—one that provides access to the existing ACE parking garage and another that serves
as a main entrance to the existing ACE station. A third driveway is on Old First Street.

Passenger pick-up/drop-off facilities would be adjacent to the BART platform on the north side of the
station and adjacent to the bus transfer zone on the south side of the station. Sidewalks and bike lanes
would be present along access roads and would facilitate pedestrian and cyclist access.

The Livermore Transit Center/Livermore ACE Station currently serves as a regionally significant
transit hub that facilitates connections between ACE and multiple LAVTA routes. The addition of
BART service would expand the station’s multimodal capacity. The station would include adjacent
BART and ACE platforms as well as a bus transfer area south of the existing ACE platform. Further
details of transit operations are described later in the section “Interface with Existing Transit Service.”

Parking. The station would contain 2,500 commuter parking spaces distributed between a combination
of surface lots, an existing 375-space parking garage, and additional multi-level parking structures.
New parking structures would include between four and six levels of parking, with a maximum
structure height of approximately 45 feet above surrounding ground elevations and would be on both
the north and south sides of the station site. Bicycle racks and storage lockers would also be provided.

Greenville East Station. The Greenville East Station for this alternative would have the same
configuration as the facility described under Alternative 1, although there would be no ACE platform
and the parking would be slightly different. BART-ACE transfers would be accommodated at the
existing Downtown Livermore ACE Station. Unlike Alternative 1, the Vasco Road ACE Station
would remain open. There would, however, be no BART-ACE connection at the Vasco Road ACE
Station.

Parking. The station would contain 3,625 commuter parking spaces distributed between a combination
of surface lots and a multi-story parking structure. All parking facilities would have a configuration
and layout similar to the facilities described under Alternative 1.
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2. Alternatives

Projected Ridership

Assuming full completion of programmed roadway and transit improvements within the study area,
Alternative la is estimated to attract approximately 35,300 daily, one-way passenger trips (entrances
and exits) to the Downtown Livermore and Greenville East Stations by the Year 2035. Of these trips,
more than 30,900 would be made by new BART riders.

Operational Characteristics

Travel Times. The travel time would be 13.8 minutes from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station to
the Greenville East Station including a 30-second stop at the Downtown Livermore Station.

Interface with Existing Transit Service. The proposed Downtown Livermore Station would serve as
an intermodal connection point between BART, ACE, and selected regional bus services. The station
would include adjacent BART and ACE platforms and passengers would be required to change
platforms to transfer between trains. This facility will remain a regionally significant LAVTA transit
hub.

The proposed Greenville East Station would serve as the primary connection point between BART and
regional bus services from the east. Bus connections at Greenville East Station would be the same as
described for Alternative 1. This station would replace the existing Vasco Road ACE Station.

Maintenance/Storage Facilities

This alternative would employ a new BART yard, Greenville Yard, to be constructed on the same site
as described under Alternative 1. Yard access would be provided from a lead that would extend north
from the tailtracks at Greenville East Station, through a box structure to cross beneath 1-580, along an
aerial structure over Altamont Pass Road, then onto retained fill to the yard, where the tracks would
terminate at-grade. Yard operations would parallel those described under Alternative 1.

Estimated Cost

The estimated capital cost for Alternative la, inclusive of the guideway, two stations, maintenance
yard, I-580 modifications, right-of-way acquisition, systems (train control, power substations,
communications, etc.), vehicles, contingencies, and soft costs (design, insurance, construction
management, etc.), would be $3,610 million (in 2009 dollars). Additional information on the
components of this capital cost estimate is available in Appendix B.
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Alternative 1b - Downtown-Greenville East via SPRR

Route

On a route similar to both Alternative 1 and la, Alternative 1b — Downtown-Greenville East via SPRR
would extend approximately 13.2 miles eastward from the existing end-of-track east of the existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Station. Alternative 1b would follow an alignment along [-580, El Charro Road,
and the UPRR to a Downtown Livermore Station. The alignment would share the UPRR right-of-way
to a point east of the Arroyo Las Positas, where the alignment would diverge onto the right-of-way of
the former Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) and follow this alignment to the Greenville East Station.
This use of the SPRR right-of-way instead of the UPRR constitutes the primary difference between
Alternative 1a and 1b. Figure 2-8 depicts the alignment for Alternative 1b. Features of the horizontal
and vertical alignment of this alternative between the end-of-track east of existing Dublin/Pleasanton
Station and the Arroyo Las Positas are described above under Alternative la. The following
vertical/horizontal alignment discussion pertains only to the section of Alternative 1b between the
Arroyo Las Positas and Greenville East Station.

e The alignment would depart the existing UPRR right-of-way at 9.1 miles from the point of
origin, and would transition to an at-grade alignment 0.2 miles thereafter. The alignment
would then parallel existing spur tracks within the SPRR right-of-way to the point where the
right-of-way approaches Greenville Road.

e A new roadway underpass would be constructed at the Vasco Road rail crossing at 10.3 miles
from the point of origin. At 11.1 miles from the point of origin, the alignment would ascend
on retained fill and then transition into an aerial structure prior to crossing Greenville Road.

e Beyond Greenville Road, the track would angle toward the north, passing through retained
cuts, fills, and a box structure to become parallel with the existing UPRR tracks where the
Greenville East Station platforms would be sited within an aerial structure, which might
partially be within the UPRR right-of-way.

e North of the station, the track would continue through a series of cuts and fills and two box
structures to provide passage beneath the freeway lanes of I-580 before transitioning to
surrounding ground elevation. The entrance to the proposed yard would occur at 13.2 miles
from the point of origin.

Stations

Alternative 1b would have two stations, Downtown Livermore and Greenville East, and would use the
same configuration for these facilities as described under Alternative 1a.
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2. Alternatives

Projected Ridership

Similar to Alternative la, Alternative 1b is estimated to attract approximately 35,300 daily, one-way
passenger trips (entrances and exits) to the Downtown Livermore and Greenville East Stations by the
Year 2035. Of these trips, more than 30,900 would be made by new BART riders.

Operational Characteristics

Travel Times. The travel time would be 13.5 minutes from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station to
the Greenville East Station, including a 30-second stop at the Downtown Livermore Station.

Interface with Existing Transit Service. The stations proposed in this alternative would interface
with transit in the same manner as those proposed under Alternative 1a.

Maintenance/Storage Facilities

This alternative would employ a new BART yard to be constructed on the same Greenville Yard site as
described under Alternatives 1 and la. The yard lead would extend from the mainline tracks through
two box structures to permit crossing beneath the freeway lanes of I-580, then extend on retained fill to
the yard, where the tracks would terminate at-grade. Additional details regarding the functions and
activities at the BART Greenville Yard are described under Alternative 1.

Estimated Cost

The estimated capital cost for Alternative 1b, inclusive of the guideway, two stations, maintenance
yard, [-580 modifications, right-of-way acquisition, systems (train control, power substations,
communications, etc.), vehicles, contingencies, and soft costs (design, insurance, construction
management, etc.), would be $3,650 million (in 2009 dollars). Additional information on the
components of this capital cost estimate is available in Appendix B.

Alternative 2 — Las Positas

Route

The approximately 10.0-mile Alternative 2 — Las Positas would originate at the end-of-tracks east of
the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station and proceed eastward in the median of I-580 to a station at
Isabel/I-580. The alignment would continue east in the median of I-580 before exiting the median to
parallel Las Positas Road and the UPRR to the Vasco Road Station (see Figure 2-9). This alternative
would include two stations: one at Isabel/I-580 and one on a site surrounding the existing Vasco Road
ACE Station. A description of the horizontal alignment and the vertical profile of Alternative 2 is
provided below.
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2. Alternatives

e Departing the existing end-of-track at the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station, the extension
would proceed eastward 4.6 miles at-grade within a widened freeway median to the proposed
Isabel/I-580 Station immediately east of the proposed Isabel Avenue (SR-84)
overpass/interchange.

o Proceeding eastward at-grade and within the freeway median, at 6.0 miles the alignment
crosses Livermore Avenue and ascends on retained fill and then in an aerial structure. The
alignment remains in an aerial structure and turns southward, crossing over the eastbound lanes
of I-580, near the Las Colinas Road overpass.

e The aerial structure continues along the centerline of Las Positas Road, turning south and
crossing First Street. The proposed alignment then traverses an existing vacant parcel in the
Pell Neighborhood Plan area.

e At 7.9 miles from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station, the aerial structure begins to turn
toward the east to become aligned immediately south of the existing UPRR. At 8.5 miles from
the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station, the alignment’s eastward turn would be complete and
approximately one-half mile west of Vasco Road the tracks would descend on retained fill into
the UPRR right-of-way.

e The track continues eastward within the UPRR right-of-way to a terminus station on the site of
the existing Vasco Road ACE Station. The BART platform would be located at 9.3 miles from
the point of origin and would be constructed on retained fill or similar grade separation from
the adjoining UPRR/ACE tracks.

e The alignment would proceed farther east from the station platform within and along the
southern edge of the UPRR right-of-way. At 10.0 miles from the point of origin, the mainline
track would end at the entrance to a proposed Vasco Yard.

e Approximately 6.3 miles of I-580 would require widening to provide the necessary 46-foot-
wide corridor for BART operations. Additional width would be required at the Isabel/I-580
Station.

Stations
Alternative 2 would have two stations, Isabel/I-580 and Vasco Road.

Isabel/I-580 Station. The Isabel/I-580 Station would be similar to the station proposed in
Alternative 1.

Parking. The station would contain 4,475 commuter parking spaces distributed between a combination
of surface lots and a multi-story parking structure. All parking facilities would have the same
configuration and layout as the facilities described in Alternative 1.
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Vasco Road Station. As seen in Figure 2-10, the Vasco Road Station would be situated on an
approximately 60-acre site bounded to the north by the Brisa Neighborhood Plan area and the south by
Patterson Pass Road. On the west, the station would border an existing park and an industrial parcel.
The eastern station boundary is defined by industrial parcels. The station would be bisected by the
east-west running UPRR/ACE tracks, and the station area would encompass the existing Vasco Road
ACE Station.

Access. The Vasco Road Station site would allow vehicular access on both the north and south sides of
the UPRR/ACE and proposed BART tracks. On the west side of Vasco Road north of the UPRR
tracks, an existing driveway would extend from Vasco Road and south into the existing Vasco Road
Station bus and parking area. East of Vasco Road on the north side of the station site, access would be
provided from Brisa Street by a connection through the Brisa Neighborhood Plan area. The south side
of the station, east of Vasco Road and north of Patterson Pass Road, would be accessed from Patterson
Pass Road. Passenger pick-up and drop-off facilities would be located adjacent to the train platforms
on both the north and south sides of the tracks.

Sidewalks would be located along access roads and would facilitate pedestrian access. Bicycle lanes
along access roads would allow cyclist access to the station. A walk/bicycle connection would be
provided to connect station platforms with the intersection of Vasco and Patterson Pass Roads.
Pedestrians could then use the existing path along the east side of Vasco Road to access the Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory via the Westgate Drive entrance.

The station would serve as a multimodal transfer point between BART, ACE, and regional bus service.
The station would include parallel BART and ACE platforms as well as a bus transfer area located near
the train platforms.

Parking. The Vasco Road Station would contain 4,000 new commuter parking spaces distributed
between a combination of surface lots and a parking garage. A parking garage would be located east
of Vasco Road, and would include between four and six levels of parking, with a maximum structure
height of approximately 45 feet above surrounding ground elevations. Bicycle racks and storage
lockers would also be provided.

Projected Ridership

Assuming full completion of programmed roadway and transit improvements within the study area,
Alternative 2 is estimated to attract approximately 35,400 daily, one-way passenger trips (entrances and
exits) to the Isabel/I-580 and Vasco Road Stations by the Year 2035. Of these trips, more than 29,800
would be made by new BART riders.
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Operational Characteristics

Travel Times. The travel time would be 9.7 minutes from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station to
the Vasco Road Station, including a 30-second stop at the Isabel/I-580 Station.

Interface with Existing Transit Service. Connections between BART and ACE would occur at the
proposed Vasco Road Station. The station would include parallel BART and ACE platforms and
passengers would be able to change platforms to transfer between trains. Selected local LAVTA routes
would be redirected to serve the Isabel/I-580 and Vasco Road Stations. MAX, SJIRTD, and Tri Delta
Transit routes that traverse Altamont Pass and currently serve the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station
could be truncated to terminate at either Isabel/I-580 Station or Vasco Road Station/Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory; for ridership modeling purposes, the Isabel/I-580 Station was used.
Contra Costa County Connection bus service routed via I-680 would terminate at the West
Dublin/Pleasanton Station.

Maintenance/Storage Facilities

A new BART yard, Vasco Yard, would be constructed on an approximately 52-acre site east of the
Vasco Road Station. The yard would abut the southerly edge of existing UPRR right-of-way.
Tailtracks would run parallel to the south side of the UPRR right-of-way on retained fill and proceed
east from the Vasco Road Station to the first of two yard lead tracks providing access to the proposed
yard site from the west. A second yard lead would be situated immediately west of Greenville Road
and would be used to access the yard site from its eastern side. Figure 2-11 illustrates the location and
limits of the proposed Vasco Yard.

Estimated Cost

The estimated capital cost for Alternative 2, inclusive of the guideway, two stations, maintenance
yard, [-580 modifications, right-of-way acquisition, systems (train control, power substations,
communications, etc.), vehicles, contingencies, and soft costs (design, insurance, construction
management, etc.), would be $3,280 million (in 2009 dollars). Additional information on the
components of this capital cost estimate is available in Appendix B.

Alternative 2a - Downtown-Vasco

Route

Alternative 2a — Downtown-Vasco would include a total of 12.0 miles of new track and would include
a Downtown Livermore Station and terminus station surrounding the existing Vasco Road ACE Station
(see Figure 2-12). The alignment would extend from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station eastward
via an alignment along 1-580, El Charro Road, and the UPRR to a Downtown Livermore Station and
then continue along the UPRR to the Vasco Road Station. The alignment for Alternative 2a would
include some of the same features described earlier for Alternatives la and 1b. Alternatives la, 1b,
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2. Alternatives

and 2a would share a common alignment between the existing end-of-track at the existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Station and the proposed Downtown Livermore Station. The following description
summarizes this alternative’s horizontal route and vertical profile east of the Downtown Livermore
Station:

e Departing the Downtown Livermore Station and continuing eastward, the track would remain
aligned within the existing UPRR right-of-way and travel on retained fill, crossing beneath
First Street and Mines Road. At 9.3 miles from the point of origin, the proposed alignment
would cross an existing spur track formerly operated by the Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR).
The effect of this crossing would be to sever the spur track from the UPRR mainline. No
activity was observed on this spur track and it may be inactive. If the spur track is in active
use, provisions would be made to maintain service to the UPRR customers using the spur
track.

e A second existing spur track, departing the corridor near the intersection with Vasco Road,
would not be interrupted.

e At 9.4 miles from the point of origin, the alignment would continue on retained fill and then
transition to an aerial structure at 9.6 miles. The aerial structure is required to permit BART
tracks to move from the north side of UPRR track to the south side within the existing UPRR
right-of-way.

e The aerial structure would end at 9.9 miles from the point of origin and then would return to
retained fill. The track would cross beneath an existing roadway overpass at Vasco Road.
Immediately east of Vasco Road, a station would be sited adjacent to the existing ACE
platform within the UPRR right-of-way.

o Immediately east of the proposed Vasco Road Station, the track would become a yard lead for
the proposed Vasco Yard situated along the southern edge of the UPRR track. Tailtracks
would traverse the yard and parallel the existing UPRR track on retained cut and fill within the
UPRR right-of-way, crossing Greenville Road and terminating approximately 2,100 feet farther
east at 12.0 miles from the point of origin.

e Approximately 1.7 miles of I-580 would require widening to provide the necessary 46-foot-
wide corridor for BART operations.

Stations
Alternative 2a would have two stations, Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road.

Downtown Livermore Station. Whereas the Downtown Livermore Station for both Alternative la
and Alternative 1b would be at grade, under Alternative 2a, it would be above ground on retained fill.
It is anticipated that external access to the station will be similar with minor exceptions to the
configuration described under Alternatives la and 1b (see Figure 2-7).
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Vasco Road Station. The Vasco Road Station would be similar to that presented under Alternative 2
(see Figure 2-10).

Parking The Vasco Road Station would contain 3,775 new commuter parking spaces distributed
between a combination of surface lots and a parking garage. The configuration and layout of the
parking at this station would be the same as that described in Alternative 2.

Projected Ridership

Assuming full completion of programmed roadway and transit improvements within the study area,
Alternative 2a is estimated to attract nearly 35,200 daily, one-way passenger trips (entrances and exits)
to the Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road Stations by the Year 2035. Of these trips, an estimated
31,600 would be made by new BART riders.

Operational Characteristics

Travel Times. The travel time would be 11.8 minutes from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station to
the Vasco Road Station, including a 30-second stop at the Downtown Livermore Station.

Interface with Existing Transit Service. Both the proposed Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road
Stations could provide intermodal connections between BART and ACE, with passengers being
required to change platforms to transfer trains at either location. LAVTA service would likely remain
unchanged at the Downtown Livermore Station, where transfers between multiple LAVTA routes are
already possible. Additional LAVTA routes would likely be rerouted to serve the Vasco Road Station.
Regional bus service from the east would likely be routed to the Vasco Road Station given its proximity
to the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory; however, this bus service could also serve the
Downtown Livermore Station. Contra Costa County Connection bus service routed via 1-680 would
terminate at the West Dublin/Pleasanton Station.

Maintenance/Storage Facilities

This alternative would include a maintenance facility, Vasco Yard, with the same configuration as
described under Alternative 2.

Estimated Cost

The estimated capital cost for Alternative 2a, inclusive of the guideway, two stations, maintenance
yard, I-580 modifications, right-of-way acquisition, systems (train control, power substations,
communications, etc.), vehicles, contingencies, and soft costs (design, insurance, construction
management, etc.), would be $3,800 million (in 2009 dollars). Additional information on the
components of this capital cost estimate is available in Appendix B.
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Alternative 3 — Portola

Route

Similar to previously described alternatives, Alternative 3 — Portola would originate from the existing
end-of-track at the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station and proceed eastward within the median of I-580
to a station at Isabel/I-580. The alignment would then proceed southeast along Portola Avenue to a
Downtown Livermore Station. Alternative 3 would include a total of 7.2 route miles of new track (see
Figure 2-13). Below is a description of the horizontal route and vertical profile of this alternative.

e Departing the existing end-of-track from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station, the alignment
would proceed eastward 4.6 miles. The alignment would be mostly at-grade within the 1-580
median, but would enter a retained cut as it approaches the proposed Isabel/I-580 Station which
would be located immediately east of the proposed Isabel Avenue (SR-84)
overpass/interchange. Under Alternative 3, the proposed platform at the Isabel/I-580 Station
would be positioned below grade in order to transition to a subway configuration described
below.

e Departing the Isabel/I-580 Station, the alignment would immediately proceed into a subway
configuration and pass under the eastbound lanes of I-580. At 4.8 miles from the point of
origin, the track would angle southward to become aligned with Montecito Circle and would
proceed underground beneath the intersection with Portola Avenue.

e The alignment would then proceed beneath Portola Avenue in subway, crossing to Junction
Avenue to a terminal underground station at Downtown Livermore. This subway station would
be accessed from street level, and the platform would be 6.7 miles from the point of origin.

e Beyond the station, the track would remain in a subway. The alignment would cross beneath
the UPRR right-of-way and would angle sharply to the east to align with First Street near its
intersection with Inman Street. The alignment would proceed east to become aligned within
the UPRR right-of-way, would pass underneath the UPRR, and would resurface on the north
side of the UPRR tracks and within the UPRR right-of-way. BART tracks would continue
eastward along the UPRR tracks on a retained fill and would terminate in a new BART yard,
the Portola/Railroad Yard.

e Approximately 4.9 miles of I-580 would require widening to provide the necessary 46-foot-
wide corridor for BART operations. Additional width would be required at the Isabel/I-580
Station.
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2. Alternatives

Stations
Alternative 3 would have two stations, Isabel/I-580 and Downtown Livermore.

Isabel/I-580 Station. The Isabel/I-580 Station under this alternative would require a below-grade
platform in the median of I-580 to accommodate the alignment’s transition from at-grade to subway.
With this exception, the station is otherwise similar to the layout described under Alternative 1.

Parking. The Isabel/I-580 Station would contain 4,375 commuter parking spaces distributed between
surface lots and parking garages. The configuration and layout of the parking at this station would be
similar to that describes in Alternative 1.

Downtown Livermore Station. Much of the Downtown Livermore Station site encompasses the
existing Livermore Transit Center/Livermore ACE Station. As previously shown in Figure 2-7, the
Downtown Livermore Station would be on an approximately 27-acre site bounded by I Street to the
west, residential properties and Ladd Avenue to the north, Junction Avenue School, Ladd School and
residential parcels to the east, and the boundary created by Old First Street, First Street, Maple Street,
and Railroad Avenue to the south. East-west UPRR/ACE tracks would bisect the station site. The
station facility would include a BART platform that would extend northeast underneath Junction
Avenue to just beyond Chestnut Street, with all platform access situated within the station area
boundaries as previously identified. Unlike the other BART extension alternatives with this station,
under Alternative 3, the Downtown Livermore Station would be underground and function as a
terminus station. As a result, the platform configuration and passenger access points would be
different under this alternative; other aspects related to station parking and surface access would be
similar to those described for Alternatives la, 1b, and 2a.

Access. The Downtown Livermore Station for this alternative is underground. It is anticipated that
passengers will need to change levels from grade via elevator, stairways or escalator in order to access
the BART platform. Similar to Alternatives la, 1b, and 2a, the Downtown Livermore Station under
this alternative would allow vehicular access on both the north and south side of the UPRR/ACE and
proposed BART tracks. Passenger pick-up/drop-off facilities, sidewalks, and bicycle lanes would be
provided. The Downtown Livermore Station would remain a regional transit hub that provides
connections between ACE and LAVTA. The station would include connections between the below-
grade BART platforms and the at-grade ACE platforms as well as to bus transfer area located south of
the existing ACE platform.

Parking. The station would contain 2,500 commuter parking spaces distributed between a combination
of surface lots, an existing 375-space parking garage, and additional multi-level parking structures.
New parking structures would include between four and six levels of parking, with a maximum
structure height of approximately 45 feet above surrounding ground elevations and would be on both
the north and south sides of the station site. Bicycle racks and storage lockers would also be provided.
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Projected Ridership

Assuming full completion of programmed roadway and transit improvements within the study area,
Alternative 3 is estimated to attract nearly 34,300 daily, one-way passenger trips (entrances and exits)
to the Isabel/I-580 and Downtown Livermore Stations by the Year 2035. Of these trips, nearly 29,900
would be made by new BART riders.

Operational Characteristics

Travel Times. The travel time would be 7.7 minutes from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station to
the Downtown Livermore Station, including a 30-second stop at the Isabel/I-580 Station.

Interface with Existing Transit Service. Connections between BART and ACE would occur at the
Downtown Livermore Station. The station would include adjacent BART and ACE platforms and
passengers would be required to change platforms to transfer between trains. The Downtown
Livermore Station would remain a regional hub for LAVTA bus routes. Selected local LAVTA routes
would be redirected to serve the Isabel/I-580 Station. MAX, SIRTD, and Tri Delta Transit routes that
traverse Altamont Pass and currently serve the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station could be truncated to
terminate at either Isabel/I-580 Station or Downtown Livermore Station; for ridership modeling
purposes, the Isabel/I-580 Station was used. Contra Costa County Connection bus service routed via I-
680 would terminate at the West Dublin/Pleasanton Station.

Maintenance/Storage Facilities

A new BART yard, the Portola/Railroad Yard, would be constructed on an approximately 47-acre site
east of the Downtown Livermore Station. The yard would be immediately north of the existing UPRR
right-of-way. Immediately southeast of the Downtown Livermore Station platform, tailtracks would
cross under the UPRR right-of-way and become one of two yard lead tracks. Still in a subway, this
first yard lead would turn east beneath existing residential and undeveloped parcels. The yard lead
would then cross under First Street and again cross under the UPRR right-of-way. The yard lead
would resurface on the north side of the UPRR right-of-way and then parallel existing UPRR/ACE
tracks east to the yard site. A second yard lead would enter the proposed yard site from the east
toward the end of proposed tailtracks. This second yard lead would be sited near the intersection of
Mines Road. Figure 2-14 depicts the Portola/Railroad Yard limits.
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2. Alternatives

Other Facilities

Because Alternative 3 proposes a subway configuration, there would be other facilities required that are
not associated with the at-grade and elevated configurations of the other BART extension alternatives.
In particular, the underground design would require ventilation shafts, some of which would operate
full time to provide necessary tunnel ventilation, and others which would provide emergency
ventilation in the event of a fire in the tunnel. These shafts would extend from the subway facilities
below upward onto the street. Along Portola Avenue and Junction Avenue, where the alignment would
be a subway, a total of seven ventilation shafts, approximately 20 feet by 20 feet and at least 8 feet
above grade, would be located 1) on both sides of the underground platform, 2) at least 1,000 feet from
a portal, and 3) no further than 3,000 feet apart.

Estimated Cost

The estimated capital cost for Alternative 3, inclusive of the guideway, two stations, maintenance
yard, [-580 modifications, right-of-way acquisition, systems (train control, power substations,
communications, etc.), vehicles, contingencies, and soft costs (design, insurance, construction
management, etc.), would be $3,470 million (in 2009 dollars). Additional information on the
components of this capital cost estimate is available in Appendix B.

Alternative 3a - Railroad

Route

As with all of the other BART extension alternatives, Alternative 3a - Railroad originates at the
existing end-of-track of the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station and proceeds eastward within the
median of [-580. The alignment parallels El Charro Road and the UPRR to a station at Isabel/Stanley
and then continues along the UPRR to a Downtown Livermore Station. (The route to the Downtown
Livermore Station is identical to Alternatives la, 1b, and 2a, except that none of these alternatives
include an Isabel/Stanley Station.) Alternative 3a includes a total of 7.9 route miles of new BART
track (refer to Figure 2-15). Notable features of the horizontal route and vertical profile of Alternative
3a are summarized below.

e Departing the existing end-of-track from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station, the alignment
would proceed 1.2 miles at-grade before ascending first on retained fill and then transitioning
to an aerial structure at 1.4 miles.

e Proceeding in an aerial structure, the alignment would angle southeast and cross over the I-580
eastbound right-of-way to parallel El Charro Road at 2.1 miles from the point of origin.

e Continuing in an elevated guideway, the alignment would proceed southeast along the west side
of El Charro Road and pass over existing lands abutting the Arroyo Mocho and the Chain of
Lakes Flood Control Project under the management of Zone 7 Water Agency.
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2. Alternatives

e At 3.7 miles from the point of origin, the horizontal alignment begins a turn toward the east to
parallel the existing UPRR tracks that adjoin Stanley Boulevard, entering the UPRR right-of-
way.

e At 4.6 miles from the point of origin, the alignment would descend from an elevated structure
onto retained fill and arrive at the proposed Isabel/Stanley Station situated west of Isabel
Avenue (SR-84) and within the UPRR right-of-way.

e Departing the proposed Isabel/Stanley Station, the alignment would proceed east atop retained
fill within the UPRR right-of-way. The retained fill would provide vertical separation between
the BART tracks and freight rail service.

o The alignment would be located within the northern portion of the right-of-way and would
parallel tracks shared by UPRR and ACE. The proposed alignment would proceed on retained
fill to approximately the intersection of Ventura Avenue and Western Avenue, where the
alignment would ascend in an aerial structure, which would extend through the downtown area
to the Downtown Livermore Station. This alternative would be the only alternative that
involves an aerial structure through the downtown area. The station platform would be sited at
7.3 miles from the point of origin, and tailtracks would continue farther east beyond the
platform before becoming a yard lead.

Stations
Alternative 3a would include two stations, Isabel/Stanley and Downtown Livermore.

Isabel/Stanley Station. The Isabel/Stanley Station would be situated within an approximately 33-acre
site. East Stanley Boulevard and the UPRR/ACE tracks bisect the site in an east-west direction. The
site is bounded on the west by quarry lands, on the north by the Arroyo Mocho, and on the east by
Isabel Avenue. Figure 2-16 shows the location and limits of the Isabel/Stanley Station.

Access. Access to the Isabel/Stanley Station would be provided by a roadway extending west from
Isabel Avenue opposite an existing intersection that connects Isabel Avenue to Stanley Boulevard. The
roadway would be below-grade in a retained cut and would curve north shortly after diverging from
Isabel Avenue. The main roadway (and connection to park-and-ride and drop-off facilities) would
continue north in a tunnel under Stanley Boulevard and the existing UPRR/ACE and proposed BART
tracks. The roadway would then curve west and terminate in a parking structure for BART patrons.

A passenger pick-up/drop-off loop would be located near the station platform. Pedestrian and bicycle
access to the station would be provided by the existing walk/bicycle trail running east-west along
Stanley Boulevard. A bridge over Stanley Boulevard would connect the walk/bicycle trail and the
station facilities south of Stanley Boulevard to the station platforms and parking garage.
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The station would serve as a multimodal transfer point between BART, ACE, and regional bus service.
The “Interface with Existing Transit Service” section below describes station transit access in further
detail.

Parking. The Isabel/Stanley Station would contain approximately 2,880 commuter parking spaces in a
multi-level parking garage on the north side of the existing UPRR/ACE and proposed BART tracks.
This parking structure would include up to four levels of parking and a maximum height above grade
of about 40 feet. Bicycle racks and storage lockers would also be provided.

Downtown Livermore Station. The Downtown Livermore Station location is the same as described
earlier under Alternative 1a; however, the vertical profile would be different since the station platform
under this alternative would be elevated instead of at-grade. Access and parking would be similar to
the configuration described earlier for Alternative 3. Connections between the at-grade ACE station
and the elevated BART platforms would be via stairways, escalators, and/or elevators

Projected Ridership

Assuming full completion of programmed roadway and transit improvements within the study area,
Alternative 3a is estimated to attract more than 33,600 daily, one-way passenger trips (entrances and
exits) to the Isabel/Stanley and Downtown Livermore Stations by the Year 2035. Of these trips, more
than 29,700 would be made by new BART riders.

Operational Characteristics

Travel Times. The travel time would be 8.4 minutes from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station to
the Downtown Livermore Station, including a 30-second stop at the Isabel/Stanley Station.

Interface with Existing Transit Service. Connections between BART and ACE would occur at the
Downtown Livermore Station. While both proposed stations could plausibly allow intermodal
connections between BART and ACE, it is assumed that since ACE already has a station stop in
downtown Livermore, this would be the preferred location for BART-ACE transfers. The Downtown
Livermore Station would include adjacent BART and ACE platforms and patrons would be able to
change platforms to transfer between services. The Downtown Livermore Station would remain a
regional hub for LAVTA bus routes. Selected local LAVTA routes would be redirected to serve the
Isabel/Stanley Station. MAX, SJRTD, and Tri Delta Transit routes that traverse Altamont Pass and
currently serve the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station could be truncated to terminate at Isabel/Stanley
Station or Downtown Livermore Station; however, for ridership modeling purposes, these routes were
assumed to continue to serve the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station. Contra Costa County Connection
bus service routed via [-680 would terminate at the West Dublin/Pleasanton Station.
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Maintenance/Storage Facilities

Similar to Alternative 3, this alternative would include the Portola/Railroad Yard. The yard would
have the same characteristics as those described under Alternative 3.

Estimated Cost

The estimated capital cost for Alternative 3a, inclusive of the guideway, two stations, maintenance
yard, I-580 modifications, right-of-way acquisition, systems (train control, power substations,
communications, etc.), vehicles, contingencies, and soft costs (design, insurance, construction
management, etc.), would be $3,380 million (in 2009 dollars). Additional information on the
components of this capital cost estimate is available in Appendix B.

Alternative 4 - Isabel/I-580

Route

Alternative 4 - Isabel/I-580 is the shortest alternative being analyzed. Since it does not meet the
objective of connecting to ACE, it is envisioned as the first phase of a project with an ultimate
connection to ACE at either the Downtown Livermore, Vasco Road, or Greenville East Stations. It
would have an alignment similar to the segment of Alternatives 1 and 2 west of the Isabel/I-580
Station. This alternative includes a total of 5.2 route miles of new track within the [-580 median and
would terminate at a proposed Isabel/I-580 Station (refer to Figure 2-17). Approximately 5.2 miles of
[-580 would require widening to provide the necessary 46-foot-wide corridor for BART operations.
Additional width would be required at the Isabel/I-580 Station.

Stations

Alternative 4 would include one station at Isabel/I-580. It is envisioned that this alternative would be
the first phase of a two-station extension alternative. This station is similar in configuration, layout,
and access to that described earlier under Alternative 1, although as the terminus station for this
alternative, it would be designed for more parking than under Alternative 1.

Under Alternative 4, the station would contain 6,625 commuter parking spaces distributed between
surface lots and parking garages. The configuration and layout of the parking would be similar to that
described for Alternative 1, although the parking supply would be greater, as noted above.

Projected Ridership

Assuming full completion of programmed roadway and transit improvements within the study area, the
Isabel/I-580 alternative is estimated to attract approximately 25,100 daily, one-way passenger trips
(entrances and exits) to the Isabel/I-580 Station by the Year 2035. Of these trips, more than 19,900
would be made by new BART riders.
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2. Alternatives

Operational Characteristics

Travel Times. The travel time would be 4.7 minutes from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station to
the Isabel/I-580 Station.

Interface with Existing Transit Service. The proposed Isabel/I-580 Station would provide an
intermodal connection point between BART and regional bus service. MAX, SIRTD, and Tri Delta
Transit routes that traverse Altamont Pass and currently serve the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station
could be truncated to terminate at the Isabel/I-580 Station. Contra Costa County Connection bus
service routed via 1-680 would terminate at the West Dublin/Pleasanton Station. Selected local
LAVTA routes would be rerouted to serve the Isabel/I-580 Station. This alternative would not provide
a connection to ACE service.

Maintenance/Storage Facilities

The Isabel/I-580 alternative would have limited maintenance capabilities. Rudimentary train inspection
could be executed on the tailtracks east of the Isabel/I-580 Station. Tailtracks east of the proposed
station would be designed to accommodate up to six ten-car trains. More thorough inspection and
maintenance would need to occur at one of BART’s existing yard facilities within the greater BART
network. BART’s existing maintenance facilities may not have the space to accommodate these
additional vehicles, and BART’s current plans to expand and improve its maintenance facilities, do not
include provision for the additional vehicles associated with a Livermore extension.

Estimated Cost

The estimated capital cost for Alternative 4, inclusive of the guideway, one station, I1-580
modifications, right-of-way acquisition, systems (train control, power substations, communications,
etc.), vehicles, contingencies, and soft costs (design, insurance, construction management, etc.), would
be $1,120 million (in 2009 dollars). Additional information on the components of this capital cost
estimate is available in Appendix B.

Alternative 5 - Quarry

Route

Alternative 5 — Quarry is the second shortest alternative being analyzed with 5.5 route miles of new
track. Alternative 5 — Quarry could function as a stand-alone extension offering a connection to ACE.
This alternative could also be viewed as the initial phase of an extension along the UPRR corridor.
The alternative would support future extensions similar to Alternative 3a - Railroad. Alternative 5
would originate just east of the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station and proceed eastward within the
median of 1-580. The alignment would cross over the eastbound lanes of I-580 and proceed south
along El Charro Road to the Isabel/Stanley Station (refer to Figure 2-18). Alternative 5 would have a
similar alignment to Alternative 3a; however, this alternative would end at the proposed Isabel/Stanley
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2. Alternatives

Station. Under this alternative, approximately 1.7 miles of I-580 would require widening to provide
the necessary 46-foot-wide corridor for BART operations.

Stations

Alternative 5 would have one station at Isabel/Stanley, which was previously described under
Alternative 3a (see Figure 2-16 for the station area). This station is similar in configuration, layout,
and access to that described earlier under Alternative 3a, although, as the terminus station for this
alternative, it would be designed for more parking than under Alternative 3a.

Under Alternative 5, the Isabel/Stanley Station would contain 3,575 commuter parking spaces
distributed between a combination of surface lots and structured facilities. The configuration and
layout of the parking would be similar to that described for Alternative 3a, although the parking supply
would be greater, as noted above.

Projected Ridership

Assuming full completion of programmed roadway and transit improvements within the study area, the
Quarry alternative is estimated to attract approximately 23,100 daily, one-way passenger trips
(entrances and exits) to the Isabel/Stanley Station by the Year 2035. Of these trips, more than 20,800
would be made by new BART riders.

Operational Characteristics

Travel Times. The travel time would be 5.6 minutes for the nonstop trip between the existing
Dublin/Pleasanton and Isabel/Stanley stations.

Interface with Existing Transit Service. The proposed Isabel/Stanley Station would provide
intermodal connections between BART and ACE service. The station would include adjacent BART
and ACE platforms and passengers would be required to change platforms to transfer between trains.
It is also assumed that the existing Vasco Road ACE Station would remain in service, meaning that the
Isabel/Stanley Station would represent an additional ACE stop. The traffic analysis assumes
reallocation of traffic related to new ACE service at the Isabel/Stanley Station. Selected LAVTA
routes would be reconfigured to supplement existing bus service in the vicinity of this station. MAX,
SJRTD, and Tri Delta Transit routes that traverse Altamont Pass and currently serve the existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Station could be truncated to terminate at Isabel/Stanley Station; however, for
ridership modeling purposes, these routes were assumed to continue to serve the existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Station. Contra Costa County Connection bus service routed via [-680 would
terminate at the West Dublin/Pleasanton Station.
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Maintenance/Storage Facilities

Alternative 5 would have limited maintenance capabilities. Rudimentary train inspection could be
carried out on the tailtracks east of the Isabel/Stanley Station. Tailtracks east of the proposed station
would be designed to accommodate up to seven ten-car trains east of the proposed station. More
thorough inspection and maintenance would need to occur at one of BART’s existing yard facilities
within the greater BART network. BART’s existing maintenance facilities may not have the space to
accommodate these additional vehicles, and BART’s current plans to expand and improve its
maintenance facilities, do not include provision for the additional vehicles associated with a Livermore
extension.

Estimated Cost

The estimated capital cost for Alternative 5, inclusive of the guideway, one station, I1-580
modifications, right-of-way acquisition, systems (train control, power substations, communications,
etc.), vehicles, contingencies, and soft costs (design, insurance, construction management, etc.), would
be $1,610 million (in 2009 dollars). Additional information on the components of this capital cost
estimate is available in Appendix B.

Common Elements Among the BART Extension Alternatives

The BART extension alternatives each propose different alignments, but all share common
characteristics in terms of operating hours, headways, fares, safety requirements, and applicability of
BART Facility Standards and sustainable principles.

Conversion of End-of-Line Track to Revenue Service

Each of the BART extension alternatives considered in this Program EIR would require the conversion
of existing BART end-of-line track to revenue service. BART’s tailtracks east of existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Station currently extend east of the Hacienda Drive overpass and are used for train
storage. Minor work would be required to eliminate an in-track inspection pit and modify signage.
The train control system would be modified from the train control room through the station and
existing tailtracks in order to extend controls to the east from this segment.

Interstate 580 Widening

Each of the BART extension alternatives considered in this Program EIR would proceed eastward from
the existing system terminus at existing Dublin/Pleasanton, which is situated within the I-580 median.
Under Caltrans’ improvement scenarios for I-580 through 2035 and described in the regional
transportation plan, the freeway median is not sufficiently wide east of the existing terminus to
accommodate BART track and/or additional freeway-median stations. BART construction requires a
minimum 46-foot width between eastbound and westbound freeway lanes to allow train operation in
each travel direction, including allowances for outboard retaining walls where necessary and
continuous security fencing.
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Therefore, all the alternatives require some degree of freeway widening to permit BART track and/or
stations to be constructed within the freeway median. Widening would begin near the end of existing
tailtracks east of the Hacienda Drive overpass. The maximum length of freeway widening (10.1 miles)
occurs under Alternative 1 - Greenville East, where nearly the entire length of the BART extension
would occupy the I-580 median. The widening associated with this alternative would require that three
overcrossings of [-580 be rebuilt: Vasco Road, First Street, and Las Colinas Road. Several of the
other overcrossings would need their abutments modified, and portions of frontage roads would have to
be relocated to the north or south of the freeway: Croak Road, Kitty Hawk Road, Las Colinas Road,
Freisman Road, Collier Canyon Road, Airway Boulevard, and Southfront Road. This amount of
widening takes into account the current plans for the ultimate lane configuration of the freeway as
developed by the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency. This ultimate configuration may
not fully consider the implications of additional freeway modifications, such as the proposed eastbound
and westbound High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lane projects, which are currently under consideration.
These projects, if programmed and funded, could result in additional right-of-way and widening
requirements.

Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would require the least amount of widening; the length of freeway
would be widened by approximately 1.7 miles.

The I-580 freeway is under Caltrans’ jurisdiction. Caltrans, BART, and the Alameda County
Congestion Management Agency would all share in the responsibility for the widening that would be
required in conjunction with the construction of the widened median for a BART extension. Until the
actual timing and phasing of the required widening of the freeway, reconstruction of overpasses, and
design of the guideway for the BART extension are fully understood, it is not clear which agency
would lead each element of the construction.

Yard and Maintenance Facilities

Seven of nine BART extension alternatives would incorporate construction of new yard and
maintenance facilities within the study area. The two shorter, single-station alternatives (Alternative 4 —
Isabel/I-580 and Alternative 5 - Quarry) would not include new storage/maintenance facilities, but
these activities would need to be accommodated at other yards throughout the BART system. There
are three potential yard sites considered in this Program EIR: Greenville Yard (Alternatives 1, la, and
1b), Vasco Yard (Alternatives 2 and 2a), and Portola/Railroad Yard (Alternatives 3 and 3a). The
specific activities and operations that would be carried out at these facilities are described below.

All proposed maintenance facilities would serve two general purposes: 1) cleaning, maintenance, and
storage of BART train cars, and 2) major repair and overhaul functions, involving body damage, wheel
and truck assemblies, electromagnetic systems (e.g., door mechanisms, brakes), and electronics (e.g.,
train control and communications equipment). In order to provide for these functions, several
buildings and numerous transfer and storage tracks would be constructed in a yard facility. Typical
buildings and facilities would include a car wash building, control tower, inspection pit, blowdown
facility, wheel truer, revenue vehicle maintenance facility, vehicle turn table, a possible non-revenue
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vehicle maintenance facility, and a material storage area. The structures would vary in height from
one to two stories to up to three stories for the yard control tower.

In an effort to manage the existing and future maintenance and storage needs of revenue vehicles,
BART has recently initiated a comprehensive Strategic Maintenance Program (SMP) for the BART
system. The SMP is a change in BART maintenance scheduling and activities. It will also have an
effect on how the BART yard and shop facilities are designed, operated, and expanded in the future.

Depending on the outcome of radio analyses conducted during final engineering, a 100-foot-tall radio
communications antenna may be necessary at the storage/maintenance facility to communicate with
other facilities in the system. The antenna would most likely be of monopole design.

Operating Hours and Headways

Current BART passenger service to the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station is provided by the
Millbrae - Dublin/Pleasanton (Blue) Line. The Millbrae — Dublin/Pleasanton Line trains operate every
15-minutes on weekdays, on 20-minute headways from 6:00 a.m. to 6:30 p.m. and 15-minute
headways from 6:30 p.m. to midnight on Saturdays, and 15-minute headways on Sundays and
holidays.® BART service to the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station operates during the following
hours:

e Monday through Friday: 4:00 a.m. to midnight;
e Saturday: 6:00 a.m. to midnight; and
e Sunday/holidays: 8:00 a.m. to midnight.

The BART Livermore extension (inclusive of all of the BART extension alternatives) would initially
operate with the same hours of operation as current BART service. Because trains serving the BART
extension alternatives would operate as an extension of existing BART service between existing
Dublin/Pleasanton and Millbrae Stations, they would be run with the same headways. The proposed
operating plan assumes one operating service scenario beginning opening day, which would be adjusted
to serve demand. For the Year 2035, it is planned that the BART system would operate at 12-minute
headways during all hours of passenger (revenue) service. To accommodate operating headways and
passenger demand within the expanded system, BART estimates that a one-station alternative would
require between 54 and 57 additional railcars and a two-station alternative would require between 74
and 90 railcars.

Fares

BART’s existing distance-based fare structure and fare collection technology has been calculated for all
the BART extension alternatives. Prospective fares assigned to each alternative would be collected
based on the distance-fare formulae in place at the time the service is initiated. A representative

6  BARTS operating schedule accessed July 22, 2009. BART 20-minute weeknight and weekend headways
begin September 1, 2009.

BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR — Alternatives 2-52



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2. Alternatives

sample of proposed fares between stations considered among the alternatives is provided in Table 2-3.
The current fare for trips within the Tri-Valley area would be $1.50 including trips to the new West
Dublin/Pleasanton Station.

BART’s current fare policy is to increase fares by the consumer price index (rate of inflation) minus
0.5 percent every two years or every other January.

Table 2-3
BART to Livermore Extension Fare Estimates

Base Passenger

Origin Destination Fare (one-way)
Greenville East Dublin /Pleasanton $1.50
Greenville East Embarcadero $5.85
Greenville East San Francisco Airport $8.25
Downtown Livermore Dublin /Pleasanton $1.50
Downtown Livermore Embarcadero $5.65
Downtown Livermore San Francisco Airport $8.05

Source: WSA, 2009.

Safety Requirements

Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). Several of the alternatives considered in this Program EIR
are proposed to share existing rights-of-way with freight/commuter rail tracks and services. Traffic on
these existing rail tracks is restricted to only those rail cars that comply with the Federal Railroad
Administration’s (FRA) standards for crashworthiness and other performance measures. BART trains
typically operate in exclusive and fully grade-separated rights—of-way and therefore do not require
compliance with FRA safety standards. When rail vehicles of different crashworthiness are proposed
to operate within proximity of one another, the FRA has established design and construction
requirements to safely segregate these vehicles and limit unexpected intrusions, such as dragging train
equipment or derailed vehicles, which could create a dangerous situation.

One general design requirement to elevate operating safety within common corridors is to provide a
vertical separation between the track beds of freight/commuter rail and other rail services of lesser
crashworthiness. A vertical separation of 6 feet or more may provide protection for lighter train cars
should a heavy rail vehicle overturn or derail along the route of travel. This design principle has been
applied to all BART alternatives when an alignment is proposed to occupy a shared-use common
corridor with existing freight rail tracks.

As an additional measure of protection, BART extension alternatives would incorporate an intrusion
detection system to alert BART operations of a potential derailment or other encroachment that could
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affect safe travel within a shared-use common corridor. The system consists of two, redundant
subsystems that together provide a highly reliable system with low incidence of false alarms.

The first subsystem uses closed-circuit television cameras and special motion detection software to
detect an intrusion across the common boundary. The cameras would be installed on poles located
along the alignment from approximately 500- to 1,000-foot intervals under each alternative where
BART occupies an existing freight rail right-of-way. The poles would be approximately 15 to 25 feet
above the top-of-rail, and each pole would support two cameras facing in opposite directions. The
cameras would provide a narrow view angle aligned with the railroad right-of-way fence and focused
on the BART travel paths. This narrow focus would ensure that areas beyond the railroad right-of-way
would not be within view.

The second subsystem uses continuous loops of cable located in the right-of-way fence to determine if
there has been an intrusion. Any intrusion by a freight train would change the circuit characteristics of
the in-fence loops, triggering an alarm.

Union Pacific Commuter Access Principles. All of the alternatives except Alternative 4 -
Isabel/I-580 would potentially involve use of portions of the existing UPRR right-of-way. When
contacted regarding about future BART operations near or within the UPRR right-of-way, the UPRR
provided a document entitled Union Pacific Commuter Access Principles. This document sets forth
UPRR guidelines regarding the use of their right-of-way and rail facilities by commuter rail services.
The BART extension alternatives will not utilize existing UPRR rail facilities because BART requires
its own exclusive rail guideway. However, with the exception of Alternative 4, all of the alternatives
would locate the BART guideway and some of the stations partially or entirely on UPRR right-of-way.
In these situations, the Union Pacific Commuter Access Principles state:

Passenger safety is best protected by separating freight and passenger tracks by 50 feet or
more. Despite UP's enormous progress in preventing freight train derailments, derailments
will occur and could strike or be struck by passenger trains. Research demonstrates that most
freight train derailments will remain within a 100-foot corridor.

While the UPRR document is not a state or federal regulation or standard, strict interpretation of this
guideline would indicate that a BART extension could not utilize the UPRR right-of-way where the
width of the right-of-way is 100 feet or less. While some portions of the UPRR right-of-way in the
study area are wider than 100 feet, much of the right-of-way in and around the Downtown Livermore
area and between the Vasco Road area to the vicinity of I-580 near Greenville Road is 100 feet or less
in width. The design concepts used to develop the alternatives in the UPRR right-of-way involve a
cross-section that the UPRR previously approved for the BART Warm Springs Extension Project.
These concepts also satisfy all known state and federal requirements for rail safety and operations.
However, these concepts do not satisfy the new UPRR principle above which represents an obstacle to
the implementation of those alternatives which use the UPRR right-of-way. The environmental
implications of responding to the Union Pacific Commuter Access Principles are acknowledged and
generally discussed in each of the impact topic areas in Section 3, Environmental Analysis, of this
document.

BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR — Alternatives 2-54



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2. Alternatives

Grade Separation

Given its high speed, frequency of service, and electric third rail propulsion, BART technology
requires a fully grade-separated right-of-way. This separation constitutes a physical isolation from all
other modes of transportation, including autos, bicycles/pedestrians, other forms of public transit, and
freight railroads (as detailed in the Safety Requirements section above). This separation includes such
measures as aerial structures, retained cuts/fills, and tunnels, the employment of which has been
described throughout the BART extension alternatives discussion, and illustrated in Figure 2-19.
Additionally, fencing or walls would be used along at-grade, retained cut/fill, or freeway median
segments. It is assumed that in any instance where an at-grade intersection currently exists between a
proposed BART right-of-way and an existing roadway, a roadway over/underpass would be
constructed or the road would be truncated on either side of the BART right-of-way.

Sustainability

The BART extension alternatives represent an opportunity to implement sustainable design that can
take advantage of energy conservation, alternative energy systems, stormwater management, and
judicious material selection in innovative ways that were not available when the original BART system
was constructed. The proposed station sites and maintenance facilities would incorporate a number of
sustainable elements into the design and a variety of other sustainable practices are being considered.
Determination of which sustainable practices would be included in the selected alternative would be
made during final design.

The project design could include the following features:
e High-efficiency lighting and lighting control methods to reduce electricity consumption;
e Reduction in light spillage (and energy) through use of appropriate fixtures and lower lumens;

e Energy efficient systems where feasible, such as solar hot water, more efficient HVAC
(heating, ventilation and air conditioning) and vertical transportation; and use of meters to track
energy use;

e Sustainable landscaping using xeriscaping and drought-tolerant plants and recycled water where
available;

e Swales to treat runoff from parking lots and other hardscape areas;

e Waste management and recycling;

o Use of recycled materials where feasible;

e Electric car charging ports;

e Photovoltaics to generate electricity and reduce reliance on the power grid;

e Lighter color aggregate for parking lots and other paved surfaces to reduce the heat island
effect;

e Other cool pavement technologies where feasible;
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e Signage used as an educational tool to indicate that sustainable practices are in use; and

e Other sustainable technologies or practices that become feasible or required by the time the
system is in final design.

2.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT WITHDRAWN

Background

As noted in Section 1, BART has long considered extension of BART services to Livermore. The
current effort is the most recent in a long history of extension planning studies. At the outset of the
current investigation, BART and its team of transportation planners reviewed these background studies
and engaged the public in a scoping process to solicit input into both the issues and alternatives that
should be considered in this Program EIR. The result of this exercise was a long list of possible
alternative routes and station locations eastward from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station through
the Livermore Valley. This section describes the alternatives that were considered but were withdrawn
from further investigation in this Program EIR, as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6
which states that:

The EIR should briefly discuss the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. The
EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were
rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the
lead agency’s determination. Additional information explaining the choice of alternatives may
be included in the administrative record. Among the factors that may be used to eliminate
alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic
project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.

Alternatives Evaluation Process

Initial ideas for alternatives were subject to a careful screening process, the purpose of which was to
identify those alternatives worthy of further study and consideration. The planning team developed a
series of evaluation criteria and measures to help with the screening process. These criteria and the
corresponding measures are enumerated in Table 2-4.

Each of the alternatives was rated on a scale: High, Medium High, Medium, Medium Low, and Low.
The most “viable” candidate alternatives, as determined through this exercise and discussions with
BART’s local stakeholders, as those described earlier in Section 2.3, BART Extension Alternatives,
and evaluated in Section 3, Environmental Analysis, Section 4, Other CEQA, and Section 5, Program
Merits, of this document.
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Table 2-4
BART to Livermore Extension Program
Alternatives Screening Criteria

Evaluation Criteria Measures

Costs/Construction Total Costs
Costs/Mile

Environmental Disturbance to biological resources

Ridership Potential Surrounding land uses, local access to stations and
potential to capture traffic from I-580

Right-of-Way Availability of right-of-way/land acquisition

Land Use Land use compatibility

TOD Potential Supportive General Plan land use policies and land use
designation

ACE/High-Speed Rail Connections  Ease of connections and transfers

BART Operations Satisfies BART operating requirements

Source: WSA, 2009.

Previously Identified Alternatives and
Reasons for Exclusion from Further Consideration in this Program EIR

Those alternatives that were withdrawn from consideration are illustrated in Figure 2-20, and the
reasons for finding them to be less effective are presented below. The ratings assigned to these
alternatives based on the screening process described above are presented in Figure 2-21.

Greenville I-580

This alternative proposed extending BART approximately 10.8 miles along 1-580 to Greenville Road
with stations at Isabel/I-580 and a median station at Greenville/I-580. This alternative was rejected on
the basis that a median station at Greenville/I-580—which would need to be situated in an elaborately
constructed retained cut or tunnel due to the slope of Altamont Pass—would require substantial
engineering work, would necessitate a long walk to transfer between BART and ACE, and might be
difficult for I-580 commuters to locate from the freeway given its subterranean configuration. Also,
the nearby Greenville East Station offered similar levels of accessibility and potential for transit-
oriented development and would have a connection between BART and ACE, making it preferable to
the Greenville I-580 option.
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Greenville West

This alternative would extend approximately 10 miles along [-580 to approximately Herman Avenue
with stations at Isabel/[-580 and a north-of-freeway station between Herman Avenue and Laughlin
Road. This alternative was rejected on the grounds that, while a station between Herman Avenue and
Laughlin Road would be well-positioned for transit-oriented development, neither the terminus station
nor Isabel/I-580 would allow transfers between BART and ACE. Also, the nearby Greenville East
Station offered similar levels of accessibility and potential for transit-oriented development and would
have a connection between BART and ACE, making it preferable to the Greenville West option.

Greenville South

This alternative would extend BART along I-580 to Greenville Road, then south along Greenville Road
to the UPRR with stations at Isabel/I-580 and Greenville/UPRR. While this alternative would facilitate
a connection between BART and ACE, it was rejected because other alignments would offer a similar
connection to ACE with a shorter overall constructed length; the Greenville South length of
approximately 11.6 miles was one of the longer of the Greenville alternatives considered. The
alignment would also have impaired travel speeds for BART trains due to sharp curves. Further, it
seemed impractical to extend BART to Greenville Road via I-580 and not provide a station within close
proximity to the freeway.

Vasco Road

The approximately 11.2-mile Vasco Alternative would extend along I-580 as far as Vasco Road, and
then would follow Vasco Road south to the UPRR. Here, the alternative would veer east and follow
the UPRR right-of-way to a station shared with ACE east of the existing Vasco Road ACE Station.
The Vasco Alternative would also include an Isabel/I-580 Station. This alternative was rejected
because its alignment would interfere with an approved housing development, have impaired travel
speeds due to sharp curves, and worsen connections to Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory at the
relocated Vasco Road ACE Station.

Isabel East

This alternative, approximately 6.5 miles in length, proposed extending BART along I-580 as far as
Isabel Avenue, where the alignment would curve south and follow Isabel Avenue to the UPRR. The
alternative would proceed east along the UPRR right-of-way to a station east of the Isabel Avenue/East
Stanley Boulevard intersection, at which point connections to ACE would be possible. This alignment
was rejected given that it would require considerable tunneling to pass through the Livermore
Municipal Airport’s flight paths and to turn between Isabel Avenue and the UPRR right-of-way. This
latter tunnel would result in residential displacements. Further, existing roadway and land use
configurations as well as adjacent quarry lands severely constrain station area access, parking, and
transit-oriented development potential. In general, this station site was found to not perform as well as
a station located north of Stanley Boulevard and west of Isabel Avenue.
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Isabel South

The 6.2-mile Isabel South Alternative would extend BART along 1-580 to Isabel Avenue and then
follow Isabel Avenue south to a station along Isabel Avenue between Jack London and East Stanley
Boulevards. This alternative was rejected on the grounds that it would require considerable tunneling
to pass through the Livermore Municipal Airport’s flight paths, and would not allow for convenient
transfers between BART and ACE because it is south of Stanley Boulevard and the ACE station would
be north of Stanley Boulevard. Additionally, existing roadway and land use configurations as well as
adjacent quarry lands considerably inhibit station area access, parking, and transit-oriented
development potential. In general, this station site was found to not perform as well as a station
located north of Stanley Boulevard and west of Isabel Avenue.

Jack London North

The Jack London North Alternative, an approximately 6 mile BART extension, would follow I-580 as
far as El Charro Road, and then would curve south along El Charro Road and east to Jack London
Boulevard, passing between Livermore Municipal Airport and quarry lands. The alignment would
proceed south from Jack London Boulevard onto Isabel Avenue and would terminate either at a station
along Isabel Avenue between Jack London and East Stanley Boulevards or at a station along the UPRR
east of the Isabel Avenue/East Stanley Boulevard intersection. This alignment was rejected because it
would traverse lands presently intended or leased for mining purposes. Additionally, if the station east
of the Isabel Avenue/East Stanley Boulevard intersection were selected, required tunneling would result
in residential displacements. The station on Isabel Avenue between Jack London and East Stanley
Boulevards would also not enable convenient transfers between BART and ACE, as the BART and
ACE stations would be separated by several hundred feet. Sharp curves would also hinder travel
speeds along this alignment. Lastly, existing roadway and land use configurations present significant
limitations to station area access, parking, and transit-oriented development potential.

Jack London South

The approximately 5.7-mile Jack London South Alternative would follow I-580 as far as El Charro
Road, and then would curve south along El Charro Road and east toward Jack London Boulevard, but,
unlike the Jack London North Alternative, would angle south approximately one-half mile before
reaching Isabel Avenue. The Jack London South Alternative would follow this alignment and then
curve eastward and follow the UPRR to a station at the intersection of Isabel Avenue and East Stanley
Boulevard, where transfers to ACE would be possible. This alternative was rejected because it would
traverse lands presently intended or leased for mining purposes. Additionally, sharp curves would
hinder travel speeds along this alignment and existing roadway and land use configurations would
present significant limitations to station area access, parking, and transit-oriented development
potential.
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El Charro

The approximately 5.5-mile El Charro Alternative would parallel I-580 to the vicinity of El Charro
Road. The alignment would then angle south to follow El Charro Road to the point where El Charro
Road angles southeast. The El Charro Alignment would proceed south along a north-south trajectory
currently occupied by Busch Road. The alternative would then swing east to join the UPRR and would
follow this alignment to a station west of the Isabel Avenue/Stanley Boulevard intersection, where
BART-to-ACE transfers would be possible. This alternative was rejected because it would traverse
lands presently intended or leased for mining purposes and it would conflict with the City of
Pleasanton’s planned El Charro realignment. This alignment along the currently private Busch Road,
which traverses a narrow levee, would not allow ample space for a new four-lane roadway as well as
BART. Existing roadway and land use configurations in the Isabel Avenue/East Stanley Boulevard
station area would also present significant limitations to station area access, parking, and transit-
oriented development potential.

Other Alternatives that were Considered

Prior to the formal scoping of this Program EIR, BART staff met with representatives of the City of
Tracy, the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG), and the San Joaquin Regional Rail
Commission (SJRRC) to determine the level of interest in considering a future extension of BART east
of Livermore over the Altamont Pass to San Joaquin County as one of the alternatives. Similarly,
during the scoping process, there was a suggestion to focus on extending BART directly to the Central
Valley rather than devote effort to providing for a BART-ACE connection. While the City of Tracy’s
representatives expressed some interest in a potential BART extension, the representatives of the
SJCOG and the SJRRC noted that their current policies and program objectives all involve efforts to
support the continued operation and improvement of the ACE commuter rail service that links San
Joaquin County with the Bay Area. In fact, San Joaquin County’s 2011-2041 $2.552 billion Measure
K transportation sales tax measure only includes a total of $295 million in funding for commuter rail
transit (i.e., ACE) related projects and of this total, approximately $20 million could be available as a
local match for a potential BART-ACE Intermodal Station in Livermore. It is also important to note
that because San Joaquin County is not part of the original BART District, the county would have to
pay for the full cost of the extension and the cost of impacts to the existing BART system in order for
the extension to be constructed. Because the county agencies did not express interest in altering their
objectives to fund a BART extension, a BART extension to San Joaquin County was not included in
this Program EIR. It should be further noted that none of the alternatives evaluated in this Program
EIR would preclude a future BART extension into San Joaquin County should that be desired in the
future and the appropriate agencies could agree on how such an extension could occur and be funded.

During the scoping process, several alternative station sites beyond those already consider at that point
were suggested as follows:

o A station close to the North Livermore Avenue exit with shuttle buses to and from the city
center of Livermore - this station was considered but rejected because the potential Isabel/I-580
Station is very accessible from downtown via North Livermore Avenue and Portola Avenue.
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Bus connections would be provided between downtown and the Isabel/I-580 Station. Also,
because the area at North Livermore Avenue (south of the freeway) is developed, the station
site would have to be north of the freeway which is outside the City’s Urban Growth Boundary
that would limit the potential for station area development.

e Stations at Vasco Road, East Livermore, and West Livermore, and North Flynn Road - several
of the alternatives under consideration would include a station at Vasco Road at the existing
ACE station. A Vasco Road Station at I-580 was considered but this location is very close to
the Greenville Road Station site and it would not allow for a connection to ACE, which is one
of the primary objectives of a BART to Livermore Extension. The Isabel/I-580, the Vasco
Road, or the Greenville East Stations, which are considered in this Program EIR, serve West
and East Livermore, respectively. A station at North Flynn Road would require the BART
extension to traverse a major portion of the western grade of the Altamont Pass and it would be
located on agricultural lands. It would only serve travelers from the east, and would provide
no service to Livermore. All of these functions would be better served by the Greenville East
Station.
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Section 3
Environmental Analysis

3.1 INTRODUCTION TO ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Introduction

This section presents an overview to the environmental analysis chapter, and provides background
information that will assist the reader in understanding the analysis. First, the study area is described.
Next, the organization of the environmental analysis is described, as well as the methodology used to
determine, classify, and present the environmental impacts of the BART extension alternatives.

Study Area

The study area for the BART extension alternatives lies in eastern Alameda County, California;
specifically, the study area for the alternatives encompasses the Amador, Livermore, and San Ramon
Valleys, collectively known as the “Tri-Valley” area (see Figure 1-2 in Section 1, Introduction).

As shown in Figure 1-2, the study area includes the Interstate 580 (I-580) corridor, running from the
east end of the existing Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station, past portions of the cities of Dublin,
Pleasanton, and Livermore, to unincorporated Alameda County just beyond the eastern boundary of the
City of Livermore. Generally, the northern limits of the study area include the north side of the I-580
right-of-way, and the southern limits include the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) right-of-way used by
the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) and freight trains. Figure 1-3 (in Section 1, Introduction)
shows the alignments, or routes, of the proposed BART extension alternatives through the study area.
All of the alignment alternatives would extend eastward from the existing BART tailtracks east of the
Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station in the median of I-580 (just east of the Hacienda Drive interchange).
From the I-580 corridor, five of the nine alternatives diverge from I-580 at El Charro Road and follow
a southeasterly route toward the UPRR. One of the nine alternatives diverges southeast from I-580
along Portola Avenue, and another alternative diverges southeast from I-580 along Las Positas Road.
As shown in Figure 1-1, among the nine alternatives, there are five potential station locations and three
potential maintenance yard locations in the study area.

Organization of the Environmental Analyses

This section is organized by environmental issue (e.g., Population and Housing, Community Services,
Cultural Resources, etc.). Fifteen separate environmental topics are presented in this section (not
including this Introduction), broken down into subsections (i.e., Sections 3.2 through 3.16).

In order to assist the public in identifying particular issues of interest, a page numbering convention has
been employed to distinguish each topic.  The pagination system consists of three parts:

BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR — Introduction to Environmental Analysis 3.1-1



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 3.1 Introduction to Environmental Analysis

section-subsection-page; for example, page 3.2-2 signifies Section 3 (Environmental Analysis),
Subsection 3.2 (Transportation), and page 2. In addition, the environmental topic is identified in the
header at the top of each page for easy reference.

For each environmental topic addressed in Sections 3.2 through 3.16, this Program EIR is organized
into the sections described below.

Introduction. The introduction presents the reader with an overview to the topic and the critical issues
and concerns that are considered in the analysis. In addition, a brief summary of comments received
(if any) in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) or to the scoping meeting is provided. Both the
NOP and the scoping meeting occurred at the outset of the environmental review process, with the
intent of soliciting input on the environmental concerns that should be considered in the Program EIR.

Existing Conditions. The existing conditions section presents setting information for each
environmental topic. Most sections focus on the Tri-Valley study area, where impacts from the BART
extension alternatives are most expected to occur; however, for more regional topics such as
transportation and air quality, the existing conditions include data for a larger study area. Existing
conditions describe the environmental setting as of the release of the NOP in June 2008.

A discussion of “Applicable Policies and Regulations” is also included in the description of the existing
conditions. This subsection identifies relevant public plans and policies and appropriate federal, State,
and local regulations governing the environmental topic under discussion.

As noted in some of the individual sections that follow, under State law (Government Code Section
53090 et seq.), BART is not required to comply with local land use policies and ordinances; however,
discussion of these policies and ordinances is provided in some sections to understand the extent to
which the BART extension alternatives are consistent with local plans, policies, and ordinances.

Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures. This section considers how the existing conditions
would be affected by the BART extension alternatives. This section is organized in the fashion
described below.

Standards of Significance. The “standards of significance” describe the criteria by which an impact is
declared significant and therefore in need of mitigation (i.e., actions to reduce or eliminate the effects).
These criteria are largely based on suggestions from the State CEQA Guidelines, or where possible,
criteria are based on State or federal standards. For example, air quality significance criteria, or
thresholds, are based on the State and federal ambient air quality standards; noise significance
thresholds are likewise based on criteria defined by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). In other
cases, such as for visual resources, the significance criteria are based on professional standards.

Methodology. The analysis of impacts for some of the environmental topics may warrant use of
specialized models, techniques, or methodologies. In such cases, the methodology for analyzing
environmental impacts is presented. For example, the air quality analysis, which relies on a number of
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meteorological and traffic assumptions and on various air pollutant dispersion models, contains a
description of these assumptions and the methodology adopted.

Environmental Analysis. The environmental analysis identifies and describes the effects of the BART
extension alternatives on the existing conditions. The analysis of the BART extension alternatives in
Sections 3.2 through 3.15 examines the long-term, operational impacts of BART service, stations, and
maintenance facilities. Temporary, construction-related impacts are combined into a single section,
Section 3.16, Construction Impacts.

Environmental impacts are identified as the changes that would be caused by the BART extension
alternatives to the existing, or “baseline,” environmental conditions as of the date of the NOP, June
2008. These effects are classified as follows:

”

o Significant Impacts (S) include adverse impacts that exceed the identified standards of
significance. For example, air emissions that exceed federal ambient air quality standards
would be a significant adverse impact.

o Potentially Significant Impacts (PS) include those impacts where it is not precisely clear
whether a significant effect would occur; the analysis in these instances conservatively assesses
the reasonably foreseeable worst-case effects, but the discussion acknowledges that there is
uncertainty regarding the extent of the impact. For example, to determine visual impacts for
the BART extension alternatives requires information on the design and architectural treatment
of the stations. Lack of information on these details precludes a definitive statement about
whether the proposed alignment and facilities would contrast substantially with the surrounding
environment, and therefore the analysis assumes that there would be a potential for a significant
effect, in the absence of clear evidence otherwise.

o Less-than-Significant Impacts (LTS) include adverse effects that do not exceed the identified
standards of significance. For example, changes in traffic congestion at an intersection from a
free-flowing level of service to one where average delays may be ten seconds would be
perceptible but would not represent a significant change in intersection operations. Similarly,
if the ambient noise levels increased because of project operations, but the noise levels did not
exceed FTA’s criteria, the effect would not be considered significant.

e No Impact (NI) includes conditions when the BART extension alternatives would not result in
any impact at all. For example, if there are no significant historic resources or faults within
the study area, impacts to cultural resources or effects from ground rupture, respectively,
would not be anticipated.

e Beneficial Impacts (B) include effects that enhance or improve the baseline conditions without
the program. For example, reduction in fuel consumption in the region due to fewer
automobiles on the road with implementation of the BART extension alternatives would
constitute a beneficial effect in terms of energy use and conservation.
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For each impact identified as being significantly or potentially significantly, this Program EIR suggests
mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate the negative effect of the BART extension alternatives.
Where possible, specific mitigation measures are identified to reduce the potential effects identified.
However, because this is a program-level document and it is premature to define some project details,
especially at this stage, where the primary decision is which alignment and station combination is most
feasible and practical, mitigation measures are not necessarily always well defined. In some situations,
the mitigation recommendation is a preferred strategy covering potential approaches that can be
identified at a program level for use to avoid, minimize, or reduce potentially significant environmental
impacts. It is anticipated that these mitigation strategies would be refined in a subsequent project-level
environmental document if a project is pursued. For each discussion of mitigation measures or
strategies, there is an indication whether the mitigation measures individually or collectively would
reduce effects to a less-than-significant level. If the significant or potentially significant impact cannot
be reduced to less than significant, then either of the following significance conclusions are made:

o Significant and Unavoidable Impacts (SU) include those effects for which mitigation measures
would not successfully reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level or because it is apparent,
even at the Program EIR stage, that no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the
impact to less than significant.

e Potentially Significant and Unavoidable (PSU) include those effects for which mitigation
measures would reduce effects but it cannot be determined with certainty that they would
lessen the effect to less than significant. In fact, it is conceivable that the impact may be
reduced or avoided, when more detailed engineering and environmental analysis is performed
at a later stage of project development. In the future project-level EIR, BART will re-evaluate
all impacts identified as significant and unavoidable in the Program EIR and will further
consider the possibilities for feasible mitigation.

It should be noted that CEQA does not make a distinction between “significant and unavoidable” and
“potentially significant and unavoidable.
has not been reduced to less than significant and requires the lead agency to make appropriate findings

”

Either condition is interpreted under CEQA as an effect that

if it wishes to approve the project or program. This distinction has been made in this Program EIR to
inform the reader that there are different degrees of certainty about whether an effect is truly significant
and unavoidable.

Cumulative Analysis. To fully understand the environmental implications of a project, the State CEQA
Guidelines requires that a project be examined for its cumulative effects in conjunction with other
reasonably foreseeable projects, as well as its individual effects on the existing environment.
Cumulative effects must be considered because, even if one of the BART extension alternatives has a
less-than-significant impact by itself, its small contribution together with the contributions of other
projects can add up to an impact that collectively exceeds the standard of significance. On the other
hand, if the combination of the BART extension alternatives’ contribution, together with those of other
projects, would not exceed the significance standard, then the cumulative impact is less than
significant. In addition, if the project does not make any contribution to an adverse impact, it does not
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have a significant cumulative impact, even though the effects of other projects may be cumulatively
significant.

The cumulative context for the BART extension alternatives varies, depending on the environmental
topic being discussed. For example, the cumulative context for the cultural resources analysis is the
Tri-Valley area, which includes Amador Valley, Livermore Valley, and San Ramon Valley and the
cities of Pleasanton, Livermore, Dublin, San Ramon, and Danville. This varies from the Population
and Housing subsection, which considers the potential for the BART extension alternatives, in
combination with the projected growth in the City of Livermore, because induced growth is anticipated
to occur around the stations, all of which would be in the City. However, while the cumulative context
for the BART extension alternatives does vary depending on the environmental topic being discussed,
reference to development in the eastern portion of the County is most commonly discussed throughout
the cumulative analysis in this document. This includes growth in accordance with the General Plans
of the cities of Pleasanton, Dublin, and Livermore and Alameda County; and the Staples Ranch, El
Charro, and East Dublin Specific Plans. Where appropriate, other foreseeable projects in the area such
as the I-580 Widening and HOV Lanes and the Iron Horse Trail along the UPRR tracks are also
considered. A description of these other plans and projects that could cumulate with the effects of the
BART to Livermore Extension Program is provided at the end of this section.

Enumeration of Environmental Analysis and Mitigation Measures

Each discrete environmental issue within a topic is enumerated and italicized. These issues include, for
example, exposure to hazardous materials, wildland fire hazards, and airport safety within the Public
Health and Safety topic. These topics are enumerated using an alpha-numerical system that helps
identify the environmental issue. For example, Impact LU-1 denotes the first impact discussion in the
Land Use subsection. The letter acronyms used to identify the environmental topics discussed in this
section are as follows:

e TR for Transportation; e NO for Noise and Vibration;

e LU for Land Use; e AQ for Air Quality;

e PH for Population and Housing; e HS for Public Health and Safety;
e VQ for Visual Quality/Aesthetics; e (S for Community Services;

e CR for Cultural Resources; e UT for Utilities;

e GEO for Geology, Soils, and Seismicity; e EN for Energy; and

e HY for Hydrology and Water Quality; e (I for Construction Impacts

e BIO for Biological Resources;

Cumulative impacts are distinguished from project impacts and are denoted by the letters “CU” in the
alpha-numerical system.
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The mitigation measures are also numbered and are prefixed to link them with the impact they address;
e.g., Mitigation Measure CR-2.1, refers to the first mitigation for Impact 2 in the Cultural Resources
subsection. A brief title is also included to easily identify the mitigation measure (e.g., CR-2.1
Conduct Project-Level Archaeological Resources Investigation). In some instances, the proposed
mitigation measure does not apply to all of the BART extension alternatives. In these cases, the
relevant alternatives are identified in parentheses after the mitigation title. If the proposed mitigation
measure would effectively reduce the significant or potentially significant impact to less than
significant, this result is explicitly noted. On the other hand, if the proposed mitigation measure would
not reduce the significant or potentially significant effect to less than significant, the analysis
specifically notes that the impact would remain “significant and unavoidable” or “potentially significant
and unavoidable.”

Foreseeable Development included in the Cumulative Analysis

The cumulative context for the proposed program considers regional and local growth forecasts. These
projects include growth in the study area as forecast by the Association of Bay Area Governments, the
East County Area Plan, the Livermore General Plan, the El Charro Specific Plan, the Downtown
Livermore Specific Plan, the Arroyo Vista Neighborhood Plan, the Brisa Neighborhood Area Plan, the
Livermore Municipal Airport Rezoning, the Dublin General Plan, the East Dublin Specific Plan, the
Pleasanton General Plan, and the Stoneridge Drive/Staples Ranch Specific Plan. The timeframe for
these planning documents and projections is 2035, which is the planning horizon for the BART to
Livermore Extension Program.

East County Development

Association of Bay Area Government’s (ABAG) Growth Forecasts for 2035. The ABAG forecasts
have been used to define future growth in the project corridor and study area. These growth forecasts
generally encompass a number of specific development projects that are planned, approved but not yet
constructed, or under construction. As a result, these projections are particularly useful in travel
demand forecasting and anticipating future traffic conditions in the study area. Table 3.1-1 presents
population and employment growth projections prepared by ABAG for Alameda County, and the cities
of Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore.

East County Area Plan. The East County Area Plan (ECAP) was adopted by the Alameda County
Board of Supervisors in May 2002. The purpose of the ECAP is to present a clear statement of the
County’s intent concerning future development and resource conservation within East County.'! When
Alameda County voters approved Measure D, which established an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)
around the cities of Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore in November 2000, the provisions of that
public initiative measure became the applicable land use policy for the unincorporated areas of
Alameda County, including the unincorporated areas within the study area. Passage of the initiative

' Alameda County Community Development Agency Planning Department. 1994. East County Area Plan.
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indicated residents’ desire to further preserve agricultural lands, maintain the natural environment, and
protect local wildlife and habitat areas.

Table 3.1-1
Growth Projections for the Study Area, 2010, 2025, and 2035

Year Alameda County Dublin Pleasanton Livermore
Population 2010 1,571,400 50,000 73,600 88,200

2025 1,776,900 69,200 85,400 107,300

2035 1,938,600 82,600 94,500 120,900
Households 2010 564,830 16,600 26,700 31,160

2025 643,030 23,770 31,170 38,090

2035 700,090 28,720 34,400 42,820
Jobs 2010 781,520 22,910 64,260 53,650

2025 968,590 36,590 76,020 71,240

2035 1,099,550 49,810 81,270 82,990

Source: Associated Bay Area Governments, Projections 2007, December 2006.

City of Livermore

Livermore General Plan. In 2003, the City of Livermore updated its General Plan to guide
development and conservation in the City through 2025. The 2003 General Plan establishes a buildout
estimate for the City through the planning horizon. This estimate is updated on an annual basis to
reflect amendments to the General Plan that affect buildout population and job estimates. Based on
amendments processed through 2008, the buildout estimate of the City through 2025 is 38,449 dwelling
units and 86,904 jobs.> These buildout figures represent growth of about 8,445 housing units, 23,100
persons, and 54,500 jobs. The General Plan was developed with the understanding that BART may
extend service to the City and assuming that if it did, BART would extend service to Livermore by
adding one station at I-580/Isabel and a second station near Greenville Road north of I-580.°

El Charro Specific Plan. The El Charro Road Specific Plan, adopted by the Livermore City Council
in July 2007, covers approximately 250 acres of mostly non-urbanized land south of I-580 at the
western edge of Livermore (immediately east of the SDSP described above). The goal of the Specific
Plan is to create a regional retail destination that takes advantage of the proximity to I-580 while also
integrating the area’s surrounding natural setting. More specifically, the Specific Plan envisions
several categories of regional retail development ranging in intensity and focus, including food and
entertainment, regional and sub-regional retail, mid-box retail, and lifestyle retail such as general
merchandise sales, outlet stores, home decorating, housewares, clothing and accessories, and mid-size

Roberts, Marc, City of Livermore Community Development Director, Memo to Mayor and Members of the
City Council, April 14, 2009.

Bell, Debbie, Assistant Planner, City of Livermore Planning Division, telephone communication with BAE,
April 29, 2009.
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retailers that sell goods such as electronics sporting goods, or other consumer products. At buildout,
maximum allowable densities would permit up to 1.5 million square feet of retail space.*

Downtown Livermore Specific Plan. The Downtown Specific Plan covers approximately 272 acres
near the geographic center of the City of Livermore. The Specific Plan acknowledges the potential for
a BART to Livermore Extension, including the possibility of an alignment through downtown
Livermore. Maximizing transit opportunities to Downtown and encouraging the future development of
mass transit, including BART, is specified as a revitalization goal of the Specific Plan.

The Downtown Livermore Station is located in the Downtown Transit Gateway Plan area of the
Specific Plan, which also includes the ACE/Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority (LAVTA)
and Greyhound stations. Permitted uses in the Downtown Transit Gateway Plan area include
multi-family and attached single-family residences, lodging, public and quasi-public uses, public halls,
health and exercise clubs, business and professional and government offices, medical and dental
offices, and neighborhood serving commercial. Land north of the Downtown Livermore Station falls
outside of the Specific Plan area. The Specific Plan identified a capacity for 3,259 new housing units
for a total residential buildout of 3,600 units in the Downtown Specific Plan area.’

Arroyo Vista Neighborhood Plan. The Arroyo Vista Neighborhood Plan, approved in July 2007, is a
policy framework to implement the orderly, compatible development of a residential neighborhood
with a density range of 14 to 18 dwelling units per acre. The Plan Area is an approximately 28-acre
site composed of six parcels, five of which are vacant. It is located in a predominantly industrial
district on the eastern side of the City, bordered to the north by Arroyo Vista Road, to the west and
south by Las Positas Road and to the east by Bennett Drive. It is intersected by the Arroyo Seco
Channel. The Las Positas alternative (Alternative 2) would bisect this Plan Area.

Brisa Neighborhood Area Plan. In February 2007, the Livermore City Council approved the Brisa
Neighborhood Plan for a 37.5-acre vacant site east of Vasco Road and bisected by Brisa Street. The
Neighborhood Plan outlines a comprehensively planned, transit-oriented development with 510 new
residential units. The proposed Vasco Road BART Station is adjacent to the southeast corner of the
neighborhood plan area. Transit-oriented development is already planned for in the Vasco Road ACE
Station area in conjunction with the existing ACE station.

Livermore Airport Rezoning and General Plan Amendment. The Livermore Municipal Airport is
located in the northwestern portion of Livermore and is generally bound by Club House Drive and
Airway Boulevard to the north; parcels bordering Rutan Drive and the Water Reclamation Plant on the
east; the Water Reclamation Plant and Jack London Boulevard on the south; and agricultural lands and
the Las Positas Golf Course on the west. The Livermore Municipal Airport is currently zoned for
Education and Institution (E) and Planned Development (PD). The City of Livermore is proposing to
rezone the 395-acre Livermore Municipal Airport to the proposed Airport (AIR) zoning district, and
would consist of two zoning subdistricts: 1) the Airport Operations (AIR-OP) zoning subdistrict and 2)

*  City of Livermore, El Charro Road Specific Plan, July 2007, p. 2-2.

> City of Livermore, Downtown Specific Plan, February 2004, p. 4-17.

BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR — Introduction to Environmental Analysis 3.1-8



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 3.1 Introduction to Environmental Analysis

the Airport Service (AIR-SE) zoning subdistrict. Uses that would be permitted in the AIR-OP district
include runways, taxiways, run-up aprons, airfield lighting, signage, and similar uses. The AIR-SE
district would allow the development of access taxi lanes, aircraft hangars, aircraft manufacturing and
research uses, aircraft sales, ancillary support services, and similar uses. The project does not include
changes to the current runway environment; thus, there would be no changes to flight operations. The
project would allow for future proposals such as a full-service fixed-base operator facility, a new
hangar facility, and the replacement of the existing administration building. Specific development
projects would be subject to independent design and environmental review.

The General Plan Amendment (GPA) would remove references to the 1975 Airport Master Plan, which
is proposed to be rescinded in a separate action. The GPA would include updated forecasts for flight
operations and based aircraft. The City of Livermore issued an NOP for the project in October 2008
and an amendment to the NOP was distributed in May 2009. The Draft EIR for the project was
released for public review in September 2009. The comment period ended November 2, 2009.

City of Dublin

Dublin General Plan. The Dublin General Plan, adopted in 1986, focuses on three areas — a primary
planning area and two extended planning areas. The primary planning area includes the 1982 City
boundaries and the developable land immediately to the west. Dublin’s Eastern Planning Area is
located east of the City’s built-up area (as defined in the early 1980s), while the Western Planning Area
is located west of existing development in the City, north of I-580. These extended planning areas
comprise the City’s primary lands available to accommodate substantial future growth.

The existing Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station is located in the Eastern Planning Area. The Eastern
Planning Area, which covers approximately 4,300 acres, would add 14,000 new housing units, 33,000
new residents, and 26,000 new jobs at buildout.® When the Eastern Planning Area was added to the
General Plan in the early 1990s, buildout of the Eastern Planning Area was projected to take 30 to 40
years.

East Dublin Specific Plan. The Eastern Dublin Specific Plan was adopted in January 1994 and
updated in November 2008. The Plan establishes a framework for the future growth and development
of over 4,000 acres in eastern Dublin (described as the Eastern Planning Area of the Dublin General
Plan above). The Specific Plan envisions a mixed-use community that will balance employment
generating and residential uses. In total, the Plan yields over 10 million square feet of commercial and
industrial space and nearly 14,000 dwelling units.

The East Dublin Specific Plan area is composed of 11 planning subareas. The existing
Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station is located in the Transit Village Center subarea, which covers the
southwesternmost corner of the Specific Plan area. Land use designations in the Transit Village Center
are intended to maximize transit opportunities attributable to BART and the associated bus hub by
creating a pedestrian-friendly high density mix of office, retail, and residential uses. The development

6 City of Dublin, General Plan, March 2008, p. 19.
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potential for the Transit Village Center subarea is two million square feet of office space and 1,500
residential units. At the end of 2008, three residential projects consisting of 674 units had been
completed in the Transit Village Center.

City of Pleasanton

Pleasanton General Plan. The Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 was adopted in July 2009 and
updates the 1996 General Plan, which accommodated a maximum buildout of approximately 29,000
units. The Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 retains the 1996 Plan’s maximum of 29,000 housing
units. In addition, the City could accommodate 600 second units and 1,100 units in congregate living
facilities. The City could also accommodate approximately 32 million square feet of commercial,
office, industrial, and other employment-generating uses, supporting a total of 88,000 jobs. Projected
growth between 2005 and 2025 includes about 3,900 housing units, 10,600 persons, and up to 29,900
jobs.

Stoneridge Drive/Staples Ranch Specific Plan. The Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan (SDSP) was
adopted in October 1989. The 293-acre Plan Area is located in the northeast corner of the City of
Pleasanton, adjacent to I-580 to the north and El Charro Road to the east. Although the entire Plan
Area is within Pleasanton’s Sphere of Influence (SOI), 196 acres are within unincorporated Alameda
County.

The SDSP designates 128 acres of the Plan Area for residential uses, 78 acres for service
commercial/light industrial uses, 30 acres for commercial uses, and 33 acres for parks, schools and
institutional uses. The remaining undeveloped portion of the Plan area, the 124-acre Staples Ranch, is
the subject of a Memorandum of Understanding between the City and the Alameda County Surplus
Property Authority, for future development of a continuing-care retirement community, auto
dealerships, additional commercial development, and a public park. The Staples Ranch property is just
south of I-580 and west of El Charro Road. In February 2009, a Specific Plan Amendment was
approved and an EIR was certified by the City of Pleasanton to facilitate development of an auto mall,
a senior care community, retail and commercial uses, and a community park. A four-rink ice center is
being considered as part of the community park.

Other Regional Projects

A number of regional infrastructure projects are proposed in the study area and their effects could
cumulate with those of the BART to Livermore Extension Program. These projects are identified in
the environmental analyses that follow. However, three projects are identified here because they
extend along the study area for much of its length.
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I-580 HOV Lane Project.” The Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA), in
cooperation with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is currently sponsoring the
construction of an Eastbound (EB) HOV Lane along I-580 from Hacienda Drive to east of Greenville
Road. The improvements are within the existing right-of-way and construction commenced in
September 2008.

In addition, eastbound auxiliary lanes between the El Charro Road and Airway Boulevard interchanges
will be constructed. Proposed improvements would all be constructed within the existing right-of-way.
The I-580 Eastbound HOV Lane Project is one of the first phases of a multi-phase Tri-Valley
Implementation Plan for 1-580.

In March 2009, Caltrans released an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and an
Environmental Assessment for the [-580 Westbound HOV Lane Project. The project consists of
construction of a westbound HOV lane in the I-580 median from the Greenville Road undercrossing
westward to just west of the San Ramon/Foothill Road overcrossing, a stretch of 13.1 miles. The
HOV lane project would occur almost entirely within existing Caltrans right-of-way. The project also
calls for the construction of auxiliary lanes, widening of under and overcrossings, and provision for a
future High Occupancy Toll lane project.

Iron Horse Trail Project.® The Iron Horse Trail is a regional trail that currently spans 28 miles from
Marsh Road in Concord, Contra Costa County to Dublin in Alameda County. The regional trail passes
through Concord, Pleasant Hill, Walnut Creek, Alamo, Danville, San Ramon, and Dublin. An Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared by the City of Livermore to extend the
regional trail 6.5 miles through the City of Livermore parallel to and south of the UPRR right-of-way
that is currently used for ACE regional rail commuter and for freight service. The multi-use
recreational route would provide bicycle and pedestrian non-motorized travel on a surfaced
right-of-way from the western city limits at Isabel Avenue to the eastern city limits at Greenville Road.
In addition to the paved trail, the project would include landscaped areas, curbs and gutters, fencing
and benches, four pedestrian/bicycle grade separation bridges, signs, interpretive panels, and
soundwalls where the trail is close to the rail tracks and in the downtown area.

California High-Speed Train. It is acknowledged that there is the potential for a California
High-Speed Rail project that could link the Central Valley to the Bay Area through the Tri-Valley area;
however, the California High-Speed Rail Authority has designated the preferred connection between
the Central Valley and the Bay Area to occur over the Pacheco Pass and through San Jose. The project
being developed in the Tri-Valley area by the Authority focuses on improvements and enhancements
that could be made to the ACE corridor to potentially accommodate high-speed trains in the future via

Alameda County Congestion Management Agency, Get the Facts: I-580 Eastbound HOV,
http://www.i580.info/documents/Fact %20Sheets-rev %2011-27-06 %203.pdf, accessed August 4, 2009;
Caltrans District 4, Initial Study with Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration/Environmental Assessment
for I-580 High Occupancy Vehicle Lane Project, March 2009.

City of Livermore Community Development Department, Public Draft CEQA Initial Study for Livermore
Iron Horse Trail Alignment, December 11, 2008.
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the Altamont Pass. If an Altamont Corridor high-speed rail project is developed, it is expected that the
project could be designed to accommodate an intermodal connection to BART in the Livermore
vicinity. Nevertheless, at this stage, there are no definable plans, schedules, or improvements for
operating high-speed trains through the Tri-Valley area, and, thus, there is no foreseeable high-speed
train project that could be included in the cumulative assessment for this Program EIR.
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3.2 TRANSPORTATION

Introduction

This section describes the regional and local transportation network serving the Dublin-Pleasanton-
Livermore study area under existing and future (year 2035) conditions. The transportation network in
the study area is composed of a freeway, roadways, bus and rail transit, parking facilities, as well as
pedestrian and bicycle facilities. This section identifies the potential program-level impacts to the
transportation system associated with the implementation of the BART extension alternatives under
future (year 2035) conditions. The following impacts are analyzed in this section:

o Traffic on Interstate 580 (I-580), State Route (SR 84), arterials, and key intersections;

e Transit operations for San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), Livermore
Amador Valley Transit Authority (LAVTA), Altamont Commuter Express (ACE), Eastern
Contra Costa Transit Authority (Tri Delta Transit), San Joaquin Regional Transit District
(SJRTD), and Modesto Area Express (MAX);

e Parking availability versus projected demand at the stations; and

e Pedestrian and bicycle circulation.

Projected ridership on the BART to Livermore extension, as well as on the BART system as a whole,
is presented and discussed for each alternative including the No Build Alternative. Ridership is a key
component in the analysis of transportation changes, as it is the basis for future traffic impacts (or
benefits), parking demand, transit connectivity needs, and other infrastructure requirements.
Depending on the alternative, it is estimated that a BART extension in the study area would generate
between 19,900 and 31,700 additional daily BART riders in 2035.

This traffic and circulation analysis has been prepared in accordance with California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) procedures for State highways, and reflects local jurisdictional standards for
all other roads and intersections. In addition, this analysis responds to transportation-related comments
received in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) from interested parties.

Existing Conditions'

Study Area

Figure 3.2-1 illustrates the transportation study area in eastern Alameda County. This study area
generally extends from Greenville Road on the east, Dublin Boulevard and North Canyons Parkway on

Data comprising the ridership, fares and hours of operation for all transit operators in the transportation
study area were collected from April-July 2009. The Notice of Preparation for the Program EIR was
released in 2008 and typically establishes the date for describing existing conditions. However, in some
instances, where more current data are available, that information has been provided.
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the north, Interstate 680 (I-680) on the west, and Stanley Boulevard on the south. Figure 3.2-2
identifies the key traffic study sites (further discussed below) within the study area.

Study Freeway Segments. Traffic conditions on the freeway serving the project vicinity were part of
the analysis. The following mainline segments of I-580 shown in Table 3.2-1 were analyzed for this
project. These segments represent the full length of I-580 within the study area.

Table 3.2-1
I-580 Mainline Study Segments
in the BART to Livermore Extension Study Area

Mainline From To Location
1-580 Hopyard Road Hacienda Drive Dublin/Pleasanton
1-580 Hacienda Drive Santa Rita Road Dublin/Pleasanton
1-580 Santa Rita Road El Charro Road Dublin/Pleasanton/
Unincorporated Alameda
County
1-580 El Charro Road Airway Boulevard Dublin/Livermore/
Unincorporated Alameda
County
1-580 Airway Boulevard Isabel Avenue® Livermore
1-580 Isabel Avenue® Livermore Avenue Livermore/
Unincorporated Alameda
County
1-580 Livermore Ave First Street Livermore/
Unincorporated Alameda
County
1-580 First Street Vasco Road Livermore
1-580 Vasco Road Greenville Road Livermore
1-580 Greenville Road East of Greenville Road Unincorporated Alameda
County

Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009.

Notes:
a. This interchange does not currently exist; however, it is under construction and will be analyzed under Year 2035
conditions.
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Study Arterials. Traffic conditions on key arterials (listed in Table 3.2-2) in the study area were also
analyzed. The arterial roadways studied were selected based on their location along major travel routes
serving the potential station locations and on consultations with local jurisdictions.

Table 3.2-2
Arterial Study Segments
in the BART to Livermore Extension Study Area

Arterial From To Location

1. Greenville Road Altamont Pass Road Patterson Pass Road Livermore

2. Vasco Road Northfront Road East Avenue Livermore

3. First Street 1-580 Eastbound Scott Street Livermore
Ramps

4. First Street Scott Street Holmes Street/ Livermore

Murrieta Boulevard/
College Avenue

5. Livermore Avenue I-580 Eastbound Chestnut Street Livermore
Ramps
6. Livermore Avenue Chestnut Street East Avenue Livermore
7. Stanley Boulevard Valley Avenue Murrieta Boulevard Livermore/Pleasanton/
Unincorporated Alameda County
8. Stanley Boulevard Murrieta Boulevard Livermore Avenue Livermore
9. Isabel Avenue 1-580 Eastbound Concannon Boulevard Livermore
Ramp

Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009.

Study Intersections. A total of 37 intersections were analyzed for this study; including 19 local
roadway intersections and 18 freeway ramp intersections. Study intersections were selected based on
consultations with local jurisdictions and the location of the intersections along major travel routes
serving the potential station areas. Local street intersections, freeway ramp intersections, and the
location of each intersection are listed below in Tables 3.2-3 and 3.2-4.
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Table 3.2-3

Local Study Intersections

in the BART to Livermore Extension Study Area

Intersection Location
1. Airway Boulevard/Isabel Avenue Livermore
2. Stanley Boulevard/Isabel Avenue On Ramp Livermore
3. Isabel Avenue/Stanley Boulevard On Ramp Livermore
4. Portola Avenue/Murrieta Boulevard Livermore
5. Murrieta Boulevard/Stanley Boulevard Livermore
6. Portola Avenue/Livermore Avenue Livermore
7. Livermore Avenue/Chestnut Street Livermore
8. First Street/Livermore Avenue Livermore
9. First Street/Scott Street Livermore
10. Vasco Road/Las Positas Road Livermore
11. Vasco Road/Brisa Street Livermore
12. Vasco Road/Patterson Pass Road Livermore
13. Greenville Road/Altamont Pass Road Livermore
14. Southfront Road/Greenville Road Livermore
15. Hopyard Road/Owens Drive Pleasanton
16. Owens Drive/Willow Road Pleasanton
17. Hacienda Drive/Owens Drive Pleasanton
18. Hacienda Drive/Dublin Boulevard Dublin
19. Stanley Boulevard/Valley Avenue Pleasanton

Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009.

BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR — Transportation

3.2-8



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District

3.2 Transportation

Table 3.2-4

Freeway Ramp Study Intersections
in the BART to Livermore Extension Study Area

Intersection Location
20. Greenville Road/I-580 Westbound Ramps Livermore
21. Greenville Road/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Livermore
22. Vasco Road/I-580 Westbound Ramps Livermore
23. Vasco Road/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Livermore
24. First Street/I-580 Westbound Ramps Livermore
25. First Street/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Livermore
26. Livermore Avenue/I-580 Westbound Ramps Livermore
27. Livermore Avenue/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Livermore
28. Isabel Avenue?/I-580 Westbound Ramps Livermore
29. Isabel Avenue?/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Livermore
30. Airway Boulevard/I-580 Westbound Ramps Livermore
31. Airway Boulevard/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Livermore
32. Fallon Road/I-580 Westbound Ramps Dublin
33.  El Charro Road/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Cgﬁ?;;’iﬂ/ (;rsf(ie
34. Hacienda Drive/I-580 Westbound Ramps Dublin
35. Hacienda Drive/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Pleasanton
36. Hopyard Road/I-580 Westbound Ramps Dublin
37. Hopyard Road/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Pleasanton

Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009.

Notes:

All freeway-ramp study intersections are currently metered, with the exception of
the Fallon/I-580 Westbound Ramps intersection.

a. This intersection does not currently exist; however, it is planned and will be
analyzed under Year 2035 conditions.
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Regional Transportation Facilities

The main regional routes through Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin are I-580, I-680, and SR 84. I-
580 connects the Bay Area with San Joaquin County and is a major inter-regional route for commuting,
truck commerce, and recreational travel.

Interstate 580. 1-580 is an eight-lane freeway that runs east-west from I-5 near Tracy to US 101 in
San Rafael. I-580 currently experiences severe congestion during the morning and evening peak traffic
hours. The peak commute hour varies for each study segment. Generally, however, the morning
(AM) peak hour typically occurs between 7:00 to 9:00 a.m. Similarly, the evening (PM) peak hour
typically occurs between 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. Within Livermore’s city limits in 2008, I-580 carried an
average daily traffic (ADT) volume of 147,000 to 220,000 vehicles.?

In 2006, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) released its ranking of commute period
bottlenecks along freeways in the nine-county Bay Area. This study reported that westbound I-580 (I-
680 to El Charro Road) ranks as the third most congested route in the AM peak hour and that
eastbound I-580 is the second most congested route in the PM peak hour.

The I-580 crossing of the Altamont Pass just to the east of Livermore is a primary transportation
gateway to the Bay Area from the Central Valley including San Joaquin and Stanislaus Counties. A
survey of westbound commuters using the I-580 over the Altamont Pass indicated that 34 percent of
them were bound for the Livermore Amador Valley area. The remaining 66 percent were bound for
destinations further west, passing through Livermore, Dublin, and Pleasanton. Twenty percent of the
total commuters were bound for locations in the East Bay from Berkeley to Hayward and 19 percent
were bound for the Silicon Valley.’

Interstate 680. I1-680 runs north-south from I-280 in San Jose to I-80 near Fairfield. It is a six-lane
freeway, south of 1-580, and a six-lane freeway with additional high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes
north of I-580.

1-580/1-680 Interchange Flyover. The interchange of I-580 and I-680 has an ultimate design of four
separate flyovers as specified by Caltrans. In February 2002, Caltrans completed Phase 1 interchange
improvements with the construction of the I[-680 southbound to I-580 eastbound flyover, which
alleviated a previous bottleneck and improved safety. Preliminary studies are currently underway for
the northbound-to-westbound or westbound-to-southbound flyover.

State Route 84. SR 84 is a two- to six-lane State highway that connects 1-580 in Livermore with I-680
in Sunol via Pigeon Pass. SR 84 then continues east through Niles Canyon and Fremont, crosses the
San Francisco Bay via the Dumbarton Bridge, and through Redwood City and the Santa Cruz
Mountains to SR 1 near the coastal community of San Gregorio. Another segment of SR 84,
discontinuous with the aforementioned alignment, runs between SR 12 in Rio Vista and I-80 in West

2 (Caltrans, 2008.
*  San Joaquin Partnership Altamont Pass Commuter Survey, October 2000.
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Sacramento. SR 84 runs along Isabel Avenue in western Livermore. Improvements for SR 84 (Isabel
Avenue) include the realignment of SR 84 to Caltrans expressway standards and roadway widening
(currently under construction) plus the recently completed truck-climbing lanes over Pigeon Pass.
These improvements, in conjunction with a future planned project between [-680 and Pigeon Pass, are
intended to alleviate cut-through traffic in Pleasanton and congestion on I-580, between SR 84 and I-
680.

Local Roadway Network

The local network for the study area including arterials, collectors, and local streets as designated in
the general plan documents for the relevant jurisdiction is described below.

City of Livermore. The existing roadway system follows the form of a radial grid, with major streets,
including Livermore Avenue, First Street, East Stanley Boulevard, Holmes Street, Murrieta Boulevard,
and East Avenue converging in the Downtown Livermore area. Roads downtown follow a traditional
grid pattern, but the downtown streets and the “lettered” streets northwest of it are not oriented on a
north-south axis. The major streets and collectors in other areas of the City are on north-south or east-
west axis, so these streets intersect with the downtown area grid at a diagonal. The roadways in the
downtown area follow a grid pattern; whereas, the majority of local neighborhood streets surrounding
the downtown area and near the city boundaries are curvilinear. In 2003, the major streets in
Livermore included Collier Canyon Road, Murrieta Boulevard, P Street, Vallecitos Road/Holmes
Street, Livermore Avenue, Mines Road, Vasco Road, Springtown Boulevard, and Greenville Road,
which provide north-south access through the City. In addition, North Canyons Parkway, Northfront
Road, Jack London Boulevard, East Stanley Boulevard, Las Positas Road, Patterson Pass Road, First
Street, Railroad Avenue, East Avenue, Altamont Pass Road, Portola Avenue, Fourth Street, Tesla
Road and Concannon Boulevard are major streets providing east-west access. All other facilities are
classified as Collector Streets, Intercounty Routes, Special Rural Routes, or local streets. For purposes
of this Program EIR, six major arterials in Livermore were analyzed; these roadways are described
below.

First Street is a primary east-west arterial and typically carries heavy commuter traffic through the City
of Livermore. The arterial is primarily a four-lane, divided roadway; however, in the downtown area,
traffic is redirected to Railroad Avenue, where First Street is reduced to one lane in each direction
through the downtown core. The roadway provides direct connection and access to I-580 and several
subareas throughout the City, and extends from Railroad Avenue to north of the I-580 interchange.
The speed limit is 40 mph along the majority of the roadway and the speed limit is reduced to 25 mph
in the downtown area.

Livermore Avenue is a major north-south arterial, which extends the entire length of Livermore.
Traffic flow is moderate and the roadway provides additional north-south linkages through downtown.
The arterial is primarily a two-lane, divided roadway; however, near the downtown area, the roadway
is reduced to one lane in each direction, with left-turn pockets where applicable. The roadway
provides access to I-580 and connects the freeway to several subareas throughout the City. The speed
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limit along the roadway is 45 mph near 1-580, and the speed limit is reduced to 35 mph and 30 mph
closer to the downtown area. The posted speed limit is reduced to 25 mph in the downtown area.

Isabel Avenue is a regional arterial that operates in a north-south orientation. Currently, this roadway
is designated as SR 84, and typically carries heavy commuter traffic along the western region of
Livermore. The arterial traverses the entire length of Livermore and provides two travel lanes in each
direction near 1-580 and reduces to one travel lane in each direction south of Jack London Boulevard,
with left-turn pockets where applicable; however, at major intersection locations, the roadway is two
lanes, with a painted median. The roadway provides direct access to I-580 and connects several
neighborhoods and commercial areas in the western region of Livermore. The speed limit is primarily
50 mph along the entire roadway.

Portola Avenue is a major east-west arterial, located in the northern region of Livermore, and operates
north of the downtown area. This arterial is primarily a two-lane, divided roadway with left-turn
pockets where applicable. The roadway connects several neighborhoods and businesses as well as
provides direct connection to other major arterials throughout the northern region of Livermore.
Currently, Portola Avenue provides direct connection to I-580; however, the construction of the
Isabel/I-580 interchange will no longer allow direct access to 1-580 from Portola Avenue. The speed
limit is 35 mph along the roadway.

Vasco Road is an arterial that operates in a north-south orientation and typically carries heavy vehicle
(truck) traffic along the eastern region of Livermore. The arterial operates along the entire length of
Livermore and includes two travel lanes in each direction, with a raised median at most intersections.
The roadway provides direct access to [-580 and connects several commercial, industrial, and
agricultural areas in the eastern region of Livermore. The arterial connects to eastern Contra Costa
County to the north and is a primary commute route. The speed limit is 45 mph along the entire
roadway.

Greenville Road is an arterial that operates in a north-south orientation at the eastern edge of the City
and typically carries heavy vehicle (truck) traffic along the eastern region of Livermore. The arterial
traverses the entire length of Livermore and includes two lanes in each direction, with a raised median
and left-turn pockets at most intersections. The roadway provides direct access to I-580 and connects
businesses, industrial uses, and agricultural areas in the eastern region of Livermore. The speed limit
is 45 mph along the roadway.

City of Pleasanton. The major streets are Bernal Ave, Chabot Drive, Dublin Canyon Road, El
Charro Road, First Street, Foothill Road, Gibraltar Drive, Hacienda Drive, Hopyard Road, Johnson
Drive, Main Street, Owens Drive, Santa Rita Road, Stanley Boulevard, Stoneridge Drive, Sunol
Boulevard, Valley Avenue, Vineyard Avenue, and West Las Positas Boulevard. Vehicles use this
network of arterials to access the collector streets that provide access to homes and businesses on the
local street network.

In June 2003, the City of Pleasanton in conjunction with Caltrans and the City of Dublin installed
eastbound and westbound ramp metering at the Hopyard Road, Hacienda Drive, and Santa Rita Road
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interchanges. Metering of vehicles at these locations attempts to limit the number of vehicles taking
regional trips on local roadways by discouraging exiting and re-entering from the regional system as
well as by improving flow on the regional system. Even with ramp metering, several of the
intersections adjacent to local interchanges are approaching capacity.

Regional roadway congestion has extended the peak periods in Pleasanton beyond one hour and they
now occur from 7:30 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. The largest volume roadway
segments in Pleasanton are on the major arterials approaching the interstate freeway system.
Approximately 80 percent of jobs in Pleasanton are held by workers who reside outside of Pleasanton.
Conversely, approximately 70 percent of Pleasanton residents work outside of Pleasanton. This
dynamic results in the majority of Pleasanton’s resident workforce leaving the City in the morning, and
being replaced by the working population. This is reversed in the afternoon commute, creating
significant trips on the arterial system going to and from the freeways. In addition to morning and
evening peak commute hours, the City of Pleasanton has a school-related commute that adds to traffic
congestion. In the morning, the school peak coincides with the morning commute peak creating
additional congestion on the local roadway system. The afternoon school peak is less extensive
because the 3:00 p.m. release time does not coincide with the evening commute peak.

City of Dublin. The major streets are Dublin Boulevard, Hacienda Drive, Dougherty Road, Tassajara
Road, and San Ramon Road. Vehicles use this network of arterials to access the collector streets,
which provide access to homes, retail centers, transit facilities, and businesses on the local street
network.

Tri-Valley Area. Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin experience a significant amount of nonlocal,
“cut-through” traffic on arterial roads because large numbers of commuters use city streets to bypass
the traffic congestion on I-580 and I-680. Cut-through traffic primarily occurs in response to freeway
congestion and affects major east-west and north-south routes throughout the cities. Cut-through traffic
can occur on arterial streets and also on local and collector streets, and can also be accompanied by
problems of excessive speeding.

Congestion on I-580 is predicted to worsen as cities east of the Altamont Pass continue to urbanize.
City streets with noted cut-through traffic include Livermore Avenue, Concannon Boulevard, First
Street, Vasco Road, Greenville Road, Stanley Boulevard, Isabel Avenue, Northfront Road, Sunflower
Court, Bluebell Drive, Southfront Road, and Las Positas Road. Growth in regional commuting,
combined with increases in congestion on regional freeways and highways, such as I-580, is anticipated
to increase the amount of cut-through traffic in all Tri-Valley cities as motorists seek routes other than
the freeway to make regional trips.

Connecting Transit Services

There are several transit services and service providers operating within the Livermore, Pleasanton,
and Dublin area. BART, ACE, and LAVTA (or “Wheels”) represent the “core” transit service
providers within the study area; their existing service structure and future plans are discussed in detail
below. Additional transit service to the Livermore-Amador Valley is provided by Tri Delta Transit,
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SJRTD, Central Contra Costa Transit Authority (County Connection), and MAX. These transit
services play a smaller but critical role within the study area and are examined throughout the
document. Existing transit service is presented in Figure 3.2-3.

San Francisco BART. BART operates a heavy rail, or electrified rapid transit, system within
Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco, and San Mateo counties. BART’s Daly City/Millbrae -
Dublin/Pleasanton (or Blue Line) provides regional rail access to the Tri-Valley area. The line
originates at the Daly City Station on weekdays and the Millbrae BART/Caltrain intermodal station on
nights and weekends. The Blue Line extends through San Francisco, reaches Oakland via the Transbay
Tube, then proceeds south through San Leandro before turning east to Castro Valley and terminates at
the end-of-line Dublin/Pleasanton Station. The new West Dublin/Pleasanton Station, located between
the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station and the Castro Valley Station, is scheduled to be completed and
fully operational in 2010. The existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station is regionally significant in that it
serves as a primary transfer point between BART and local, regional, and commuter bus services
provided by LAVTA, County Connection, Tri Delta Transit, SJRTD, MAX, and Amtrak California.
While there is no direct platform-to-platform connection between BART and ACE, LAVTA provides
bus service between the two stations.

The average daily weekday and weekend ridership for the existing BART system is summarized in
Table 3.2-5. The average weekday ridership now exceeds 360,000 riders, with lower volumes on
Saturday and Sunday. The existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station serves nearly 15,000 riders per day
entering and exiting the station.

Table 3.2-5
Existing BART Systemwide Ridership
Total Entries Exits

BART Systemwide

Weekday 361,179 - -

Saturday 179,624 - _

Sunday 129,073 - _
Dublin/Pleasanton Station

Weekday 14,993 7,519 7,474

Weekend Average 5,852 2,907 2,945

Source: BART, Spring 2009.

Note:  BART systemwide riders are counted by exits from the BART system. Trips at a specific station
are counted by entries and exits to reflect actual use of the station.

Geographically, BART service currently extends from Millbrae/San Francisco International Airport in
the west to Dublin/Pleasanton in the east and from Pittsburg/Bay Point and Richmond in the north to
Fremont in the south. BART passengers can make timed transfers between the Millbrae -
Dublin/Pleasanton Line and other BART lines at San Bruno, Balboa Park, and Bay Fair Stations.
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BART operates trains to the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station on a regular schedule, with service
seven days per week from 4:00 a.m. to midnight. The existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station has weekday
service operating at 15-minute headways in each direction, 15 minute headways from 6:00 a.m. to 6:30
p.m. and 15 minute headways from 6:30 p.m. to midnight on Saturdays, and 15-minute headway
service on Sundays.* Existing and future BART ridership is discussed in detail in the ridership section.

Altamont Commuter Express. ACE provides regional rail service from Stockton to San Jose with
Tri-Valley stops in both Livermore and Pleasanton. Running primarily on tracks owned by freight
railroads, ACE service is operated using diesel locomotive-powered, bi-level trains that employ push-
pull operation. Four westbound trains are operated in the AM peak period with four eastbound trains
in the PM peak period. Livermore has two ACE stations: one located on Vasco Road near Brisa
Street, the other in downtown Livermore at the Livermore Transit Center on Railroad Avenue east of
Livermore Avenue. The Pleasanton Station is located on Bernal Avenue. Shuttles and bus transit
connect these stations to surrounding employment centers and other transit systems.

Average daily ridership for the ACE system totals about 3,000 passengers. Average daily ridership at
the Vasco Station is 105 getting on the train and 117 getting off; at the Downtown Livermore Station,
121 and 131; and at the Pleasanton Station, 433 and 434, respectively.

Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority. LAVTA operates the WHEELS service, which
provides local public transit to the cities of Dublin, Livermore, and Pleasanton, as well as to the
adjacent unincorporated areas of Alameda County. LAVTA was created in 1986 under a Joint Powers
Agreement (JPA) between the three cities and the County. The service area is an approximately 40-
square-mile area and is home to almost 160,000 residents. @LAVTA provides a variety of
transportation services, including:

o Fixed Route - These are local and intercity transit services within the Tri-Valley communities.
The fixed route service branches out from two primary locations: the Dublin/ Pleasanton
BART Station and the Livermore Transit Center. These services operate seven days per week,
between the hours of 4:30 a.m. to 12:30 a.m. LAVTA provides fixed-route bus service,
consisting of 1 express, 20 local, and 24 supplemental school service routes using conventional
40-foot buses.

o Direct Access Responsive Transit (DART) - This service is provided in the northeastern
Livermore area known as Springtown on Sundays and is available on holidays. DART buses
use flexible routes, or “Flex Routing,” to extend local passenger pick-up and drop-off to areas
not served by WHEELS. In general, Flex Routing allows DART buses to follow routes that
are more direct and make fewer stops than typical fixed route buses.

o Dial-A-Ride - This service provides an Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) paratransit
service for elderly riders and individuals with disabilities who are unable to use fixed route

*  BART’s operating schedule accessed July 22, 2009. BART 20-minute weeknight and weekend headways
begin September 1, 2009.
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transportation systems. Dial-A-Ride service is available within three-quarter miles of
WHEELS fixed route service areas, and is available weekdays, weekends, and holidays.
Weekday service is available from 5:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m. Dial-a-Ride services are provided
using cutaway buses and vans.

e Prime Time - Prime Time provides express bus service for commuters traveling to job sites in
the Santa Clara Valley, as well as a commuter express route to Walnut Creek. Bus service is
provided on weekdays only.

o Shuttles - LAVTA provides shuttle service in its service area for various employers and special
events. Shuttles typically serve the ACE and BART stations, and they shuttle employees
directly to their job site. There are currently no shuttles that serve employers within
Livermore. Special event shuttles operate from the ACE and/or BART stations directly to the
events.

Between December 2008 and April 2009, LAVTA had a system-wide average total daily weekday
ridership of just over 7,500 riders. Weekend ridership was lower with a total Saturday average of
slightly over 3,100 riders and a total Sunday average of just over 2,100 riders.

Many transit connections can be made at the two main transit centers in the LAVTA system: the
Livermore Transit Center and the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station. The existing Dublin/Pleasanton
Station is served on weekdays by 11 routes while the Livermore Transit Center receives service from
seven routes.

Tri Delta Transit. Tri Delta Transit has one existing commuter route serving the Livermore area.
Delta Express is Tri Delta Transit’s express commuter service, and provides service from East Contra
Costa County to the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. This weekday service picks up
passengers in Antioch, Oakley, Brentwood, and Bryon and transports them directly to the gates of the
Livermore Laboratory. The agency also runs a line between the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station and
Hillcrest Park-and-Ride Lot with stops at Hacienda Business Park, Brentwood Park-and-Ride Lot, and
Discovery Bay Park-and-Ride Lot.

San Joaquin Regional Transit District. The SJIRTD provides transit services for the Stockton
Metropolitan Areas as well as intercity, interregional, and rural transit services. The weekday San
Joaquin Commuter buses serve passengers traveling to the Tri-Valley, San Ramon Valley, South Bay,
and Sacramento with specific connections in the study area to the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station
and the Lawrence Livermore and Sandia Laboratories. The interregional service is designed to meet
the needs of commuters who travel distances greater than 50 miles one-way. Eight SIRTD
interregional routes connect to the Lawrence Livermore and Sandia Laboratories. Three SIRTD
interregional routes connect to the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station.

Central Contra Costa Transit Authority. The County Connection operates a number of routes that
provide service to the Livermore Amador Valley area. Route 121 serves the existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Station, San Ramon, Danville, and Walnut Creek. Route 221 provides limited
service between this station, San Ramon, and Danville, while Route 135 provides service between the

BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR — Transportation 3.2-18



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 3.2 Transportation

station and San Ramon. Routes 970B/970C provide service between this BART station and Bishop
Ranch Business Park.

Modesto Area Express. MAX provides BART Express service via two non-stop trips in the morning
from Orchard Supply Hardware store on Sisk Road in Modesto to the existing Dublin/Pleasanton
Station, and two return trips in the evening.

Parking Facilities

There are significant supplies of transit-related parking in the study area, as BART and ACE provide
park-and-ride parking at their stations in the Tri Valley area.

Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station Parking. The existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station includes off-
street surface lots as well as a seven-story parking garage for patrons. In total, there are 4,133 parking
spaces with 2,620 spaces in surface lots and 1,513 spaces in the parking garage. Parking is free for
patrons who arrive and park after 3:00 p.m.; however, a daily parking fee is charged for patrons who
park before 3:00 p.m. ($1.00), use carpool parking ($1.00), or use the lot for long-term/airport
parking ($5.00). Parking is limited to 24 hours except with the long-term permit. Monthly reserved
parking is also available at a cost of $63.00/month; monthly permits only guarantee a parking space
before 3:00 p.m. Two surface lots, a portion of the carpool lot, and the first three levels in the parking
garage are designated for permit parking; three surface lots and levels four through seven in the garage
are for daily patrons. This terminus station experiences high parking demand, becoming fully occupied
by 6:45 a.m., according to the BART website. None of the cities has residential permit parking
programs, and there is no residential parking permit zone near the vicinity of the existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Station.

West Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station Parking. The new West Dublin/Pleasanton Station is
scheduled to be completed and fully operational in 2010. The station area includes two parking
garages, one to the north of the station platform and the other to the south of the station platform.
According to the BART website, the total parking supply of both parking garages is an estimated 1,200
spaces. Parking rates have not been determined; however, it is assumed that the cost to park at these
facilities will be similar to the pricing program at the neighboring existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station.

ACE Parking. There are two ACE stations in Livermore, one located on Vasco Road near Brisa
Street, the other downtown on Railroad Avenue adjacent to the Livermore Transit Center. The ACE
station on Vasco Road provides a surface parking lot with a total of 216 parking spaces. The
downtown Livermore ACE station shares a municipal parking garage with a total of 550 spaces.
Parking is free at both parking facilities.

BART Park-and-Ride Lot. The park-and-ride lot is located along Airway Boulevard at Rutan Drive
in the northern region of Livermore. The lot is owned by BART and includes 148 regular parking
stalls, and six disabled stalls. Currently, the parking lot is free for patrons. The LAVTA WHEELS
#12 and #12V bus transit routes serve this location. The lot will be relocated with construction of the
new [-580/Isabel Avenue interchange.

BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR — Transportation 3.2-19



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 3.2 Transportation

Pedestrian Facilities

There are existing sidewalks along most of the study roadway segments within the study area. The
sidewalks range from five to 10 feet wide at various locations and are generally in good condition.
Crosswalks exist at most of the study intersections, but on many major arterials, pedestrian crossings
are only in place along one approach in the north-south or east-west directions to limit pedestrian
crossing conflicts and exposure to high traffic areas. Because pedestrian facilities are diffused and
continuous throughout the study area, the general character of existing pedestrian facilities in each of
the study jurisdictions is discussed below.

Livermore. Existing pedestrian facilities in Livermore consist of a continuous sidewalk network,
linking residents and visitors to retail, commercial, and recreational uses. The majority of sidewalks
are landscaped, with street trees and planters. In the downtown area, widened sidewalks include
sidewalk-dining and street furniture with on-street parking separating pedestrians from vehicle traffic.
The majority of major arterials and collector roads provide sidewalks, often separated by planter strips.
In the eastern region of Livermore (a mixture of primarily industrial, agricultural, and undeveloped
land uses) sidewalks or crosswalks are provided inconsistently. In addition, sidewalks and crosswalks
are not present at most I-580 ramp junctions. The majority of other major intersections provide
adequate painted crosswalks, with pedestrian signals. Typical sidewalk widths in this area range from
five to 10 feet wide. Pedestrian access to existing bus transit service is limited, with bus transit
connections primarily along major arterials and collector roads, with minimal access along local
roadways. Pedestrian access is available to the existing ACE station in the downtown area that
includes sidewalks and appropriate signage for transit patrons walking to the station. There is limited
pedestrian access to the ACE station located along Vasco Road (in the eastern region of Livermore)
with sidewalk access only to the north side of the station area. There are no existing sidewalks
accessing the BART park-and-ride lot located along Airway Boulevard in north Livermore.

Dublin. The existing pedestrian network in the City of Dublin provides adequate sidewalks and
crosswalks to accommodate pedestrian movements. Typical sidewalk widths range between six to eight
feet wide, with amenities such as planter strips and on-street parking functioning as buffers between
pedestrians and vehicular traffic. However, the loop and cul-de-sac layout of much of the residential
development often increases the walking distance to reach collector and arterial streets. Sidewalks are
present along most major arterials and provide access to major retail centers. Crosswalks are evident
at most major intersections and are complemented with pedestrian countdown signals,
“chirping”/walking indicators (to indicate walking is permitted), and painted crosswalk lines.
Pedestrian crossing signs are located at each I-580 ramp junction; however, pedestrian signalization or
countdown signals are not present at all these locations. Existing pedestrian facilities also allow direct
connection and access to existing transit services.  Sidewalks are present at the existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Station, providing access for patrons walking from parking lots, garages, drop-off
areas, or surrounding roadways. Bus stops and shelters along major arterials provide pedestrian access
to bus transit services.
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Pleasanton. The City of Pleasanton’s pedestrian circulation system has sidewalks along most
roadways linking residents and visitors to a variety of retail, commercial, and recreational uses. On
most streets, sidewalks are separated from the roadway by planter strips and street trees. Typical
sidewalk widths range between 6 to 10 feet wide. In the downtown area, the streets are laid out in a
grid pattern providing convenient pedestrian access. In some downtown locations, the sidewalks are
widened for sidewalk-dining and sitting areas; on-street parking separates pedestrians from vehicle
traffic. Outside the downtown, streets are laid out with loop roads and cul-de-sacs. This circuitous
layout increases the walking distance to surrounding arterials and destinations outside the
neighborhood. On freeway overpasses, sidewalks are delineated by concrete barriers that provide a
physical separation between pedestrians and traffic. Painted crosswalks are located at most major
intersections and many are accompanied by pedestrian countdown signals and “chirping”/walking
indicators. Existing pedestrian facilities allow direct connection and access to existing transit services.
Sidewalks are present at the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station, providing station access for patrons
walking to and from parking lots, garages, drop-off areas, or surrounding roadways. Bus stops and
shelters along major arterials provide pedestrian access to bus transit services.

Trail Facilities

The study area is crisscrossed by a network of existing and future trails along major roadways, canals,
creeks, and railroad corridors. These trails, commonly referred to as Class I bicycle paths’, are
generally for the shared use of pedestrians and bicyclists. Some are also open for equestrian use. The
existing and future trail network is shown on Figure 3.2-4. Trails in the study area are designated by
the cities of Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore as well as the East Bay Regional Park District
(EBRPD) and Livermore Area Recreation and Park District (LARPD).® In addition, many of these
trails are considered to be of regional significance and are included in the Alameda Countywide Bicycle
Plan and the Regional Bicycle Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area.” The existing trails in the vicinity
of the BART extension alternatives and of most significance for serving the station sites are:

o Altamont Creek Trail - Sections of this trail are built in the City of Livermore along Altamont
Creek between Hartford Road and Laughlin Road.

e Arroyo Mocho Trail - This trail runs east-west from Isabel Avenue to South Livermore
Avenue at the Livermore Civic Center and ultimately to the Almond Avenue School in the City
of Livermore.

e Collier Canyon Creek Trail - This trail runs north-south in the City of Livermore along Collier
Canyon Creek from Las Positas College to I-580.

Class I Bicycle Path is defined by Caltrans as “a completely separated right of way for the exclusive use of

bicycles and pedestrians with crossflow by motorists minimized” in Chapter 1000: Bikeway Planning and

Design of the Highway Design Manual.

¢ Livermore Bikeways Map, 2008; draft Pleasanton Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, February 2009; the
Dublin Bikeways Master Plan, June 2007.

7 Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan (2006) and Regional Bicycle Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area (2009)

prepared by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission.
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e Iron Horse Trail - This trail currently serves the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station from
Concord to the north along the abandoned Southern Pacific right-of-way. This trail is
maintained by the EBRPD.

o Isabel Trail —~Along the new section of Isabel Avenue from Jack London Boulevard to Alden
Lane (south of Concannon Boulevard) in the City of Livermore.

e Las Positas Trail - Sections of this trail are built in the City of Livermore south of I-580 along
Las Positas Creek to the west and east of North Livermore Avenue and north of I-580 from
west of Springtown Boulevard to Northfront Road at I-580.

e Stanley Boulevard Trail - This trail runs on the south side of Stanley Boulevard from Isabel
Avenue extending west. This trail is along the future alignment of the Iron Horse Trail in the
City of Livermore.

Bicycle Facilities

According to recent relevant plans for the cities of Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore, on-street
bicycle facilities are designated on the majority of arterial and collector streets in the study area. On-
street bicycle facilities fall into two categories as designated by Caltrans: Class II bicycle lanes and
Class III bicycle routes.® (Off-street facilities — Class I bicycle paths — are discussed in the previous
“Trails” section.) Bicycle lanes (Class II) provide a restricted right-of-way for the exclusive use of
bicycles with a striped lane on the street or highway. Bicycle routes (Class III) provide a shared
facility with pedestrians or motor vehicles designated with signage and/or pavement markings.
Existing bicycle routes and lanes are concentrated in the City of Livermore. Existing and future on-
street bicycle facilities are shown in Figure 3.2-4.

Of particular significance are the existing on-street bicycle facilities that are in the vicinity of the
BART extension alternatives and, together with the trails discussed above, would serve the station
sites. These include:

e Airway Boulevard from North Canyons Parkway to Kitty Hawk Road in the City of
Livermore.

e Chestnut Street between North P Street in Downtown Livermore with access to the Downtown
ACE Station.

e Collier Creek Canyon Road from Portola Avenue to I-580 in the City of Livermore.

o First Street from Las Positas Road to the Downtown ACE Station in the City of Livermore
with a short gap (approximately 1,000 feet) west of Portola Avenue.

e Greenville Road near the Greenville East Station site in the City of Livermore.

Caltrans, Chapter 1000: Bikeway Planning and Design of the Highway Design Manual.
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o Hopyard Road serving the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station from the south in the City of
Pleasanton.

e Junction Avenue in Downtown Livermore from Portola Avenue to the Downtown ACE
Station.

e Las Positas Road from south of I-580 to Greenville Road in the City of Livermore.
e Murrieta Boulevard from Olivina Avenue to west of Holmes Street in the City of Livermore.
e North Mines Road from Las Positas Road to East Avenue in the City of Livermore.

o Patterson Pass Road from North Mines Road to Greenville Road serving the Vasco Road ACE
Station in the City of Livermore.

e Portola Avenue from Rincon Street to Junction Avenue in the City of Livermore.
e Stanley Boulevard east of Isabel Avenue in the City of Livermore.

e Vasco Road from city limits to the north to East Avenue to the south serving the Vasco Road
Ace Station in the City of Livermore. There is a gap in this facility across the I-580
interchange.

Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures

Standards of Significance

The analysis of potential project impacts relies on standards of significance established by the
jurisdictions within the study area. The standards of significance are the thresholds used to determine
whether a project would result in a significant impact and to indicate a need for mitigation measures.
This section describes the standards of significance used in the following impact analysis for the BART
system, freeways, arterial roadways, local intersections, transit services, parking, pedestrians, trails,
and bicycles as established by the relevant jurisdiction(s). In the absence of established thresholds,
alternative criteria were set that are consistent with applicable policies and regulations and the study
purpose.

BART System. An extension of BART service to Livermore would generate additional ridership and
usage of the existing BART “core” system. In order to accommodate the additional ridership BART
may have to add additional vehicles beyond those required to service the extension. Adding more
vehicles to the system may exceed the car storage and maintenance capacity that is available. BART
has various efforts underway to increase the operating capacity of the system, to expand and modernize
its vehicle fleet, and to increase storage and maintenance efforts. Until these efforts are better defined,
it is not clear how much future capacity would be available to address the needs of a BART to
Livermore Extension. Given these considerations, an extension alternative would have a potentially
significant impact on the BART core system if it required that more BART vehicles be purchased to
prevent passenger crowding on the existing BART system. These would be vehicles in excess of those
required to service the actual BART to Livermore Extension. Similarly, an extension alternative would
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also generate a potentially significant system-wide impact if it required more cars than can reasonably
be accommodated at existing BART storage/maintenance facilities.

Freeways, Arterials, and Intersections. Depending on the type of roadway and the jurisdiction of the
study intersection or roadway/highway segment, the traffic analysis uses criteria from the City of
Livermore General Plan 2003-2025 (February 2004), City of Pleasanton General Plan Draft EIR
(August 2008), City of Dublin General Plan (November 2008), the Alameda County Congestion
Management Agency (ACCMA) 2007 Congestion Management Program (CMP), and/or the Caltrans’
Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002) to assess the potential impact of a
project. Level of Service (LOS) is the established criteria for assessing traffic impacts as a qualitative
description of performance. There would be a significant traffic impact if the LOS resulting from the
project is worse than the acceptable threshold or significance criteria established by the agency with
jurisdiction over the subject freeway, roadway, or intersection. A more detailed description of LOS
can be found in the following “Methodology” section.

Tables 3.2-6, 3.2-7, and 3.2-8 identify the jurisdiction and significance criteria for freeway segments,
arterial routes, and intersections in the study area, respectively.

Descriptions of the different significance criteria by jurisdiction are presented below.

City of Livermore. An extension alternative would have a significant traffic impact if it would conflict
with the City of Livermore General Plan policy to maintain traffic mid-LOS D (with average delay of
45 seconds per vehicle) or better for all intersections, except for those intersections located in the
Downtown Specific Plan area, which are exempt, and intersections near freeway ramps as indicated in
the General Plan as allowing LOS E.

City of Pleasanton. Based on the City of Pleasanton General Plan DEIR, an extension alternative
would have a significant traffic impact if it would:

e Conflict with the City of Pleasanton General Plan DEIR policy to maintain traffic LOS D or
better for all intersections and roadways.

e For both signalized and unsignalized intersections, change LOS from LOS D or better to LOS
E or F. For the intersections already operating at unacceptable level of service (LOS E or
worse) conditions, add new trips that would increase the V/C ratio by 0.01 or more.’

Under the existing General Plan, intersections located in the Downtown area are currently exempt from
operating at LOS D or better. Traffic at these intersections may exceed LOS D standard if no reasonable
mitigation exists or if the necessary mitigation is contrary to other goals and policies of the City.
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Table 3.2-6
Standards of Significance - Freeway Segments
Freeway From: To: Jurisdiction LOS
1-580 Hopyard Road Hacienda Drive Caltrans/ ACCMA E
1-580 Hacienda Drive Santa Rita Road Caltrans/ACCMA E
[-580 Santa Rita Road El Charro Road Caltrans/ ACCMA E
1-580 El Charro Road Airway Boulevard Caltrans/ ACCMA E
1-580 Airway Boulevard Isabel Avenue® Caltrans/ ACCMA E
1-580 Isabel Avenue® Livermore Avenue Caltrans/ ACCMA E
1-580 Livermore Avenue First Street Caltrans/ACCMA E
1-580 First Street Vasco Road Caltrans/ACCMA E
1-580 Vasco Road Greenville Road Caltrans/ACCMA E
1-580 Greenville Road East of Greenville Road Caltrans/ ACCMA E
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009.
Notes:
a. This interchange does not exist; however, the interchange is planned for the Year 2035.
Table 3.2-7
Standards of Significance - Arterial Study Segments
Arterial From To Jurisdiction® LOS
1. Greenville Road Altamont Pass Road Patterson Pass Road MTS E
2. Vasco Road Northfront Road East Avenue MTS E
3. First Street I-580 EB Ramp Scott Street CMP-MTS E
4. First Street Scott Street Holmes Street/Murrieta MTS E
Boulevard/ College Avenue
5. Livermore Avenue 1-580 Eastbound Ramps Chestnut Street MTS E
6. Livermore Avenue Chestnut Street East Avenue MTS E
7. Stanley Boulevard Valley Avenue Murrieta Boulevard MTS E
8. Stanley Boulevard Murrieta Boulevard Livermore Avenue MTS E
9. Isabel Avenue I-580 Eastbound Ramps Concannon Boulevard CMP-MTS E
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009.
Note:
a. The City of Livermore does not have an established standard of significance criteria for arterials. The arterial LOS

threshold of LOS E set forth by the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) has been applied to the
study segments. Within the Congestion Management Program (CMP) roadway network, these “regionally significant”
routes (CMP routes and Metropolitan Transportation System [MTS] routes) have a LOS threshold LOS E.
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Table 3.2-8
Standards of Significance - Study Intersections

Study Intersections Jurisdiction Control LOS
1. Airway Boulevard/Isabel Avenue Caltrans® Signal C/D¢
2. Stanley Boulevard/Isabel Avenue On Ramp Livermore® Signal D
3. Isabel Avenue/Stanley Boulevard On Ramp Caltrans® Signal C/D¢
4. Portola Avenue/Murrieta Boulevard Livermore® Signal D
5. Murrieta Boulevard/Stanley Boulevard Livermore Signal E®
6. Portola Avenue/Livermore Avenue Livermore® Signal D
7. Livermore Avenue/Chestnut Street Livermore® Signal D
8. First Street/Livermore Avenue Livermore Signal Ef
9. First Street/Scott Street Livermore SSSC n/a
10. Vasco Road/Las Positas Road Livermore® Signal D
11. Vasco Road/Brisa Street Livermore® Signal D
12. Vasco Road/Patterson Pass Road Livermore® Signal D
13. Greenville Road/Altamont Pass Road Livermore Signal E°
14. Southfront Road/Greenville Road Livermore Signal E°
15. Hopyard Road/Owens Drive Pleasanton Signal D¢
16. Owens Drive/Willow Road Pleasanton Signal D
17. Hacienda Drive/Owens Drive Pleasanton Signal D!
18. Hacienda Drive/Dublin Boulevard Dublin Signal D
19. Stanley Boulevard/Valley Avenue Pleasanton Signal D
20. Greenville Road/I-580 Westbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/D°¢
21. Greenville Road/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/D°¢
22. Vasco Road/I-580 Westbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/D*
23. Vasco Road/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/Df
24. First Street/I-580 Westbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/Df
25. First Street/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/D¢
26. Livermore Avenue/I-580 Westbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/D¢
27. Livermore Avenue/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/D°¢
28. Isabel Avenue?/I-580 Westbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/D°¢
29. Isabel Avenue?/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/D°¢
30. Airway Boulevard/I-580 Westbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/D°¢
31. Airway Boulevard/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/D°¢
32. Fallon Road/I-580 Westbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/D°¢
33. El Charro Road/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/Df
34. Hacienda Drive/I-580 Westbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/D¢
35. Hacienda Drive/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/D¢
36. Hopyard Road/I-580 Westbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/D¢
37. Hopyard Road/I-580 Eastbound Ramps Caltrans® Signal C/D¢
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009.
Notes:
Signal - Traffic Signal
SSSC - Side-Street Stop-Controlled
Delay presented in seconds per vehicle.
a. Intersections fall under Caltrans jurisdiction.
b.  City of Livermore intersection threshold LOS mid-D (delay less than 45 seconds per vehicle).
c Represents a target LOS at the transition between LOS C and LOS D under Caltrans jurisdiction.
d.  Gateway intersections where the LOS can exceed target LOS D
e.  LOS standard is LOS E for intersections near interchanges per General Plan.
f Intersection in the Downtown Area is exempt from the threshold LOS D.
g. Intersection where LOS standards can be exceeded per General Plan.
n/a No established LOS standard.

BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR — Transportation 3.2-28



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 3.2 Transportation

City of Dublin. Based on the City of Dublin General Plan, an extension alternative would have a
significant traffic impact if it would:

e Conflict with the City of Dublin General Plan policy to maintain traffic LOS D (V/C <0.91)
or better for all intersections and roadways.

e For both signalized and unsignalized intersections, change LOS from LOS D or better to LOS
E or F. For the intersections already operating at unacceptable level of service (LOS E or
worse) conditions, add new trips that would increase the V/C ratio by 0.01 or more.

Alameda County. Based on the ACCMA 2007 CMP, the extension alternatives would have a
significant traffic impact on CMP roads if it would:

o Conflict with the ACCMA policy that in no case shall the level of service standards for roads
established be below the LOS E or at the current level, whichever is further from LOS A.

The study arterial segments are under the jurisdiction of the ACCMA. The ACCMA, in collaboration
with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), designated Metropolitan Transportation
System (MTS) routes to link land use decisions with CMP routes. CMP and MTS routes have been
declared “regionally significant” and have been adopted into the CMP network. The LOS standard is
LOS E, except where LOS F was the LOS when originally measured in the CMP in 1991 for specific
routes.'® None of the study arterial segments were measured at LOS F in 1991; therefore, the LOS
significance threshold of LOS E is applicable to both MTS and CMP routes within the study area. For
major arterials, the LOS is based on the average travel speed for the segment or entire arterial and the
intersection approach delay. For study purposes, if a study arterial segment is operating at LOS F
under the No Build Alternative, and the arterial segment continues to operate at LOS F and the average
speed would be worse than under the No Build Alternative under one of the BART extension
alternatives, a significant impact would result.

Caltrans. Based on the Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Studies, an extension alternative
would have a significant impact if it would conflict with the Caltrans policy that endeavors to maintain
a target level of service at the transition between LOS C and LOS D on State highway facilities or add
trips to facilities already over the target level of service.

Connecting Transit. For the purposes of this Program EIR, a generalized set of significance criteria
has been used to evaluate transit impacts across the multiple services available in the Livermore-
Amador Valley based on a review of the standards of several different agencies. The specific standards
of individual agencies and the precise impacts of the different extension alternatives should be

10 ACCMA, 2009 Congestion Management Program, July 2009.
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considered in the project-level analysis. For the purposes of this Program EIR, a transit impact is
considered significant if any of the following were to occur:

e A decrease in transit ridership such that current or planned transit services is no longer viable
or productive.

e An increase in transit ridership that exceeds the capacity of existing or planned transit services.

Parking. There are no established criteria for the assessment of parking impacts. For the purposes of
this Program EIR, potential parking impacts are measured by comparing the planned supply with the
demand based on ridership travel demand estimates to the proposed stations. A BART extension
alternative would have a significant impact on a station area if sufficient parking supply could not be
provided to meet demand at a proposed station.

Pedestrian, Trail, and Bicycle. There are no established criteria for the assessment of pedestrian,
trail, or bicycle impacts. For purposes of this Program EIR, a significant impact would result if the
extension alternatives eliminated pedestrian and bicycle access to adjoining areas. In addition, a
significant pedestrian, trail, or bicycle impact is identified if the BART extension alternatives conflict
with adopted policies supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks).

Impact Classification. For each transportation impact analyzed below, a level of significance is
determined for each alternative. Conclusions of significance are reported in the summary tables as
follows: significant (S), potentially significant (PS), less than significant (LTS), no impact (NI), and
beneficial (B). If the mitigation measures would not diminish potentially significant or significant
impacts to a less-than-significant level, the impacts are classified as significant and unavoidable (SU) or
potentially significant and unavoidable (PSU). For this section, TR refers to Transportation.

Methodology

As required by CEQA, impacts are identified as the change to “baseline” conditions which are
normally the conditions that exist at the time environmental analysis is commenced. A transportation
project includes significant capital infrastructure that takes years to construct and is intended to meet
long-term needs. As a result, the effects of transportation projects are, and should be, evaluated based
on a longer-term perspective that takes increases in population and programmed changes to the
transportation system into account. Since the project is addressing both existing and long-term growth
and transportation shortfalls, that longer-term perspective includes projections of reasonably
foreseeable other improvements.

For this project the long-term permanent impacts are evaluated against expected condition existing in
2035. This assumes the planned growth (jobs and employment) and related funded transportation
improvements as proposed in the MTC RTP.
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BART System. The ACCMA countywide transportation model was used to develop the ridership
forecasts for each of the extension alternatives and for the No Build Alternative. The latest 2009
version of the model was used and refined to capture travel patterns in the BART to Livermore
Extension study area. The projections of population and employment that were input into the model
were based on ABAG Projections 2007. The model includes San Joaquin County so that the forecasts
include the future travel demand by both auto and transit from San Joaquin County via the Altamont
Pass. Validation tests were conducted to assure that the model forecasts were reasonably close to
actual traffic and transit ridership counts.

In order to assure a reasonable distribution of ridership to the existing and the potential new stations on
each of the BART extension alternatives, an incremental loading technique was used to assign the
ridership to the system. Initially each station was assigned a time penalty representing the time
required to access the station, park, and walk to the BART platform. Under the theory that the larger a
station, the longer this access time, for each 1,000 spaces of additional parking demand, additional time
was added to the access penalty. These revised penalties were then used to assign the ridership among
the stations. This process was continued until the distribution of riders stabilized. The result is that the
ridership estimates represent unconstrained demand (demand to use a particular station without
constraints on the availability of parking), but the ridership estimates are reflective of the magnitude of
the delay that riders experience when parking in large station parking facilities and then walking to the
station platform. Using this process, ridership estimates and parking demands were developed for each
of the extension alternatives and for each of the potential new stations.

The estimates of ridership assume that adequate parking will be provided at each of the stations. If
parking supply at one or more of the stations was constrained to levels below that indicated by the
forecasts, a reduction in ridership and/or a reallocation of ridership to other stations could occur. The
ridership estimates are based on land use assumptions which are consistent with the land use policies of
the cities and the County in the study corridor. The forecasts do not consider potential additional
development that might occur around the stations that could result from new land use policies enacted
to take advantage of the increased accessibility offered by the BART extension.

The ridership forecasts developed for each of the extension alternatives were used to estimate the
number of BART cars needed to serve the alternative and to provide adequate train capacity on the
BART core system. The forecasts were based on the existing BART network plus the BART projects
contained in the fiscally constrained Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) prepared by MTC in 2002
and include the new West Dublin/Pleasanton Station (currently under construction), located just west of
the I-580/1-680 interchange; the Warm Springs extension (a one-stop extension south from the Fremont
BART Station); the Oakland Airport Connector (a people-mover linking Oakland International Airport
with the Coliseum/Oakland Airport BART Station); and the eBART extension to eastern Contra Costa
County. The Silicon Valley Rapid Transit project, the BART extension from Warm Springs to San
Jose, was not included because it is currently not a fully funded project. The estimates of the
additional cars associated with each extension alternative were then used to test the ability of each
extension alternative to provide adequate car storage and maintenance capacity.
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Freeway Analysis. Freeway segment operating conditions were evaluated using the Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM) 2000 methodology. This methodology computes LOS for basic freeway segments
using vehicle density as the measure of effectiveness, or degree of congestion. Table 3.2-9 presents
the LOS criteria for freeway segments using density as the performance measures. Density is
measured in vehicles per mile per travel lane. Specific parameters (geometric data, volume, and base
free-flow speed) flow rate and speed are determined. Using flow rate and speed, density of the
freeway segment is computed and a LOS is determined. Freeway levels of service range from LOS A,
which represents free-flow operations and vehicles are almost completely unimpeded in their ability to
maneuver the traffic stream, to LOS F, which represents breakdown in vehicular flow, with extensive
queuing and significant congestion.

Table 3.2-9
Level of Service Criteria — Basic Freeway Segments
Level of Service Density (vehicles/mile/lane)

A 0.0-11.0
B 11.1 - 18.0
C 18.1 - 26.0
D 26.1 - 35.0
E 35.1-45.0
F > 45.0

Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, 2000.

Arterial Analysis. Arterial segment operating conditions were also evaluated using the HCM 2000
methodology. The arterial LOS is based on the average travel speed of all through vehicles for the
segment, section, or entire arterial under consideration. The average travel speed is computed from
the running time on the arterial segment(s) and the intersection approach delay. LOS values are
determined and categorized by four distinct classes, based on the range of free-flow speeds (the average
speed a motorist would travel if there were no congestion or other adverse conditions) and typical
travel speeds. Arterial levels of service range from LOS A, in which travel conditions are at average
travel speeds with minimal delay at signalized intersections, to LOS F, which represents arterial flow at
extremely low speeds and long delays at intersections with extensive queuing. Table 3.2-10 presents
the LOS criteria for arterial segments using average travel speed and arterial classification as the
performance measures.
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Table 3.2-10
Level of Service Criteria - Arterial Segments

Urban Street Class I I III v
Range of Free Flow Speed 55 to 45 mph 45 to 35 mph 35 to 30 mph 35 to 25 mph
Typical Free Flow Speed 50 mph 40 mph 35 mph 30 mph
LOS Average Travel Speed (mph)

A >42 >35 >30 >25

B >34-42 >28-35 >24-30 >19-25

C >27-34 >22-28 > 18-24 >13-19

D >21-27 >17-22 > 14-18 >9-13

E >16-21 >13-17 >10-14 >7-9

F <16 <13 <10 <7

Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, 2000.

Intersection Analysis. Intersection LOS is a qualitative description of the performance of an
intersection based on the average delay per vehicle. Intersection levels of service range from LOS A,
which indicates free flow or excellent conditions with short delays, to LOS F, which indicates
congested or overloaded conditions with extremely long delays. The HCM 2000 methodology
calculates LOS value based on the average delay in seconds at the intersection. ACCMA guidelines
permit this approach to deriving LOS using HCM 2000 methodology (and Synchro 7 traffic analysis
software); this approach has been used in this Program EIR.

Signalized Intersections. The average delay for study area signalized intersections was calculated using
Synchro analysis software and is correlated to LOS as shown in Table 3.2-11.

Unsignalized Intersections. Unsignalized intersections were evaluated using HCM 2000 methodology.
In this case, the LOS is based on the “weighted average control delay” expressed in seconds per
vehicle as illustrated in Table 3.2-12. Control delay includes the sum of all the individual movements
that a vehicle might go through at an unsignalized intersection, including initial deceleration delay,
queue move-up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration.

At two-way stop-controlled (TWSC) intersections, LOS is calculated for each controlled movement, as
opposed to the intersection as a whole. For all-way stop-controlled (AWSC) locations, LOS is
computed for the intersection as a whole.
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Table 3.2-11
Level of Service Criteria - Signalized Intersections

Average Delay
Level of Service Description of Operations (seconds)
Operations with very low delay occurring with favorable

A . < 10.0
progression and/or short cycle lengths.

Operations with low delay occurring with good progression and/or

B 10.1 - 20.0
short cycle lengths.

Operations with average delays resulting from fair progression

C and/or longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle failures begin to 20.1 -35.0
appear.

Operations with longer delays due to a combination of unfavorable

D progression, long cycle lengths, or high volume/capacity (V/C) 35.1-55.0
ratios. Many vehicles stop and individual cycle failures are ’ ’
noticeable
Operations with high delay values indicating poor progression,

E long cycle lengths, and high V/C ratios. Individual cycle failures 551 -80.0
are frequent occurrences. This is considered to be the limit of ’ )
acceptable delay.

F Operations with delays unacceptable to most drivers occurring due > 801
to over saturations, poor progression, or very long cycle lengths. -

Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, 2000.
Table 3.2-12
Level of Service Criteria - Unsignalized Intersections
Average Delay
Level of Service Description of Operations (seconds)

A Minimal delay for stop-controlled approaches. < 10.0
Operations with minor delays. 10.1 - 15.0

C Operations with moderate delays. 15.1-25.0

D Operations with some delays. 25.1-35.0

E Operations with high delays, and long queues. 35.1-50.0

F Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and = 501
long queues unacceptable to most drivers. -

Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, 2000.
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Parking Demand Forecast. The parking demand forecast for each station per extension alternative
was based on unconstrained projections (i.e., not constrained by a fixed number of available parking
spaces) which allows a more realistic assessment of the potential parking demand. Furthermore, the
parking demand is based on the travel demand and ridership forecasts; primarily the number of riders
driving to the stations per extension alternative.'' If parking supply at one or more of the stations was
constrained to levels below that indicated by the forecasts, a reduction in ridership and/or a reallocation
of ridership to other stations could occur. In addition, parking spillover into the areas surrounding the
station could occur. Furthermore, new transit-oriented development around the stations sites would
likely also have constrained parking availability. In this case, parking impacts from the BART station
could occur and parking management controls would be likely to prevent spillover parking by BART
patrons outside the station site.

Future Transportation Network

BART System Improvement Projects. Projected BART year 2035 systemwide ridership and
ridership for the West Dublin/Pleasanton Station (to be completed in 2010) and the existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Station is summarized in Table 3.2-13. Systemwide weekday ridership is expected
to grow by 82 percent over current levels. Significant ridership increases are also forecast for the
existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station, even with the completion of the new West Dublin/Pleasanton
Station.

Table 3.2-13
Future (2035) BART Ridership

BART Systemwide (Daily Weekday Riders®) 658,400
West Dublin/Pleasanton Station (Daily Weekday Trips) 17,700
Dublin/Pleasanton Station (Daily Weekday Trips®) 26,400
Source: Dowling, 2009.

Notes:

a. BART riders reflect the BART patron’s journey on the BART system from entry to exit and are
counted by exits from the BART system.

b. BART trips are used to measure the actual activity at a station and are counted by entries and
exits at that specific station.

' Dowling Associates, Inc., Transportation and Parking Demand Analysis, July 2009.
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Regional Improvement Projects. ACCMA, MTC, and Caltrans have proposed several improvement
projects along the major highways in the area of Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore. The goal is to
improve traffic flow and mitigate commuter congestion along 1-580, I-680, and SR 84. The following
projects have been scheduled:

Improvement Projects for I-580

o [-580 Westbound High Occupancy Vehicle lane from Greenville Road to Foothill Road (west
of 1-680)

e ]-580 Eastbound High Occupancy Vehicle lane from Hacienda Drive to Greenville Road

o Segments of I-580 Eastbound and Westbound auxiliary lanes between Tassajara Road/Santa
Rita Road to Vasco Road

e [-580 Eastbound truck climbing lane from Greenville Road to summit at North Flynn Road

Improvement Projects for I-680
e [-680 Ramp Metering
e [-680 Northbound HOV lanes from Alameda Creek to Alcosta Boulevard

e [-680 Southbound HOV lanes from Alcosta Boulevard to SR 84

Improvement Projects for SR 84
o SR 84 is planned to be widened to four lanes from Pigeon Pass to I-680
e A southbound auxiliary lane will be added from SR 84 onto I-680

e Other SR 84 improvements in Livermore are described below

Pleasanton Arterial and Intersection Improvement Projects. The Pleasanton General Plan has
identified a wide range of street, highway, and intersection improvements that must be constructed in a
timely manner. Table 3.2-14 summarizes the intersection and roadway lane improvements required to
support full development of the Pleasanton Planning Area. Unlike the list of regional projects
identified in the Triangle Study, relatively few new roadways need to be constructed in Pleasanton.
The Stoneridge Drive extension, Busch Road, El Charro Road, and the Nevada Street extension are the
four remaining segments of roadway that are not yet constructed. Completion of the Stoneridge Drive
extension, Busch Road, and El Charro Road are significant and necessary parts of Pleasanton’s local
circulation system. The extension of Nevada Street has the potential to provide some traffic relief to
the Stanley Boulevard/Valley Avenue/Bernal Avenue intersection.
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Table 3.2-14
Proposed Improvements for Pleasanton near Study Area

Roadway Limits Improvement Timeframe
Stoneridge Drive Trevor Pkwy to El Charro Road Extension -
Foothill Road I-580 EB off-ramp New Traffic Signal By 2010
El Charro Road At Stanley Boulevard New Traffic Signal By 2015
Hacienda Drive I-580 EB off-ramp Interchange reconfiguration -
Hacienda Drive Owens Drive Intersection expansion -
Hopyard Road I-580 EB ramp Interchange reconfiguration -
Hopyard Road 1-580 WB off-ramp Interchange reconfiguration -
Hopyard Road Owens Drive Intersection reconfiguration -
Santa Rita Road Stoneridge Drive Intersection reconfiguration By 2015
Stanley Boulevard Valley Avenue Intersection expansion By 2010
Stoneridge Drive Hopyard Road Intersection reconfiguration By 2010
Hacienda Drive West Las Positas Boulevard Signal timing After 2015
West Las Positas Hopyard Road Intersection expansion After 2015
Boulevard

Source: City of Pleasanton Proposed General Plan DEIR, August 2008.
(-) Indicates that the proposed improvement completion date has not been determined.

The timetable for construction of the Stoneridge Drive extension will depend on a regional agreement
among Pleasanton, Livermore, Dublin, and Alameda County - for a strategic approach and funding
plan for relieving traffic congestion in the Tri-Valley. That agreement will address improvements to I-
580, 1-680, and SR 84, as well as completion of a regional arterial network that includes Dublin
Boulevard, Jack London Boulevard, North Canyons Parkway/Portola Avenue, and Stoneridge Drive.
El Charro Road will also provide relief to the Pleasanton network by providing a new roadway with
direct freeway access along the eastern edge of Pleasanton.

The City has established a computerized traffic monitoring and signalization system, the Central Traffic
Computer and Monitoring System, which is used to produce a regular Baseline Traffic Report that
depicts current and projected traffic conditions for all existing plus approved development. These
projections of “existing plus approved” are a midway point between existing counts and buildout
projections and help determine when new major improvements will be necessary to avoid traffic
congestion. In addition to the existing plus approved projections, a five-year projection is made of
those developments deemed likely to be built within the next five years.

Livermore Arterial and Intersection Improvement Projects. The Livermore General Plan specifies
improvements for local highway segments and interchanges, as well as details roadway segments and
intersections requiring improvement in the future. Livermore also details how truck routes in the area
will be affected by upcoming construction.

BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR — Transportation 3.2-37



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 3.2 Transportation

The 2001 RTP for the San Francisco Bay Area (revised in November 2002) was developed by MTC.
The following roadway improvement projects are scheduled on regional facilities in and near the City
of Livermore area and are identified in the RTP:

e Vasco Road/I-580 interchange improvements

[-580/First Street interchange improvements
o [-580/Greenville Road interchange improvements (Phase I improvement)

e Rehabilitation and widening of First Street from I-580 to Scott Street (Phase II improvement;
widens the Phase I bridge)

e Widening of Isabel Avenue (SR 84) to six lanes from I-580 to Stanley Boulevard, four lanes
from Stanley Boulevard to Ruby Hill Drive and other roadway improvements through Pigeon
Pass to I-680

o Isabel Avenue/SR 84/1-580 interchange improvements; second bridge to provide six lanes

e Widening of Isabel Avenue to four lanes (along SR 84 alignment) from I-580 south to
Vallecitos Road and improvements along SR 84 through Pigeon Pass over I-580 (Phase 2)

o Extension of Las Positas Road between First Street and Vasco Road
o Extension of North Canyons Parkway westerly to Dublin Boulevard
e Extension of Jack London Boulevard from El Charro Road to Isabel Avenue (SR 84)

e Ramp metering along I-580 from I-580/1-680 interchange east to Altamont Pass

There are roadway segments in Livermore where additional roadway capacity will likely be needed to
maintain acceptable service levels based on traffic modeling and engineering analysis. On some
roadway segments, widening will be required to add one additional lane of travel in each direction.
However, on other roadway segments, particularly those near I-580 that serve high percentages of non-
local cut-through traffic, additional roadway widening is not proposed. This is due to Livermore’s goal
to not encourage cut-through traffic and to not create regional by-pass routes on local streets.

The proposed widening improvements in the Livermore area are shown in Table 3.2-15 below.
However, there are three roadway segments that have undergone a reduction of lanes. Chestnut Street
from North P Street to Junction Avenue, First Street from South P Street to Maple Avenue/Railroad
Avenue, and North P Street from Pine Street to Chestnut Street will all be reduced from four lanes to
two lanes.
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Table 3.2-15

Proposed Roadway Widening Improvements for Livermore

Existing Number

Proposed Number

Street Limits of Lanes of Lanes
Greenville Road Northfront to National 4 6
Greenville Road National to Patterson Pass 2 4
Holmes Street Wetmore to Alden 3 4
Isabel Avenue Portola to Airway 0 6
Isabel Avenue Stanley to Vallecitos 2 4
Isabel Avenue Airway to Jack London 4 6
Isabel Avenue Jack London to Stanley 2 6
Jack London Boulevard Isabel to El Charro 2/0 4
Las Positas Road East of First to west of Vasco 0 4
Las Positas Road Vasco to Lawrence 2 4
Las Positas Road North Livermore to First 2/3 4
Las Colinas Road Las Colinas to Redwood 0 2
North Livermore Ave 1-580 to Las Positas 4 6
North Canyons Pkwy Doolan Canyon to Fallon 0 4
North Canyons Pkwy Airway to Collier Canyon 0 4
Portola Avenue Isabel to I-580 0 4
Portola Avenue Murrieta to L 2/4 4
Portola Avenue Collier Canyon to Isabel 4/0 6
Railroad Avenue L to First 2 4
Scenic Avenue East end to Laughlin 0 2
Stanley Boulevard Western city limits to Murrieta 4 6
Vallecitos Road Isabel to west of Ruby Hills 2 4
Vallecitos Road Pigeon Pass 2 4
Vasco Road Patterson Pass to Las Positas 4 6
Vasco Road Las Positas to I-580 4 8
Vasco Road 1-580 to Scenic 4 6

Source: City of Livermore General Plan: Circulation Element, 2003.

At some intersection locations, mid-block roadway widening as noted above will not be adequate to

maintain desired levels of service.

At some locations, however, it is not possible to provide enough

lane capacity to achieve mid-level LOS D or LOS E (threshold varies depending on location) because
environmental constraints, right-of-way constraints or cut-through traffic volumes or other City
policies prevent the implementation of improvements which would achieve mid-level LOS D/LOS E

(as applicable) or better. Those locations are:
o First Street/North Mines Road
e Isabel Avenue/Airway Boulevard

e Isabel Avenue/Jack London Boulevard
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e Vasco Road/Northfront Road

e Vasco Road/I-580 Eastbound Ramps

e Concannon Boulevard/S. Livermore Avenue
e Holmes Street/Fourth Street

o Stanley Boulevard/Murrieta Boulevard

Connecting Transit Improvement Projects. The future transit improvements expected for the
Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin area span the multiple transit agencies serving the Livermore-
Amador Valley. The “core” transit agencies discussed in the “Existing Conditions” section (BART,
ACE, and LAVTA) expect continued operation and completion of a number of programmed system
improvements. For the purposes of this Program EIR, it is also assumed that Tri Delta Transit,
SJRTD, County Connection, and MAX will continue operation and will complete programmed system
improvements.

BART. As a future component of the regional transportation network, BART service is expected to be
extended south from Fremont to Warm Springs. BART is also expected to complete the West
Dublin/Pleasanton Station, the Oakland Airport Connector, and the eBART extension to east Contra
Costa County. Future BART ridership is discussed in detail in the ridership section.

ACE. ACE anticipates a variety of changes to its service in both the near and longer term. In the
immediate short term, ACE is not currently anticipating any service cuts, but with the national and
California economy in decline, the agency is experiencing reduced ridership and therefore plans to
reduce the size of the trains. This will save in fuel costs and storage costs of the cars in San Jose.
Additionally, ACE is planning to change their 9:30 a.m. train departure from Stockton to leave around
7:00 a.m. to accommodate more peak hour commuter traffic. In addition, the early afternoon train will
shift from departing San Jose at 12:05 p.m. to a later evening departure time of 6:40 p.m. in order to
catch a greater share of homebound evening commuters. This plan is currently still in discussion, but
is perceived to be a key way to increase ridership while still maintaining similar costs. Also in the
short term, ACE plans to extend a shuttle service from its Pleasanton platform to the new West
Dublin/Pleasanton Station.

Future plans for ACE are also expressed in the current San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission 2006-
2016 Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) adopted in October 2007. The SRTP identifies $393 million in
capital projects, including a $300 million ACE corridor purchase. From this list, ACE has identified
$340.5 million in projects for which Measure B funds may be used as a local match. The Alameda
County Transportation Improvement Authority (ACTIA) will allocate funds to leverage other funding
sources on these projects. Measure B funds have been used to construct a new Livermore parking
garage, completed in 2004; expanded surface parking at the Vasco ACE Station in 2007; a tie
replacement/grade crossing improvement project between Niles and Santa Clara, completed in 2005;
installation of bike racks at stations, completed in 2007; and signal upgrades completed in 2008. The
other project planned for implementation is track improvements. No more specific projects have been
priced or planned. ACE will likely benefit from the planned developed of the California High-Speed
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Rail (HSR) service. The HSR rail network includes a branch line connection between the Central
Valley and the Bay Area via the Altamont Pass. This linkage would be accomplished through an
upgraded ACE service which would involve an improved track alignment for better speed and
reliability and increased train frequencies.

LAVTA. Since the release of their short-range transit plan in May 2008, several service changes are
expected due to recent economic changes in California and the nation as a whole. LAVTA has
prepared a three-stage process for reducing services in order to cut costs while maintaining as much
ridership as possible. Ridership has decreased substantially over the past year, and therefore the
agency has decided to cut services. The cuts are planned to occur across some 14 different routes and
will primarily impact Saturday and Sunday service but will also include reducing weekday frequencies,
shortening routes, and eliminating trips.

LAVTA’s main project in their 2008 short range transit plan is improving its current Route 10 service,
which carries 50 percent of the agency’s fixed route system-wide ridership. This project is planned to
continue independent of the service cuts described above. Route 10 connects all three downtowns of
the Tri-Valley to the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station. Various iterations of this project have been
studied in recent years. Current plans include two rapid bus routes serving much of the Route 10
service area including 1) a rapid bus route connecting Downtown Pleasanton with the existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Station with signal priority, limited stops, and more frequent service, and 2) the
‘Tri-Valley Rapid’ serving Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, Downtown Livermore, the
Dublin/Pleasanton Station, and Stoneridge Mall. This service would also be extended to serve the new
West Dublin/Pleasanton Station. In addition to the service improvements for the Pleasanton segment,
the ‘Rapid’ would include enhanced vehicles and stops, real-time information, and headways of 10
minutes (peak) and 15 minutes (off-peak).

LAVTA is not planning on changing other bus services to the West Dublin/Pleasanton Station currently
under construction. The agency has several bus routes that pick up nearby including Route 4, Route 5,
Route 10, Route 50, and Route 53/54. Depending on the alignment of the BART extension alternative,
LAVTA will change its services accordingly. However, it is less likely that LAVTA will increase
service to stations distant from major economic hubs.

Tri Delta Transit. Tri Delta Transit published their Short Range Transportation plan in July 2008. For
service planned beyond 2010, the agency expects the eBART project currently underway to have
significant impacts on the transit network. With more than $2 million annually of Tri Delta Transit’s
revenue coming from routes servicing the current end-of-line Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station, and
other funds due to the agency’s coordination with BART, when the extension is completed, Tri Delta
Transit peak service levels will be have to be reduced. No other service changes are expected for Tri
Delta in the Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin area. The commuter express route is expected to
continue operating as it is currently.

SJRTD. SIRTD currently recognizes a demand for expanding current Interregional Commuter Services
to the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station or to whichever new end-of-the-line station would result from
the BART extension alternatives.
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County Connection. The County Connection routes serving the Livermore-Amador Valley are not
programmed or expected to change in the near future.

MAX. BART Express service between the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station and the Modesto
Downtown Transportation Center is not expected to change in the near future.

Parking Improvement Projects. Each of the extension alternatives would provide parking for park-
and-ride users at each station area. Only the Downtown Livermore Station would be located in a
developed area with expected parking constraints. Recommendations from the Downtown Livermore
Parking study were developed to accommodate growth in parking demand due to the full buildout of
the Livermore Downtown Specific Plan (2007), including the Livermore Valley Regional Performing
Arts Center."> The City will implement a parking management plan to optimize the use of their
existing parking supply including: making existing private facilities available to the public for extended
hours, promotion of valet parking, the implementation of time limits, and parking pricing. However,
to fully accommodate downtown specific plan buildout, additional parking supply will be required.
The following parking facilities or equivalent parking facilities will be required to meet downtown
demand:

e A 500-space parking facility to accommodate the buildout of the Performing Arts Center;
e 40 new on-street spaces in the Livermore Village Site;

e Implementation of angled parking on:
- First Street between South L and South P Street (add 50 spaces), and

- Maple Street between First and Railroad Ave (add 10 spaces);
o Implementation of Phase II of Livermore Valley Center Parking Garage (add 300 spaces); and

e Additional parking south of the downtown core area through purchase and public private
partnership development.

With the development of a BART station in the downtown, there would likely be parking management
measures put in place to control the potential spillover of station parkers and to protect the parking
available for existing and new downtown development around the station.

Pedestrian Improvement Projects. There are a variety of pedestrian improvements planned for the
cities of Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore. The majority of planned improvements include sidewalk
widening, enhancing pedestrian crosswalks, installation of additional streetscape amenities, and
improvements to pedestrian accessibility to existing and future transit stations. Descriptions of future
pedestrian facilities for each of the study area jurisdictions are outlined below.

2 This complex includes the existing Bankhead Theater and Bothwell Arts Center and future 2,000 seat

regional theater scheduled for completion in 2011.
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Dublin. The downtown area is the focal point of planned pedestrian improvements. The City of
Dublin General Plan (2008) encourages higher density pedestrian-oriented developments, including
pedestrian connections between existing and planned retail, commercial, and recreational centers. Infill
and parking lot landscaping improvements are to be implemented to create more pedestrian-oriented
areas throughout the City. City design standards for future pedestrian facilities have been updated to
include minimum sidewalk width standards of 10 feet, and street furnishing to incorporate, at
minimum, a coordinated selection of benches and garbage receptacles along with thematic street
lighting. Pedestrian crossings at all major intersections are to be treated with enhanced paving material
(pavers, brick, or other hardscape material) to accentuate safety and comfort for pedestrians. Lighted
crosswalks at major intersections are encouraged. A pedestrian corridor is planned for the downtown
area, which will also improve sidewalk access to various regions throughout the City. As
developments are planned in the future, sidewalk and crosswalk conditions near the station will be
monitored and maintained to design and operating standards as set forth by the City.

Pleasanton. The City of Pleasanton has proposed several improvements throughout its pedestrian
network, with emphasis on its downtown as well as other subareas. Future improvements are
stipulated by a series of requirements and include a minimum sidewalk width standard of five feet and
a requirement for sidewalk separation from the street by a minimum five-foot landscape strip on all
roads. In the downtown area (or areas with high pedestrian demand), sidewalk widening, special
lighting, signage, and seating areas are to be installed. Future crosswalk treatments are required to be
marked with accessible pedestrian signals and for areas with high pedestrian activity, crosswalks are to
include high visibility crosswalks, accessible pedestrian signals, increased lateral separation, grade
separation, special traffic signaling, pedestrian islands, and raised crosswalks where applicable.
Midblock crossings are proposed to reduce walking distances, specifically at major intersections with
high pedestrian activity. The expansion of the Iron Horse Trail through the Hacienda Business Park
area is planned to increase accessibility for patrons of the trail or transit patrons walking from the
existing Dublin/Pleasanton station to the business campus. As developments are planned in the future,
sidewalk and crosswalk conditions near the station will be monitored and maintained to design and
operating standards as set forth by the city.

Livermore. Future pedestrian improvements in Livermore include a variety of planned projects.
Increasing pedestrian connectivity and continuity among several land uses throughout the downtown
and other subareas are designated as a high priority for the City. In addition, design standards are to
be imposed, prescribing a five-foot minimum sidewalk width and separation from vehicle areas by
curbing and trees. Areas with high pedestrian activity are to be clearly demarcated; sidewalks and
crosswalks are to be constructed with special paving and surface materials along with special lighting
and streetscape amenities. Notable sidewalk improvements also include the planned installation of new
streets, primarily in the downtown area. New streets are planned to be developed around the existing
railroad tracks, and bounded by Chestnut Street to the north, Railroad Avenue to the south, Livermore
Avenue to the east, and Fenton Street to the west."> These planned streets will include new sidewalks,
ultimately enhancing the pedestrian connectivity throughout the downtown area. These sidewalks will
also provide additional access to local retail, commercial, and recreational uses.

3 City of Livermore, Livermore Downtown Specific Plan, March 2007.
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Trail Improvement Projects. Proposed trails and multi-use paths in the study area are included in
plans for the cities of Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore as well as the County of Alameda and San
Francisco Bay Area. Proposed trails in the study area that would provide access to the BART
extension alternatives station areas are identified below:

o Altamont Creek Trail - Extension of the Altamont Creek Trail designated by the City of
Livermore from Laughlin Road to Altamont Pass Road would provide access from the north of
I-580 to Greenville East Station site.

e Arroyo Mocho Trail — Extension of existing trail along El Charro Road from south of I-580 to
Isabel Avenue in the City of Livermore connecting to the Isabel/Stanley Station site.

e Arroyo Seco Trail - Extension of existing trail in the City of Livermore from Las Positas Road
(Las Positas Trail) to existing segment west of Vasco Road.

e Brushy Peak Trail from Del Valle Regional Park to the Iron Horse trail near the Greenville
East Station site designated by the City of Livermore and Alameda County.

e Cayetano Creek Trail - Segment in the City of Livermore along tributary of Las Positas Creek
from Portola Avenue to I-580.

e Iron Horse Trail - Designated at the city, county, and regional level through Alameda County
from the borders with Contra Costa and San Joaquin counties. Within the study area, the Iron
Horse Trail would follow the UPRR (with a short portion along the SPRR) alignment from the
existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station to the Altamont Pass. Some portions of this trail currently
exist. When completed, it would provide direct access to the Isabel/Stanley, Downtown
Livermore, and Greenville East Station sites and within one-third mile of the Vasco Road
Station site.

e Los Colinas Road/Lassen Road Trail — New connection in the City of Livermore from
Springtown Boulevard to I-580 and future Las Positas Creek Trail.

e Las Positas Creek Trail — Infill to complete existing trail in the City of Livermore from Sutter
Street (South of I-580) to Springtown Boulevard.

o Patterson Pass Road Trail - Segment in the City of Livermore connecting future Arroyo Seco
and Iron Horse Trails to Brushy Creek Trail along Patterson Pass Road and Arroyo las Positas
on the south side of the UPRR. This trail serves the Vasco Road Station.

e Vasco ACE Station trail connection - Connection in the City of Livermore between future
Arroyo Seco and Iron Horse Trails, Vasco ACE Station, and Vasco Road on the north side of
the UPRR.
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Bicycle Improvement Projects. Proposed on-street bicycle facilities as defined at the city, county,
and/or regional level that could provide access to the proposed station sites are identified below:

e Dublin Boulevard/Collier Canyon Road/North Canyons Parkway extension - Bicycle lanes
along this future roadway from the City of Dublin to Isabel Avenue as designated by the cities
of Dublin and Livermore, Alameda County, and MTC.

o Isabel Avenue - Bicycle lanes on a future roadway to fill an existing gap between Portola
Avenue and Kitty Hawk Road (will be renamed Isabel Avenue with completion of the
interchange and related expressway improvements) designated by the City of Livermore,
Alameda County, and MTC. This connection would directly serve the Isabel/I-580 Station as
well as fill in gaps for access to the Isabel/Stanley Station.

e Greenville Road - Completion of existing bicycle lanes with infill of the segment north of
Patterson Pass Road by the City of Livermore providing access to the Greenville East Station
from the south.

e Los Positas Road - Infill of a short segment of bicycle lanes in the City of Livermore adjacent
to [-580 between North Mines Road and First Street.

e Portola Avenue - Bicycle lanes along the future roadway extension as designated by the city
and county across I-580 to future Isabel Avenue in the City of Livermore.

e Vasco Road - Infill of a gap on the existing bicycle lanes at I-580 that would extend this city
and county designated facility from the Contra Costa County line to Mines Road and would
serve the Vasco Road Station site.

Environmental Analysis

Each of the nine BART extension alternatives and the No Build Alternative were analyzed for potential
transportation impacts. The following regional transportation topics were addressed: BART system,
freeways, arterial roadway segments, intersection levels of service, connecting transit service, parking,
pedestrians, trails, and bicycle facilities. The following discussion summarizes the primary differences
in performance between alternatives under each transportation criterion. Table 3.2-16 and Table
3.2-17 expand upon this discussion.

BART System. All the extension alternatives would generate substantial new transit ridership
resulting in a positive benefit. The added ridership for each BART extension alternative would
generate a significant impact on BART’s core system, as the added ridership from the extension would
cause crowding on trains operating on the existing system. BART has plans to replace and modernize
its existing railcars, to increase its car fleet, and expand its maintenance/storage capacity to address
ridership growth over time. These plans currently do not directly take into account the impacts of the
additional ridership associated with the BART extension alternatives. However, because the amount of
growth is relatively small compared to needs of the entire BART system, BART expects that these
impacts can be reduced to less than significant by incorporating the demand into BART's future fleet
and facility procurement efforts. The specific impacts of a BART extension on the system
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infrastructure will have to be dealt with in detail at the time that a project-level environmental study is
performed.

Freeway. The BART extension alternatives generally result in reduced traffic on the I-580 freeway.
However, this reduction in freeway traffic is somewhat offset by the increases in traffic accessing the
new BART stations. Under the BART extension alternatives, certain freeway segments would perform
at unacceptable conditions due to a reduction in level of service compared with the No Build
Alternative. This would be a result of an increase in the number of vehicles traveling within the
corridor, due to station traffic. This creates significant impacts for each BART extension alternative.
No mitigations are available to improve these conditions; therefore, these impacts to freeway segments
constitute significant and unavoidable impacts. However, with the BART extension alternatives, some
freeway segments would operate better than under the No-Build Alternative due to the auto trips which
are attracted to the BART extension. For these segments, the BART extension alternatives would
result in a beneficial impact on the 1-580 freeway. For all the alternatives, the number of freeway
segments with beneficial impacts exceeds the number of adversely impacted segments.

Arterials. Certain study area arterial street segments would function at unacceptable conditions,
thereby creating significant impacts, under all alternatives. These impacts on arterial segments can be
mitigated to less-than-significant levels. The alternatives also have a beneficial effect on the operations
of some of the arterial segments.

Intersections. Certain study intersections would perform at unacceptable conditions, and thereby
create significant impacts, under all alternatives. All impacts to intersections are expected to be
mitigated to less-than-significant conditions, except the Portola Avenue/Livermore Avenue intersection
under Alternatives 3, 3a, and 4. All alternatives also have a beneficial effect on the operations of
some of the study intersections.

Connecting Transit. None of the alternatives are expected to have impacts on supporting regional
transit services, including LAVTA, ACE, Tri Delta Transit, SIRTD, and MAX. While ridership on
existing bus connections to the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station and the BART park-and-ride lot in
northern Livermore would be expected to decline as riders shift to the BART to Livermore Extension,
it is expected that existing bus routes would be reconfigured to respond to changes in demand and to
provide service to the BART extension stations. With the exception of Alternative 4 - Isabel/I-580
which has no connection to ACE, all of the alternatives would generate significant new riders on the
ACE system consistent with the goals of the BART to Livermore Extension Program. ACE would
need additional capacity to accommodate the riders which is consistent with current plans by ACE and
California High-Speed Rail Authority (should it occur in the future via the Altamont Pass) to expand
and improve service. This impact would be less than significant.
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Table 3.2-16
Summary of Transportation Impacts in the BART to Livermore Extension Study Area

BART System Freeway Arterials Intersections” Connecting Transit Parking Pedestrian Trail Bicycle Facilities
Alignment Mitigated Mitigated Mitigated Mitigated Mitigated Mitigated Mitigated Mitigated Mitigated
Alternative Impact to LTS? Impact® to LTS? Impact® to LTS? Impact® to LTS? Impact to LTS? Impact to LTS? Impact to LTS? Impact to LTS? Impact to LTS?
No Build NA NA 5-S NA 3-S NA 12-S NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
7-B 2-B 8-B
1 - Greenville East PS Yes s No 1S Yes s Yes LTS Yes NI NA PS Yes PS Yes PS Yes
la -Downtown- B o.B
. . - 2-B -
Greenville East via PS Yes No Yes Yes LTS Yes S Yes PS Yes NI NA PS Yes
UPRR 1-S 2-S 4-S
1b -Downtown- 7B 2B 3-B
Greenville East via PS Yes No Yes Yes LTS Yes S Yes PS Yes NI NA PS Yes
SPRR 1-S 2-S 4-S
6-B 2-B 6-B
2 - Las Positas PS Yes No Yes Yes LTS Yes NI NA PS Yes PS Yes PS Yes
2-S 1-S 7-S
7-B 1-B 8-B
2a -Downtown-Vasco PS Yes LS No 38 Yes s Yes LTS Yes S Yes PS Yes NI NA PS Yes
5-B 2-B 8-B
3 - Portola PS Yes No Yes No LTS Yes S Yes PS Yes PS Yes PS Yes
4-S 2-S 4-S
6-B 2-B 7-B
3a -Railroad PS Yes No Yes No LTS Yes S Yes PS Yes PS Yes NI NA
2-S 3-S 5-S
5-B 2-B 8-B
4 - Isabel/I-580 PS Yes 1S No LS Yes 45 No LTS Yes NI NA PS Yes PS Yes PS Yes
5-B 2-B 7-B
5 - Quarry PS Yes S No LS Yes 5. Yes LTS Yes NI NA PS Yes PS Yes NI NA
Significance Classification:
S = Significant PS = Potentially Significant LTS = Less than Significant NI = No Impact B = Beneficial NA = Not Applicable

Note:
a. Number of segments or intersections impacted or benefited as compared to No Build.
b. The intersection performance summary reported in this table reflects PM peak hour operation only. See Impact TR-4 for a full description of AM and PM operation.
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Table 3.2-17

Interaction Between Build Alternatives and Existing/Planned Multimodal Transportation Network

Alternative

Highway

Arterials and Intersections®

Connecting Transit

Parking

Bicycle/Pedestrian

1 - Greenville East

la -Downtown
Greenville East via
UPRR

1b -Downtown
Greenville East via
SPRR

More so than other alternatives, a BART
extension with a station at Greenville East
would attract trans-Altamont commuters
and overburden this section of I-580;
however, BART service assists in
redistributing trips away from highways
between Livermore and the inner Bay
Area. Of the 10 freeway segments in the
area, this alternative would have a
beneficial effect on seven segments and it
would have an adverse impact on the one
segment east of Greenville Road.

More so than other alternatives, a BART
extension with a station at Greenville East
would attract trans-Altamont commuters
and overburden this section of I-580;
however, BART service assists in
redistributing trips away from highways
between Livermore and the inner Bay
Area. Of the 10 freeway segments in the
area this alternative would have a
beneficial effect on seven segments and it
would have an adverse impact on the one
segment east of Greenville Road.

The highway issues discussed for
Alternative la apply to this alternative.

Three arterial study segments would be
affected. One segment would operate
worse under Alternative 1 than under 2035
No Build conditions. One arterial segment
would improve to acceptable conditions
with this alternative while another would
improve but continue to operate at an
unacceptable LOS as under No Build
conditions.

Twelve intersections in the study area
would be affected. Four are anticipated to
perform worse than the already
unacceptable No Build conditions. Six
intersections would improve to acceptable
levels of service. Two intersections would
improve operations when compared with
the No Build Alternative, but would
remain at unacceptable levels.

Four arterial study segments would be
affected. Two segments would operate
worse under Alternative 1a than under
2035 No Build conditions. Two arterial
segments would improve to acceptable
conditions with this alternative.

Twelve intersections in the study area
would be affected. Four are anticipated to
perform worse than the already
unacceptable No Build conditions. Three
intersections would improve operations
when compared with the No Build
Alternative, but would remain at
unacceptable levels. Five intersections are
anticipated to improve to acceptable
conditions with this alternative.

The arterial roadway and intersection
issues discussed for Alternative 1a apply to
this alternative.

A BART station at Greenville East would
benefit connecting commuter bus routes
from the east, as it would allow for shorter
bus trips (and thus a potential reduction in
operating costs for these services); however,
this station as well as Isabel/I-580 would
require supplemental LAVTA bus service.
A connection to ACE would be possible at
Greenville East Station but may be less
likely than other alternatives to provide a
connection to future high-speed rail service.
This alternative has the highest future
ridership of all the alternatives and it would
require the greatest number of additional
vehicles to prevent crowding on the BART
core system.

A BART station at Greenville East would
benefit connecting commuter bus routes
from the east as it would allow for shorter
bus trips (and thus a potential reduction in
operating costs for these services); the
Downtown Livermore Station would also
integrate well with existing/future LAVTA
bus service and ACE or future high-speed
rail service. This alternative generates a
high level of new future ridership compared
to the other alternatives and it would require
the purchase of additional vehicles to

prevent crowding on the BART core system.

The transit issues discussed for
Alternative 1a apply to this alternative.

Adequate parking would be available to
serve the demand at both stations. Parking
demands at the West Dublin/Pleasanton and
existing Dublin/Pleasanton Stations would
be reduced.

The Downtown Livermore Station would
not have adequate parking to serve the
anticipated demand. This impact could be
mitigated by providing additional parking at
the Greenville East Station and using
parking management measures to control
BART patron parking activities in the
downtown area. Parking demands at the
West Dublin/Pleasanton and existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Stations would be
reduced but not below existing levels.

The parking issues discussed for
Alternative 1a apply to this alternative.

A BART extension would boost demand
for bike lane/trail facilities in the station
area. Ample facilities, both existing and
proposed, exist to serve both proposed
stations, although station locations distant
from population centers might discourage
access by bicycle or foot. Some
bicycle/pedestrian facilities would need to
be realigned to avoid conflicts at proposed
station/yard sites.

A BART extension would boost demand
for bike lane/trail facilities in the station
area. Ample facilities, both existing and
proposed, exist to serve both stations. A
station in Downtown Livermore would
afford convenient access to the town’s
amenities; however, the Greenville East
Station location is distant from population
centers and might discourage access by
bicycle or foot. Some bicycle/pedestrian
facilities would need to be realigned to
avoid conflicts at proposed station/yard
sites.

The bicycle/pedestrian issues discussed for
Alternative 1a apply to this alternative.
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Table 3.2-17

Interaction Between Build Alternatives and Existing/Planned Multimodal Transportation Network

Alternative

Highway

Arterials and Intersections®

Connecting Transit

Parking

Bicycle/Pedestrian

2 — Las Positas

2a -Downtown-Vasco

BART service assists in redistributing trips
away from highways between Livermore
and the inner Bay Area. Of the 10 freeway
segments in the area, this alternative would
have a beneficial effect on six segments
and it would have an adverse impact on
two segments.

BART service assists in redistributing trips
away from highways between Livermore
and the inner Bay Area. Of the 10 freeway
segments in the area, this alternative would
have a beneficial effect on seven segments
and it would have an adverse impact on the
one segment east of Greenville Road.

Three arterial segments would be affected.
One arterial segment would operate worse
with Alternative 2 than under 2035 No
Build conditions. One segment would
improve to acceptable conditions with this
alternative while another would improve
but continue to operate at an unacceptable
LOS as under No Build conditions.

Thirteen intersections in the study area
would be affected. Seven are anticipated
to perform worse than the already
unacceptable No Build conditions. Two
intersections would improve operations
when compared with the No Build
Alternative, but would remain at an
unacceptable level. Four intersections are
anticipated to improve to acceptable
conditions with this alternative.

Four arterial segments would be affected.
Two segments would continue to operate at
an unacceptable LOS as under No Build
conditions but would worsen with
Alternative 2a. One segment would
operate at an unacceptable LOS as
compared to No Build. One segment would
improve to acceptable conditions with this
alternative.

Thirteen intersections in the study area
would be affected. Four are anticipated to
perform worse than the already
unacceptable No Build conditions. One
intersection would worsen from acceptable
to unacceptable conditions. Three
intersections would improve operations
when compared with the No Build
Alternative, but would remain at
unacceptable levels. Five intersections are
anticipated to improve to acceptable
conditions with this alternative.

A BART station at Vasco Road would
integrate well with connecting commuter bus
services from the east as some routes
already serve this station area. The station
would require LAVTA bus service re-
routing or supplemental service. The station
integrates well with ACE or future high-
speed rail service. The Isabel/I-580 Station
would afford less robust transit service and
would require that additional lines be re-
routed to serve the station. This alternative
generates a high level of new future
ridership compared to the other alternatives
and it would require the purchase of
additional vehicles to prevent crowding on
the BART core system.

A BART station in Downtown Livermore
would integrate well with existing/future
LAVTA bus service and ACE or future
high-speed rail service. The Vasco Road
Station, although it would require additional
LAVTA service, would also integrate well
with ACE and connecting commuter bus
services from the east; some of these routes
already serve this station area. This
alternative generates a high level of new
future ridership compared to the other
alternatives and it would require the
purchase of additional vehicles to prevent
crowding on the BART core system.

Adequate parking would be available to
serve the demand at both stations. Parking
demands at the West Dublin/Pleasanton and
existing Dublin/Pleasanton Stations would
be reduced but not below existing levels.

The Downtown Livermore Station would
not have adequate parking to serve the
anticipated demand. This impact could be
mitigated by providing additional parking at
the Vasco Road Station and using parking
management measures to control BART
patron parking activities in the downtown
area. Parking demands at the West
Dublin/Pleasanton and existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Stations would be
reduced but not below existing levels.

A BART extension would boost demand
for bike lane/trail facilities in the station
area. Ample facilities, both existing and
proposed, exist to serve both proposed
stations, although station locations distant
from population centers might discourage
access by bicycle or foot. This condition is
less prevalent at the Vasco Road Station
site, where existing/planned housing and
employment and potential redevelopment
around the station may encourage station
access by bicycle and walking. Some
bicycle/pedestrian facilities would need to
be realigned to avoid conflicts at proposed
station/yard sites.

A BART extension would boost demand
for bike lane/trail facilities in the station
area. Ample facilities, both existing and
proposed, exist to serve both proposed
stations. A station in Downtown
Livermore would afford convenient access
to the town’s amenities. The Vasco Road
Station’s location is distant from
Downtown Livermore, although
existing/planned housing and employment
around the station may encourage station
access by bicycle and walking. Some
bicycle/pedestrian facilities would need to
be realigned to avoid conflicts at proposed
station/yard sites.
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Table 3.2-17

Interaction Between Build Alternatives and Existing/Planned Multimodal Transportation Network

Alternative

Highway

Arterials and Intersections®

Connecting Transit

Parking

Bicycle/Pedestrian

3 - Portola

3a -Railroad

A BART extension with a station at
Isabel/I-580 would attract trans-Altamont
commuters and overburden this section of
[-580; however, this potential may not be
as pronounced as alternatives with a station
at Greenville East. Additionally, BART
service assists in redistributing trips away
from highways between Livermore and the
inner Bay Area. Of the 10 freeway
segments in the area, this alternative would
have a beneficial effect on five segments
and it would have an adverse impact on
four segments.

This alternative does not provide any
stations immediately adjacent to I-580,
although the Isabel/Stanley Station would
be accessible by the upgraded SR 84. Of
the 10 freeway segments in the area, this
alternative would have a beneficial effect
on six segments and it would have an
adverse impact on two segments.

Four arterial street segments would be
affected. One segment would operate at an
unacceptable LOS when compared to No
Build conditions while another would
worsen when compared to No Build
conditions but continue to operate at an
unacceptable LOS. One segment would
improve to acceptable conditions with this
alternative, while another would improve
when compared to No Build conditions but
continue to operate at an unacceptable
LOS.

Twelve intersections in the study area
would be affected. Four are anticipated to
perform worse than the already
unacceptable No Build conditions. Four
intersections would improve operations
when compared with the No Build
Alternative, but would remain at
unacceptable levels. Four intersections are
anticipated to improve to acceptable
conditions with this alternative.

Five arterial street segments would be
affected. Two segments would operate at
an unacceptable LOS when compared to
No Build conditions, while another would
worsen when compared to No Build
conditions but continue to operate at an
unacceptable LOS. One segment would
improve to acceptable conditions with this
alternative, while another would improve
when compared to No Build conditions but
continue to operate at an unacceptable
LOS.

Twelve intersections in the study area
would be affected. Five are anticipated to
perform worse than the already
unacceptable No Build conditions. Two
intersections would improve operations
when compared with the No Build
Alternative, but would remain at
unacceptable levels. Five intersections are
anticipated to improve to acceptable
conditions with this alternative.

A BART station at Downtown Livermore
would integrate well with existing/future
LAVTA bus service and ACE or future
high-speed rail service. The Isabel/I-580
Station would afford less robust local transit
service and would require that additional
lines be re-routed to serve the station.

While Isabel/I-580 would be a convenient
terminal for commuter bus services from the
east, this station would not offer connections
to ACE as would be possible in Downtown
Livermore. This alternative generates a
moderate level of new future ridership
compared to the other alternatives and it
would require the purchase of additional
vehicles to prevent crowding on the BART
core system.

A BART station at Downtown Livermore
would integrate well with existing/future
LAVTA bus service and ACE or high-speed
rail service. The Isabel/Stanley Station
would afford less robust local transit service
but would be situated along LAVTA’s bus
rapid transit line. As a terminal for
commuter bus routes from the east, the
Isabel/Stanley or Downtown Livermore
Stations would not be as effective as a
station located adjacent to I-580, but would
afford ACE or future high-speed rail
connectivity. This alternative generates a
moderate level of new future ridership
compared to the other alternatives and it
would require the purchase of additional
vehicles to prevent crowding on the BART
core system.

The Downtown Livermore Station would
not have adequate parking to serve the
anticipated demand. This impact could be
mitigated by providing additional parking at
the Isabel/I-580 Station and using parking
management measures to control BART
patron parking activities in the downtown
area. Parking demands at the West
Dublin/Pleasanton and existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Stations would be
reduced but not below existing levels.

The Downtown Livermore Station would
not have adequate parking to serve the
anticipated demand. This impact could be
mitigated by providing additional parking at
the Isabel/Stanley Station and using parking
management measures to control BART
patron parking activities in the downtown
area. Parking demands at the West
Dublin/Pleasanton and existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Stations would be
reduced but not below existing levels.

A BART extension would boost demand
for bike lane/trail facilities in the station
area. Ample facilities, both existing and
proposed, exist to serve both stations. A
station in Downtown Livermore would
afford convenient access to the town’s
amenities. The Isabel/I-580 Station
location is distant from population centers
and might discourage access by bicycle or
foot. Some bicycle/pedestrian facilities
would need to be realigned to avoid
conflicts at proposed station/yard sites.

A BART extension would boost demand
for bike lane/trail facilities in the station
area. Ample facilities, both existing and
proposed, exist to serve both stations. A
station in Downtown Livermore would
afford convenient access to the town’s
amenities. The Isabel/Stanley Station
location is proximate to housing, although
circuitous circulation patterns required to
access the station may discourage access by
bicycle or foot. Some bicycle/pedestrian
facilities would need to be realigned to
avoid conflicts at proposed station/yard
sites.
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Table 3.2-17

Interaction Between Build Alternatives and Existing/Planned Multimodal Transportation Network

Alternative

Highway

Arterials and Intersections®

Connecting Transit

Parking

Bicycle/Pedestrian

4 — Isabel/I-580

5 - Quarry

A BART extension with a station at
Isabel/I-580 would attract trans-Altamont
commuters and overburden this section of
[-580; however, this potential may not be
as severe as alternatives with a station at
Greenville East. Additionally, BART
service assists in redistributing trips away
from highways between Livermore and the
inner Bay Area. Of the 10 freeway
segments in the area, this alternative would
have a beneficial effect on five segments
and it would have an adverse impact on
four segments.

This alternative does not provide a station
immediately adjacent to I-580, although the
Isabel/Stanley Station would be accessible
by the upgraded SR 84. Of the 10 freeway
segments in the area, this alternative would
have a beneficial effect on five segments
and it would have an adverse impact on
four segments.

Three arterial segments would be affected
with this alternative. One segment would
operate at an unacceptable LOS when
compared to No Build conditions. Two
segments would improve to acceptable
conditions with this alternative.

Twelve intersections in the study area
would be affected. Four are anticipated to
perform worse than the already
unacceptable No Build conditions. Two
intersections would improve operations
when compared with the No Build
Alternative, but would remain at
unacceptable levels. Six intersections are
anticipated to improve to acceptable
conditions with this alternative.

Two arterial segments would be adversely
affected with this alternative. Of these two
segments that would operate at
unacceptable conditions, one segment
would operate worse under Alternative 5
than under 2035 No Build Conditions.
Two segments would improve to
acceptable conditions with this alternative.

Twelve intersections in the study area
would be affected. Five are anticipated to
perform worse than the already
unacceptable No Build conditions. Two
intersections would improve operations
when compared with the No Build
Alternative, but would remain at an
unacceptable level. Five intersections are
anticipated to improve to acceptable
conditions with this alternative.

The Isabel/I-580 Station would afford less
robust local transit service than other
alternatives and would require that
additional lines be re-routed to serve the
station. The alternative would allow no
connectivity to ACE and may be less likely
than other alternatives to provide a
connection to future high-speed rail service.
As a terminal for commuter bus service
from the east, Isabel/I-580 would be closer
and would offer time/cost savings over
continuing to the existing Dublin/Pleasanton
Station; however, it would not be as
effective a transfer point as Greenville East.
This alternative generates a low level of new
future ridership compared to the other
alternatives and it would require the
purchase of additional vehicles to prevent
crowding on the BART core system. This
alternative would not provide sufficient train
storage/maintenance capacity for the number
of trains required to operate this extension.

The Isabel/Stanley Station would afford less
robust local transit service than other
alternatives but would be situated along
LAVTA’s bus rapid transit route. The
station would also allow connections to ACE
or a future high-speed rail service. As a
terminal for commuter bus routes from the
east, [sabel/Stanley would not offer much
time/cost savings over continuing to the
existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station, but
would afford ACE connectivity. This
alternative generates a low level of new
future ridership compared to the other
alternatives and it would require the
purchase of additional vehicles to prevent
crowding on the BART core system. This
alternative would not provide sufficient train
storage/maintenance capacity for the number
of trains required to operate this extension.

Adequate parking would be available to
serve the demand at the Isabel/I-580
Station. Parking demands at the West
Dublin/Pleasanton and existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Stations would be
reduced but not below existing levels.

Adequate parking would be available to
serve the demand at the Isabel/Stanley
Station. Parking demands at the West
Dublin/Pleasanton and existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Stations would be
reduced, although it is the least effective of
all the alternatives in this respect, but not
below existing levels.

A BART extension would boost demand
for bike lane/trail facilities in the station
area. Ample facilities, both existing and
proposed, exist to serve the proposed
station. The Isabel/I-580 Station location is
distant from population centers and might
discourage access by bicycle or foot. Some
bicycle/pedestrian facilities would need to
be realigned to avoid conflicts at the
proposed station site.

A BART extension would boost demand
for bike lane/trail facilities in the station
area. Ample facilities, both existing and
proposed, exist to serve the proposed
station. The Isabel/Stanley Station location
is proximate to housing, although
circuitous circulation patterns required to
access the station may discourage access by
bicycle or foot. Some bicycle/pedestrian
facilities would need to be realigned to
avoid conflicts at the proposed station site.

Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009.

Notes:

Formal statements of impacts and mitigations for each travel mode are found in this Transportation section. See Impact TR-2 for freeways, TR-3 for arterials, TR-4 for intersections, TR-5 for transit, TR-7 for pedestrian, TR-8 for trails, and TR-9 for bicycle

a. The intersection performance summary reported in this table reflects PM peak hour operation only. See Impact TR-4 for a full description of AM and PM operations.
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Parking. Impacts associated with the ability to supply commuter parking at proposed BART stations
vary greatly by alternative. The Alternatives 1, 2, 4, and 5 would include parking facilities to
accommodate projected parking demand; these alternatives would therefore result in no significant
impacts on parking.

Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3, and 3a would generate significant parking impacts because future parking
demand would exceed supply at the Downtown Livermore Station. This condition could be mitigated
to less than significant by constructing additional parking facilities at non-downtown stations and by
instituting parking management measures in the downtown area.

Pedestrian. All the alternatives could create conflicts with pedestrian facilities, thereby generating
potentially significant impacts on pedestrian facilities, although these impacts could be mitigated to
less-than-significant levels. This potential to generate significant impacts would be quantified and
studied in greater detail in a subsequent project-specific environmental review.

Trail. Alternatives la, 1b, and 2a would have no impacts on study area trail facilities. Alternatives 1,
2, 3, 3a, 4 and 5 could result in potentially significant impacts to trails due to widening of I-580 and
the location of stations, although these impacts could be mitigated to less-than-significant levels.

Bicycle Facilities. Alternative 3a and Alternative 5 would have no impacts on study area bicycle
facilities. Alternatives 1, la, 1b, 2, 2a, 3, and 4 could generate potentially significant impacts to
bicycle facilities. All impacts however could be mitigated to less-than-significant levels.

TR-1 BART System

Impacts to the BART system resulting from the extension alternatives may potentially affect the
BART core system as well as needs for maintenance and storage facilities. Ridership with and
without the extension is a key factor in assessing these impacts. Projected BART ridership is
discussed below followed by assessment of program-level impacts on the BART core system
and maintenance and storage facilities.

BART Ridership. Projected BART ridership for year 2035 is shown in Table 3.2-18. The
BART extension alternatives would represent an approximate 3 to 5 percent increase in riders
to the BART system. The highest increase in ridership over the No Build Alternative would be
experienced with Alternative 1 at 31,700 daily riders. Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, and 3 would
experience ridership levels only slightly less than those experienced with Alternative 1.
Significantly lower ridership would be experienced with Alternatives 4 and 5.

Table 3.2-19 describes the 2035 total daily BART trips for the Tri-Valley area both with and
without the BART extension alternatives. The alternatives would decrease demand for the
West Dublin/Pleasanton and existing Dublin/Pleasanton Stations by approximately 1,200 to
5,400 trips per day as a result of riders shifting to the new extension stations further east.
However, overall BART ridership in the Tri-Valley would increase with the alternatives
representing as much as 50 percent of the total projected ridership for the Tri-Valley area.
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Table 3.2-18
2035 BART Systemwide Ridership

Change from No Build Percent Change from

Alternative System Ridership with Extension No Build
(New BART Riders)? with Extension
No Build 658,400 NA NA
1 - Greenville East 690,100 31,700 +4.8%
la - Downtown-Greenville East 689,300 30,900 +4.7%
via UPRR
1b — Downtown-Greenville East 689,300 30,900 +4.7%
via SPRR
2 - Las Positas 688,200 29,800 +4.5%
2a — Downtown-Vasco 690,000 31,600 +4.8%
3 - Portola 688,300 29,900 +4.5%
3a - Railroad 688,100 29,700 +4.5%
4 - Tsabel/I-580 678,300 19,900 +3.0%
5 - Quarry 679,200 20,800 +3.2%

Source: Dowling Associates, 2009.

Note:

NA = Not Applicable

a.  BART riders reflect the BART patron’s journey on the BART system from entry to exit and are counted by exits from the BART

system.
Table 3.2-19
2035 BART Extension Alternatives Ridership
(Total Daily BART Trips®)
West Dublin/ Proposed BART Total Tri-
Alternative Dublin/Pl.easanton Pleasa.nton Exte'nsion Valley
Station Station Station(s)
No Build 17,700 26,400 NA 44,100
1 - Greenville East 16,800 21,900 38,100 76,700
la - Downtown-Greenville East 17,200 23,200 35,300 75,700
via UPRR
1b - Downtown-Greenville East 17,200 23,200 35,300 75,700
via SPRR
2 - Las Positas 17,200 22,200 35,400 74,800
2a - Downtown-Vasco 17,200 23,900 35,200 76,300
3 - Portola 17,100 23,700 34,300 75,100
3a - Railroad 17,300 23,000 33,600 73,900
4 - TIsabel/I-580 16,800 22,100 25,100 64,000
5 - Quarry 17,100 25,800 23,100 66,100

Source: Dowling Associates, 2009.
Notes:

a. Total Daily BART Trips includes both entries and exits at the respective BART station and measure the actual activity at the station.
Patrons who enter and exit in the Tri-Valley area will be counted twice which accounts for variances in Change from No-Build
when compared to Table 3.2-18.

NA = Not Applicable
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BART patrons from San Joaquin County represent a significant segment of the ridership in the
Tri-Valley area. Currently, to access the BART system, these patrons must drive, use a
regional bus line, or connect via ACE by local bus. The BART extension alternatives would
provide a closer connection to the BART system for San Joaquin County BART patrons by
driving, bus, and in some cases as direct connection to ACE. As shown in Table 3.2-20, San
Joaquin County patrons represent almost 30 percent of future BART ridership with the
extension alternatives.

Table 3.2-20
2035 BART Systemwide Ridership from San Joaquin County
(Total Daily BART Trips)

Drive Percent of Total
. Transfer from Total San .
Alternative Park-and- ACE Joaquin Count Tri-Valley
Ride b unty Ridership
No Build 7,200 0 7,200 16.3%
1 - Greenville East 15,800 6,800 22,600 29.5%
la -Downtown-Greenville East 17,600 3,800 21.400 28.1%
via UPRR ’
1b -Downtown-Greenville East 17,600 3,800 21.400 28.1%
via SPRR ’
2 — Las Positas 17,100 5,000 22,100 29.5%
2a -Downtown-Vasco 16,400 4,900 21,300 27.9%
3 — Portola 18,300 2,400 20,700 27.6%
3a -Railroad 16,300 3,900 20,200 27.3%
4 — Isabel/I-580 16,800 0 16,800 26.2%
5 - Quarry 9,500 10,200 19,700 29.8%

Source: Dowling Associates, 2009.
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The breakdown of total daily entries plus exits by station is shown in Table 3.2-21. Parking
demand is also indicated in parentheses and italics below the station entries and exits.
Projected ridership at the stations varies depending on the number of stations and location of
the stations included for each extension alternative. As seen in the table, the greatest station
activity and parking demand would be under Alternative 4 with its one station at Isabel/I-580.
Projected demand at this station would involve 25,100 daily riders arriving and exiting the
station, and a parking demand for 8,300 spaces. The station with the least projected activity
would be Isabel/Stanley under Alternative 3a with 9,300 daily entries and exits and a parking
demand for 3,600 spaces. As described previously, the ridership and parking demand at the
West Dublin/Pleasanton and existing Dublin/Pleasanton Stations would be less with the BART
extension alternatives.

Table 3.2-21
2035 BART Tri-Valley Station Extension Alternatives: Total Daily BART Trips
(Total Daily Parking Demand)

West .
Alternative Dublin/ Dublin/ Isabel/ Isabel/ Df)wntown Vasco  Greenville
1-580 Stanley Livermore Road East
Pleasanton Pleasanton
No Build 17,700 26,400 NA NA NA NA NA
(3,000) (5,400)
1 - Greenville East 16,800 21,900 16,200 NA NA NA 21,900
(3,000) (4,600) (5,100) (5,500)
la -Downtown- 17,200 23,200 NA NA 23,000 NA 12,300
Greenville East (3,000) (5,000) (5,100) (4,500)
via UPRR
1b ~-Downtown- 17,200 23,200 NA NA 23,000 NA 12,300
Greenville East (3,000) (5,000) (5,100) (4,500)
via SPRR
2 — Las Positas 17,200 22,200 16,000 NA NA 19,400 NA
(3,000) (4,700) (5,600) (5,000)
2a —-Downtown- 17,200 23,900 NA NA 18,600 16,500 NA
Vasco (3,000) (5,300) (4,700) (4,700)
3 - Portola 17,100 23,700 15,100 NA 19,200 NA NA
(3,000) (5,400) (5,500) (4,900)
3a -Railroad 17,300 23,000 NA 9,300 24,300 NA NA
(3,000) (5,000) (3,600) (5,500)
4 - Isabel/I-580 16,800 22,100 25,100 NA NA NA NA
(3,000) (5,400) (8,300)
5 - Quarry 17,100 25,800 NA 23,100 NA NA NA
(3,000) (5,400) (4,400)
Source: Dowling Associates, 2009.
Notes:

(0,000) = Total Daily Parking Demand
NA = Not Applicable
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Projected mode of access to the stations is shown below in Table 3.2-22. The mode of access
reflects how BART patrons are anticipated to arrive at and depart from the station. The modes
of access differ between the stations and reflect certain characteristics of the station and station
area. For example, stations close to residential and employment population centers would be
expected to have a higher walk mode share. This would include the West Dublin/Pleasanton,
existing Dublin/Pleasanton, Vasco Road, and Downtown Livermore Stations. Conversely,
those stations that are removed from the population centers, such as the Greenville East,
Isabel/I-580, and Isabel/Stanley Stations would have a higher rate of drive park-and-ride
(patrons who drive and park at the station to ride BART). The availability of parking at the
station would also affect the share of drive park-and-ride as well as the number taking transit
and/or being dropped off at the station (drive kiss-and-ride). The percentage of transfers from
ACE is shown at the stations where an ACE connection would be provided (Greenville East
Station (Alternative 1), Vasco Road Station, Downtown Livermore Station, and the
Isabel/Stanley Station (Alternative 5 only). It is also important to note that these estimates do
not consider potential transit oriented-development that could occur around stations if cities or
the County were to change existing land use policies.

Table 3.2-22
2035 BART Tri-Valley Station Mode of Access with Extension Alternatives

Drive
Park-and- Drive Bus ACE
Alternative Ride Kiss-and-Ride Transfer Transfer® Walk

No Build

West Dublin/Pleasanton 37% 43% 5% 0% 15%

Dublin/Pleasanton 45% 18% 25% 0% 12%
1 - Greenville East

West Dublin/Pleasanton 39% 38% 5% 0% 18%

Dublin/Pleasanton 46 % 9% 27% 0% 18%

Isabel/I-580 69 % 14% 16% 0% 1%

Greenville East 55% 3% 6% 31% 5%
la -Downtown-Greenville East via UPRR

West Dublin/Pleasanton 38% 39% 5% 0% 18%

Dublin/Pleasanton 47% 11% 25% 0% 17%

Downtown Livermore 49% 9% 20% 16% 6%

Greenville East 81% 3% 13% 0% 2%
1b -Downtown-Greenville East via SPRR

West Dublin/Pleasanton 38% 39% 5% 0% 18%

Dublin/Pleasanton 47% 11% 25% 0% 17%

Downtown Livermore 49% 9% 20% 16% 6%

Greenville East 81% 3% 13% 0% 2%
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Table 3.2-22

2035 BART Tri-Valley Station Mode of Access with Extension Alternatives

Drive
Park-and- Drive Bus ACE
Alternative Ride Kiss-and-Ride Transfer Transfer” Walk
2 - Las Positas
West Dublin/Pleasanton 46 % 27% 6% 0% 21%
Dublin/Pleasanton 47% 10% 26% 0% 17%
Isabel/1-580 77% 12% 10% 0% 1%
Vasco Road 57% 5% 10% 26% 3%
2a -Downtown-Vasco
West Dublin/Pleasanton 38% 39% 5% 0% 18%
Dublin/Pleasanton 49% 10% 24% 0% 16%
Downtown Livermore 56% 9% 24% 5% 7%
Vasco Road 63% 5% 8% 25% 0%
3 - Portola
West Dublin/Pleasanton 39% 39% 5% 0% 18%
Dublin/Pleasanton 50% 9% 24% 0% 16%
Isabel/1-580 80% 9% 10% 0% 1%
Downtown Livermore 56 % 8% 20% 12% 4%
3a —Railroad
West Dublin/Pleasanton 38% 40% 4% 0% 17%
Dublin/Pleasanton 48% 11% 24% 0% 17%
Isabel/Stanley 85% 1% 14% 0% 0%
Downtown Livermore 49% 9% 20% 16% 5%
4 — Isabel/I-580
West Dublin/Pleasanton 39% 39% 5% 0% 17%
Dublin/Pleasanton 54% 7% 23% 0% 17%
Isabel/I-580 72% 13% 14% 0% 1%
5 - Quarry
West Dublin/Pleasanton 38% 40% 4% 0% 17%
Dublin/Pleasanton 46 % 14% 25% 0% 15%
Isabel/Stanley 42% 3% 11% 44% 0%
Source: Dowling Associates, 2009.
Notes:
a. ACE transfers are defined as direct rail-to-rail transit transfers.
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Core System Demands. In June 2009, BART Operations Planning staff conducted an analysis
to determine the system-wide impacts of an eastward BART extension to Livermore. BART
staff used a number of assumptions to anticipate railcar needs for year 2035 and evaluated
scenarios with foreseeable BART extension projects and BART to Livermore Program EIR
alternatives.

The projected ridership for each extension alternative was split into net new trips leaving the
Tri-Valley area and trips existing entirely within the Tri-Valley, defined as those stations east
of and including West Dublin/Pleasanton Station. Trips exiting the Tri-Valley area were
assumed to be distributed in time and destination similarly to those in BART’s Connetics
ridership model forecast for West Dublin/Pleasanton and existing Dublin/Pleasanton Stations
for the year 2030. Nineteen percent of trips would occur during the peak hour; 24 percent
would occur during the shoulder hour before and after the peak hours. Destinations of new
westbound trips out of the Tri-Valley would be split as follows: 58 percent of peak period trips
would follow the transbay route into San Francisco; 21 percent of peak period trips would go
north into Oakland and/or transfer to another BART line. Service was assumed to be operated
at 12-minute headways with additional peak period trains. At any given time, an average of 15
percent of the revenue fleet was assumed to be out of service due to maintenance.

To derive the split between those riders exiting and remaining within the Tri-Valley, station
entry/exit patterns were analyzed on BART’s Concord Line between Orinda and North
Concord, a segment of BART service assumed to be most analogous to service between
Dublin/Pleasanton and Livermore. These Concord Line stations were given an “attraction
value” classification of high, medium, or low based on proximity to existing and planned
activity centers:

e Walnut Creek - high: existing development and close to established downtown.

Concord - high: close to established downtown.

Orinda - low: no significant attraction development expected.

Lafayette — low: no significant attraction development expected.

Pleasant Hill - low: no significant attraction development expected.

e North Concord/Martinez - low: no significant attraction development expected.

Those stations with a higher attraction value were assumed to command a higher percentage of
off-peak and reverse peak trips—which generate additional ridership and lower per capita
system expansion costs with minimal additional operational costs—when compared to low
attraction value stations, which primarily fulfill a park-and-ride role and remain largely
dormant outside of peak travel periods. Based on this classification system, the two existing
and five proposed Tri-Valley stations were rated according to their attraction value as shown
below:
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e West Dublin/Pleasanton - medium: some development expected.

¢ Dublin/Pleasanton - high: additional development and employment expected.

o Isabel/I-580 - low: no significant attraction development expected.

o Isabel/Stanley - low: no significant attraction development expected.

e Downtown Livermore - high: established downtown, with redevelopment expected.

e Vasco Road - high: Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, a major employer, and planned

mixed-use development.

e Greenville East - low: no significant attraction development expected.

Concord Line stations were paired into groupings of two, three, and four to simulate 2035 Tri-

Valley service under all build and no build alternatives.

Actual October 2008 ridership was

then reviewed between the studied Concord Line stations to estimate the likely percentage of
trips that would originate and terminate within the Tri-Valley area. The results of this analysis
are presented in Table 3.2-23. As shown, the percentage of the total trips associated with each
of the extension alternatives that remain in the Tri-Valley area ranged from two to 12 percent.
The remainder of the trips would all involve travel on the existing core system of BART.

Table 3.2-23
Percentage of Trips Completed Entirely Within the Tri-Valley Area

Total Daily Percent of Total Net Trips
Alternative Tri-Valley Trips Remaining in the Tri-Valley
No Build 44,100 2%
1 - Greenville East 76,700 6%
la -Downtown Greenville East via UPRR 75,700 10%
1b -Downtown Greenville East via SPRR 75,700 10%
2 — Las Positas 74,900 10%
2a —-Downtown-Vasco 76,300 12%
3 - Portola 75,000 10%
3a —Railroad 73,900 10%
4 - Isabel/I-580 64,000 5%
5 - Quarry 66,100 5%

Source: BART, 2009.

Notes:  The Tri-Valley area is defined as those existing and proposed stations east of and including West

Dublin/Pleasanton Station.
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Those trips involving travel outside the Tri-Valley area would add to the number of persons
already using BART trains. Persons boarding BART trains in the Tri-Valley area and
travelling to the west of the Valley would reduce the number of seats available for passengers
in the areas currently served by BART. In order to prevent this additional ridership from
causing crowding on trains, the number of additional cars required to offset this increased load
was calculated.

Table 3.2-24 summarizes the ridership and car requirements for the BART extension
alternatives. The car requirements relate to three different types of car needs:

o Extension Impacts — The No Build Alternative assumes that BART trains will arrive and
depart the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station every 12 minutes. In order to extend this
frequency of service further to the east, additional cars would be needed. These are the
cars required to serve the extension. As shown in Table 3.2-24, the one-station alternatives
would require 10 cars (a single train) and the two-station alternatives would require 20 cars
(two trains).

e Cars for Peak Load - Those passengers traveling to or from points west of the Tri-Valley
will add to the passenger loads on the existing BART system. In order to prevent
uncomfortable levels of crowding, additional cars would be needed.

e Spare Vehicles - BART’s service policy is to have on hand 15 percent of the total vehicle
fleet as spares, in order to allow for vehicles undergoing maintenance and to have backup
vehicles available to replace trains which go out of service for mechanical reasons.

The analysis by BART Operations Planning staff indicates that an eastward BART extension to
Livermore could have potentially significant core system impacts throughout the BART system,
as it would increase ridership on the existing trains. This would place additional demands on
BART’s overall infrastructure. BART has plans to replace and modernize its existing railcars
and to increase its car fleet to address ridership growth over time, these plans currently do not
directly take into account the impacts of the additional ridership associated with the BART to
Livermore Extension alternatives. However, because the amount of growth is relatively small
as compared to needs of the entire BART system, BART expects that these impacts can be
reduced to less than significant by incorporating the demand into BART's future fleet
procurement efforts. The specific impacts of a BART extension on the vehicle fleet will have
to be dealt with in detail at the time that a project-level environmental study is performed.
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Table 3.2-24

BART Car Requirements for the BART Extension Alternatives

Valley

Notes:

Alternative 1- la - 1b - 2 - 2a - 3- 3a- 4 - 5-
Greenville Downtown- Downtown- Las Downtown- Portola Railroad Isabel/ Quarry
East Greenville East Greenville East  Positas Vasco 1-580
via UPRR via SPRR
Total trips which begin 76,700 75,700 75,700 74,900 76,300 75,000 73,900 64,000 66,100
OR end in the Tri-Valley
Percent of total trips which 6% 10% 10% 10% 12% 10% 10% 5% 5%
begin AND end in the Tri-
Trips which begin OR end 72,098 68,130 68,130 67,410 67,144 67,500 66,510 60,800 65,160
outside the Tri-Valley
Extension Impact (Cars) * 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 10 10
Total Cars for Peak Load " 56 48 48 47 47 47 45 36 38
Spare Cars for 13 12 12 12 12 12 11 8 8
Maintenance (15%) ¢
Total Cars Needed ¢ 89 80 80 79 79 79 76 54 56
Source: BART, 2009.
The Tri-Valley area is defined as those existing and proposed stations east of and including West Dublin/Pleasanton Station.
a. Cars needed to operate the extension.
b. Cars needed to serve additional riders on the core system during peak periods with the extension.
c. 15% of Total Cars Needed.
d. Total additional cars needed to serve the extension and to accommodate the added ridership on the core system plus spare vehicles.
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Maintenance and Storage Facility Impacts. In an effort to manage the existing and future
maintenance and storage needs of revenue vehicles, BART has recently initiated a
comprehensive Strategic Maintenance Program (SMP) for the BART system. The SMP is a
change in BART maintenance scheduling and activities. It will affect how the BART yard and
shop facilities are designed, operated, and expanded in the future.

Each of the two-station extension alternatives would include a new yard facility, which has
been sized to meet the needs of the extension. Between the new yard and the SMP program,
the two-station alternatives would not have an impact on train storage and maintenance capacity
of the core system. The one-station alternatives (Alternatives 4 and 5) would not include a new
yard facility, and thus would not have adequate train storage and maintenance capacity to
accommodate the trains within the study area. The SMP program by itself may not be enough
to address the train storage and maintenance needs of the one-station alternatives. However,
because the amount of growth is relatively small as compared to needs of the entire BART
system, BART expects that these impacts can be reduced to less than significant by
incorporating the demand into BART’s future maintenance and storage improvement efforts.
For example, BART is currently planning yard and shop expansion at the Hayward
Maintenance Complex to handle future ridership growth. The specific impacts of a BART
extension on the vehicle maintenance and storage requirements of the system will have to be
dealt with in detail at the time that a project-level environmental study is performed.

The program-level impact review of the individual BART extension alternatives on the BART
system is discussed below.

No Build Alternative. The No Build Alternative would also include completion of other
programmed and funded transit and roadway improvements within the study area and region,
including the Warm Springs Extension and the modification of I-580 to accommodate high
occupancy vehicle lanes. BART ridership impacts associated with the No Build Alternative
have been addressed in the environmental documents prepared for these projects.

Alternative 1 — Greenville East. Alternative 1 would result in the greatest demand for new
BART cars. An estimated 89 new cars would be needed to serve the extension, avoid system
overcrowding, and provide the desired number of spare cars. In combination with the SMP
program, Alternative 1 would provide adequate train storage and maintenance capacity to serve
the extension. Therefore, there would be a less-than-significant impact to BART yard and
maintenance facilities. It is not clear that system capacity expansion improvement currently
planned by BART would reduce these impacts to less than significant. The specific impacts of
a BART extension on the vehicle fleet and other elements of the system will have to be dealt
with in detail at the time that a project-level environmental study is performed.

Alternative 1a - Downtown-Greenville East via UPRR. This alternative would include two
stations as well as a new storage and maintenance yard. Alternative la would result in a
demand for 80 new BART cars to serve the extension, avoid system overcrowding, and
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provide the desired number of spare cars. In combination with the SMP program, Alternative
la would provide adequate train storage and maintenance capacity to serve the extension. As
described above for Alternative 1, there would be a less-than-significant impact to BART yard
and maintenance facilities. The specific impacts of a BART extension on the vehicle fleet and
other elements of the system will have to be dealt with in detail at the time that a project-level
environmental study is performed.

Alternative 1b - Downtown-Greenville East via SPRR. Because this alternative would
include the same station and yard locations as Alternative la, the impacts discussed for
Alternative 1a would also apply to this alternative.

Alternative 2 - Las Positas. Because this alternative would include two station locations and a
yard facility, similar to Alternative la, the impacts discussed for Alternative 1a would also
apply to this alternative.

Alternative 2a - Downtown-Vasco. Because this alternative would include two station
locations and a yard facility, similar to Alternative la, the impacts discussed for Alternative la
would also apply to this alternative.

Alternative 3 - Portola. Because this alternative would include two station locations and a
yard facility, similar to Alternative la, the impacts discussed for Alternative la would also
apply to this alternative.

Alternative 3a - Railroad. Because this alternative would include two station locations and a
yard facility, similar to Alternative 1a, and would have a similar ridership demand, the impacts
discussed for Alternative 1a would also apply to this alternative.

Alternative 4 - Isabel/I-580. Alternative 4 involves a one-station BART extension. The
shorter extension and resulting reduced ridership forecast still demand 54 new BART cars to
service the extension, prevent overcrowding on the core system, and provide BART’s desired
number of spare vehicles. This demand for new vehicles is a potentially significant impact on
BART’s core system. It is not clear that the system capacity expansion improvements currently
planned by BART would reduce these impacts to less than significant. The specific impacts of
a BART extension on the vehicle fleet and other elements of the system will have to be dealt
with in detail at the time that a project-level environmental study is performed.

In addition, without the inclusion of a storage and maintenance yard, Alternative 4 would not
provide adequate train storage and maintenance capacity to serve the extension. Additional
yard and storage facilities would be needed to prevent impacts on the core system and to allow
efficient operation of the extension. In addition to these needs, this alternative would also
require new core system storage capacity to service the additional cars operating on the core
system. The storage and maintenance needs of these additional vehicles would need to be
accommodated on the West Bay and Fremont/East Bay lines. These needs may be in excess of
current BART plans to expand storage and maintenance capacity. For example, BART is
currently planning yard and shop expansion at the Hayward Maintenance Complex to handle
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1R-2

future ridership growth. The specific impacts of a BART extension on the vehicle
maintenance, storage requirements and other elements of the system will have to be dealt with
in detail at the time that a project-level environmental study is performed.

Alternative 5 - Quarry. Because this alternative proposes a one-station extension and no new
storage and maintenance yards, Alternative 5 would be similar to Alternative 4, and the
impacts discussed for Alternative 4 would also apply to this alternative.

Freeways

Congestion on 1-580 through the study area follows local and regional commute patterns with
unacceptable traffic levels occurring in the westbound direction in the AM peak hour and in the
eastbound direction in the PM peak hour. Traffic in the non-commute direction (eastbound in
the AM peak and westbound in the PM peak) would operate at an acceptable LOS for both the
No Build Alternative and each of the BART extension alternatives. A freeway impact would
result from a reduction in level of service due to an increase in the number of vehicles traveling
within the corridor. Conversely, a benefit would occur with a reduction in the traffic volume.

There are multiple freeway segments that would operate worse than LOS E during the
westbound AM peak hour and eastbound PM peak hour. However, the majority of study
segments would operate equal to or better with the BART extension alternatives than with the
No Build Alternative as shown in Table 3.2-25 and illustrated in Figure 3.2-5. As a result, the
extension alternatives would primarily have a beneficial impact on the freeway operations.

In the westbound direction during the AM peak hour, the following freeway segments would
operate at a worse and unacceptable LOS with a BART extension alternative than with the No
Build Alternative:

e Isabel Avenue - Livermore Avenue (Alternatives 3, 4, and 5)

Greenville Road - East of Greenville Road (Alternatives la, 1b, 2, 3, 3a, and 4) In the
eastbound direction during the PM peak hour, the following freeway segments would operate at
a worse and unacceptable LOS with a BART extension alternative than with the No Build
Alternative:

e First Street — Vasco Road (Alternatives 3, 4, and 5)

e Vasco Road - Greenville Road (Alternative 3)

The program-level review of the impact of each of the BART extension alternatives on the
freeway network is discussed below with identification of the individual freeway segments that
could potentially be affected.
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Table 3.2-25
I-580 Study Freeway Segment Analysis - LOS Summary by Alternative - 2035

Freeway Segment

Hopyard Hacienda Santa Rita El Charro Airway Isabel Livermore Greenville
From: Road Drive Road Road Boulevard Avenue Avenue First Street  Vasco Road Road
East of
Hacienda Santa Rita El Charro Airway Isabel Livermore Greenville Greenville
To: Drive Road Road Boulevard Avenue Avenue First Street  Vasco Road Road Road
Peak
Alternatives Direction Hour Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS
EB AM 29 D 28.8 D 26.4 D 22 C 23.5 C 21.4 C 23.8 C 23.1 C 19 C 22.5 C
No Build PM 39.6 E 36.9 E 43.4 E 47.1 F 60.7 F 68.4 F 51.8 F 37.5 E 28 D 59.8 F
o Bui
WB AM 87.2 F 90 F 51.4 F 62.1 F 68.7 F 44.2 E 33.1 D 24.9 C 28.3 D 36.6 E
PM 25.8 C 24.7 C 22.4 C 23 C 25.1 C 24 .4 C 22.1 C 19.7 C 16.6 B 18.7 C
EB AM 27.4 D 27.4 D 26.6 D 21.4 C 23.5 C 20.9 C 23.4 C 22.7 C 18.3 C 21.6 C
1 — Greenville PM 38 E 33 D 39 D 36 D 395 E 50 F 49 F 386 E 284 D 742 F
East WB AM 62 F 46.7 F 35.4 E 36.3 E 40.9 E 37.5 E 29.3 D 23 C 26.6 D 41.3 E
PM 26.9 D 24.6 C 22.2 C 22.8 C 24.5 C 24.3 C 22.2 C 20.1 C 16.6 B 18.7 C
EB AM 27.3 D 27.3 D 26.4 D 21.3 C 23.4 C 21 C 23.4 C 22.7 C 18.5 C 21.7 C
la - Downtown PM 32 E 306 D 333 D 336 D 43 E 52 F 441 E 365 E 302 D 85 F
Greenville
via UPRR WB AM 625 F 502 F 35 E 384 E 435 E 37 D 26 D 23 C 287 D 457 F
PM 26.8 D 24.7 C 22.3 C 22.9 C 24.7 C 23.9 C 21.9 C 20.3 C 16.6 B 18.6 C
EB AM 27.3 D 27.3 D 26.4 D 21.3 C 23.4 C 21 C 23.4 C 22.7 C 18.5 C 21.7 C
1b - Downtown PM %2 E 306 D 333 D 36 D 43 E 502 F 41 E 35 E 302 D 8.5 F
Greenville
via SPRR WB AM 625 F 502 F 375 E 384 E 435 E 347 D 276 D 23 C 287 D 4.7 F
PM 26.8 D 24.7 C 22.3 C 22.9 C 24.7 C 23.9 C 21.9 C 20.3 C 16.6 B 18.6 C
EB AM 27.3 D 27.2 D 26.6 D 21.4 C 23.5 C 20.9 C 234 C 22.7 C 18.1 C 21.6 C
PM 35.9 E 30.3 D 32.4 D 32.8 D 40.6 E 54.9 F 53.6 F 41 E 30.4 D 70.5 F
2 - Las Positas
WB AM 63.7 F 49 F 37 E 38.9 E 42.6 E 40.7 E 31.2 D 24.1 C 28.1 D 45 F
PM 27.1 D 24.7 C 22.4 C 23 C 24.8 C 24.3 C 22.1 C 20.3 C 16.9 B 18.6 C
EB AM 27.1 D 27.4 D 26.3 D 21.3 C 23.4 C 21 C 23.4 C 22.7 C 18.5 C 21.7 C
24 - Downtown- PM 3 E 307 D 329 D 34 D 4£8 E 484 F 433 E 38 E 311 D 756 F
Vasco WB AM 61.2 F 50 F 36.9 E 37.7 E 42 E 34.8 D 27.6 D 22.9 C 28.5 D 44.3 E
PM 26.4 D 24.8 C 22.4 C 22.9 C 24.9 C 239 C 21.7 C 20.4 C 16.6 B 18.7 C
EB AM 27.1 D 27.1 D 26.4 D 21.4 D 23.6 C 21.1 C 23.4 C 22.8 C 18.4 C 21.7 C
PM 35.6 E 30.2 D 33.3 D 33.8 D 42.9 E 72.8 F 70 F 50.7 F 37.1 E 95.2 F
3 - Portola
WB AM 59.5 F 51.6 F 37.8 E 38.4 E 43.5 E 48.4 F 35.5 E 26.6 D 33.3 D 46.4 F
PM 27.1 D 24.7 C 22.4 C 23 C 24.8 C 24 .4 C 22.3 C 20.6 C 16.9 B 18.6 C
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Table 3.2-25
I-580 Study Freeway Segment Analysis - LOS Summary by Alternative - 2035

Freeway Segment

Hopyard Hacienda Santa Rita El Charro Airway Isabel Livermore Greenville
From: Road Drive Road Road Boulevard Avenue Avenue First Street ~ Vasco Road Road
East of
Hacienda Santa Rita El Charro Airway Isabel Livermore Greenville Greenville
To: Drive Road Road Boulevard Avenue Avenue First Street ~ Vasco Road Road Road
Peak
Alternatives Direction Hour Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS
EB AM 27.1 D 27.2 D 26.5 D 21.4 C 23.5 C 20.9 C 23.4 C 22.7 C 18.4 C 21.8 C
PM 35.7 E 30.7 D 34.9 D 35.8 E 44.7 E 57.2 F 55.7 F 43.4 E 37.4 E 96.5 F
3a - Railroad
WB AM 61.8 F 55.5 F 39.9 E 40.7 E 46.4 F 42.1 E 32 D 27.3 D 34.1 D 47.5 F
PM 26.8 D 24.7 C 22.3 C 22.9 C 24.7 C 24.2 C 22.1 C 20.5 C 16.8 B 18.6 C
EB AM 27.8 D 27.9 D 26.5 D 21.3 C 23.1 C 21.5 C 23.9 C 23.1 C 18.3 C 21.8 C
PM 36.7 E 31 D 355 E 36.2 E 46.7 F 95.9 F 90.7 F 57.4 F 36.3 E 97.3 F
4 - TIsabel/I-580
WB AM 64.7 F 58.3 F 40.1 E 41.9 E 48.8 F 57.9 F 40.1 E 28.7 D 33.5 D 46.8 F
PM 26.9 D 24.8 C 22.5 C 23.1 C 24.9 C 24.8 C 22.5 C 20.7 C 16.9 B 18.6 C
EB AM 27.7 D 27.8 D 26.8 D 21.5 C 23.4 C 21.3 C 23.7 C 23 C 18.5 C 21.9 C
PM 36.4 E 32.5 D 37.8 E 38.7 E 49.9 F 64.9 F 62.8 F 46.5 F 31.9 D 68.5 F
5 - Quarry
WB AM 65.3 F 63.6 F 43.5 E 46.6 F 53.2 F 45.3 F 33.8 D 25.3 C 29.7 D 38.8 E
PM 26.7 D 24.8 C 22.4 C 23 C 24.8 C 24.3 C 22.2 C 20.4 C 16.6 B 18.5 C
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009.
Notes:
Density is represented in passenger cars per mile per lane (pc/mi/In).
Boldfaced values exceed the desired LOS E standard.
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No Build Alternative. Under the No Build Alternative, during the AM peak hour conditions,
five of the ten freeway study segments would operate at an unacceptable LOS (i.e., worse than
LOS E) in the westbound direction:

e Hopyard Drive - Hacienda Drive

e Hacienda Drive - Santa Rita Road

e Santa Rita Road - El Charro Road

e El Charro Road - Airway Boulevard

e Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue

All freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS in the eastbound direction during the
AM peak hour.

Under the No Build Alternative, during the PM peak hour conditions, five of the ten freeway
study segments would operate at an unacceptable LOS in the eastbound direction:

e El Charro Road - Airway Boulevard
e Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue
o [Isabel Avenue - Livermore Avenue

e Livermore Avenue - First Street
Greenville Road - East of Greenville Road

All freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS in the westbound direction during
the PM peak hour.

The No Build Alternative would result in unacceptable levels of service along five freeway
segments in the AM and PM peak hours. In some cases, the same unacceptable freeway LOS
would occur under a BART extension alternative. In such cases, the LOS is not considered an
impact of the alternative, since the impact would occur whether the BART extension alternative
were constructed or not.

Alternative 1 - Greenville East. During the AM peak hour, two of the ten freeway study
segments would operate at an unacceptable LOS (i.e., worse than LOS E) in the westbound
direction:

e Hopyard Drive - Hacienda Drive

e Hacienda Drive - Santa Rita Road

However, both of these segments would experience improved operation with Alternative 1. In
addition, the conditions at three other freeway segments would improve from an unacceptable
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LOS to an acceptable LOS with Alternative 1. As a result, this alternative would have a
beneficial effect on freeway operations during the AM peak hour in the heavily traveled
westbound direction. The freeway segments that would improve with Alternative 1 include:

e Santa Rita Road - El Charro Road
e El Charro Road - Airway Boulevard

e Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue

All freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS in the eastbound direction during the
AM peak hour.

During the PM peak hour, three of the ten freeway study segments would operate at an
unacceptable LOS (i.e., worse than LOS E) in the eastbound direction:

e Isabel Avenue - Livermore Avenue
e Livermore Avenue - First Street

e QGreenville Road - East of Greenville Road

Two of these segments would experience improved operation with Alternative 1. The
remaining segment (Greenville Road — East of Greenville Road) would experience worsened
operating conditions with Alternative 1. The conditions at two other freeway segments would
improve from an unacceptable LOS to an acceptable LOS with Alternative 1. As a result, this
alternative would have an overall beneficial effect on freeway operations. The freeway
segments that would improve with Alternative 1 include:

e El Charro Road - Airway Boulevard

e Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue

All freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS in the westbound direction during
the PM peak hour.

Because of the increased congestion on the segment of 1-580 east of Greenville Road in the
eastbound direction, a significant impact on freeway operations is projected in the PM peak
hour under Alternative 1.

Alternative 1a - Downtown-Greenville East via UPRR. During the AM peak hour, three of
the ten freeway study segments would operate at an unacceptable LOS (i.e., worse than LOS
E) in the westbound direction:

e Hopyard Drive - Hacienda Drive
e Hacienda Drive - Santa Rita Road

e QGreenville Road - East of Greenville Road
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Two of these segments would experience improved operation with Alternative la while the
Greenville Road - East of Greenville Road segment would experience worsened operating
conditions. In addition, the conditions at three other freeway segments would improve from an
unacceptable LOS to acceptable LOS with Alternative 1la. As a result, this alternative would
have an overall beneficial effect on AM peak hour freeway operations. The freeway segments
that would improve with Alternative 1a include:

e Santa Rita Road - El Charro Road
e El Charro Road - Airway Boulevard

e Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue

All freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS in the eastbound direction during the
AM peak hour.

During the PM peak hour, two of the ten freeway study segments would operate at an
unacceptable LOS (i.e., worse than LOS E) in the eastbound direction:

e Isabel Avenue - Livermore Avenue
e QGreenville Road - East of Greenville Road

The Isabel Avenue - Livermore Avenue segment would experience improved operation with
Alternative la; however, the Greenville Road - East of Greenville Road segment would
experience worsened operating conditions. Conditions at three other freeway segments would
improve from an unacceptable LOS to an acceptable LOS. Thus, this alternative has an overall
beneficial effect on PM peak hour freeway operations. The freeway segments that would
improve with Alternative 1a include:

e El Charro Road - Airway Boulevard
e Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue

e Livermore Avenue — First Street

All freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS in the westbound direction during
the PM peak hour.

Because of the increased congestion on the segment of 1-580 east of Greenville Road in the
peak direction, Alternative la would have a significant impact on freeway operations in the
AM and PM peak hours.

Alternative 1b — Downtown-Greenville East via SPRR. For the AM and PM peak hours, the
impacts discussed under Alternative la would apply to this alternative.  Accordingly,
Alternative 1b would likewise have a significant impact on freeway operations in the AM and
PM peak hours.
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Alternative 2 - Las Positas. For the AM peak hour, the impacts discussed under Alternative
la apply to this alternative. As a result, this alternative would have an overall beneficial effect
on AM peak hour freeway operations, with the exception of the Greenville Road - East of
Greenville Road segment.

During the PM peak hour, three of the ten freeway study segments would operate at
unacceptable LOS (i.e., worse than LOS E) in the eastbound direction:

e Isabel Avenue - Livermore Avenue
e Livermore Avenue - First Street

e Greenville Road - East of Greenville Road

The Isabel Avenue — Livermore Avenue segment would experience improved operations with
Alternative 2. The Livermore Avenue — First Street and Greenville Road - East of Greenville
Road segments would experience worsened operating conditions. The conditions at two other
freeway segments would improve from an unacceptable LOS to an acceptable LOS.
Consequently, this alternative has an overall beneficial effect on freeway operations. The
freeway segments that would experience improved operation with Alternative 2 include:

e El Charro Road - Airway Boulevard

e Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue

All freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS in the westbound direction during
the PM peak hour.

Because congestion would increase along one segment in the peak westbound direction during
the AM peak hour and two segments in the peak eastbound direction during the PM peak hour,
Alternative 2 would have a significant impact on freeway operations.

Alternative 2a - Downtown-Vasco. During the AM peak hour, two of the ten freeway study
segments would operate at an unacceptable LOS (i.e., worse than LOS E) in the westbound
direction:

e Hopyard Drive - Hacienda Drive

e Hacienda Drive - Santa Rita Road

Two of these segments would experience improved operation with Alternative 2a. In addition,
the conditions at three other freeway segments would improve from an unacceptable LOS to
acceptable LOS with Alternative 2a. As a result, this alternative would have an overall
beneficial effect on AM peak hour freeway operations. The freeway segments that would
improve with Alternative 2a include:

e Santa Rita Road - El Charro Road
o El Charro Road - Airway Boulevard

e Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue
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All freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS in the eastbound direction during the
AM peak hour.

During the PM peak hour, two of the ten freeway study segments would operate at an
unacceptable LOS (i.e., worse than LOS E) in the eastbound direction:

e Isabel Avenue - Livermore Avenue

e QGreenville Road - East of Greenville Road

The Isabel Avenue — Livermore Avenue segment would experience improved operation with
Alternative 2a; however, the Greenville Road - East of Greenville Road segment would
experience worsened operating conditions. Conditions at three other freeway segments would
improve from an unacceptable LOS to an acceptable LOS. Thus, this alternative would have
an overall beneficial effect on PM peak hour freeway operations. The freeway segments that
would improve with Alternative 2a include:

e El Charro Road - Airway Boulevard
e Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue

e Livermore Avenue — First Street

All freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS in the westbound direction during
the PM peak hour.

Because of the increased congestion on the segment of I-580 east of Greenville Road in the
peak direction, Alternative 2a would have a significant impact on freeway operations in the PM
peak hour.

Alternative 3 — Portola. During the AM peak hour, four of the ten freeway study segments
would operate at an unacceptable LOS (i.e., worse than LOS E) in the westbound direction:

e Hopyard Drive - Hacienda Drive
e Hacienda Drive — Santa Rita Road
e Isabel Avenue - Livermore Avenue

e QGreenville Road - East of Greenville Road

The Hopyard Road - Hacienda Drive and Hacienda Drive - Santa Rita Road segments would
experience improved operation with Alternative 3. However, the Isabel Avenue - Livermore
Avenue and Greenville Road - East of Greenville Road segments, Alternative 3 would
experience worsened operating conditions. Operations at three other freeway segments would
improve from an unacceptable LOS to an acceptable LOS, so that this alternative would have
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an overall beneficial effect on the AM peak hour freeway operations. The freeway segments
that would improve with Alternative 3 include:

e Santa Rita Road - El Charro Road
o El Charro Road - Airway Boulevard

e Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue

All freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS in the eastbound direction during the
AM peak hour.

During the PM peak hour, four of the ten freeway study segments would operate at an
unacceptable LOS (i.e., worse than LOS E) in the eastbound direction:

e [Isabel Avenue - Livermore Avenue
e Livermore Avenue - First Street
e First Street - Vasco Road

e QGreenville Road - East of Greenville Road

Conditions at all four of these segments would be worse with Alternative 3. The conditions at
two other freeway segments would improve from an unacceptable LOS to an acceptable LOS:

e El Charro Road - Airway Boulevard

e Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue

All freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS in the westbound direction during
the PM peak hour.

Because of increased freeway congestion on two segments during the AM peak hour and on
four segments during the PM peak hour, Alternative 3 would have a significant impact on
freeway operations.

Alternative 3a - Railroad. During the AM peak hour, four of the ten freeway study segments
would operate at an unacceptable LOS (i.e., worse than LOS E) in the westbound direction:

e Hopyard Drive - Hacienda Drive
¢ Hacienda Drive - Santa Rita Road
e Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue

e QGreenville Road - East of Greenville Road
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However, three of these segments would experience improved operation under this alternative;
the Greenville Road - East of Greenville Road segment would experience worsened operating
conditions. Conditions on two additional segments would improve from an unacceptable LOS
to an acceptable LOS. Overall, this alternative would have a beneficial impact on freeway
operations during the AM peak hour in the peak westbound direction. The freeway segments
that would improve with Alternative 3a include:

e Santa Rita Road - El Charro Road

o El Charro Road - Airway Boulevard

All freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS in the eastbound direction during the
AM peak hour.

During the PM peak hour, three of the ten freeway study segments would operate at an
unacceptable LOS (i.e., worse than LOS E) in the eastbound direction:

e Isabel Avenue - Livermore Avenue
e Livermore Avenue - First Street

e QGreenville Road - East of Greenville Road

Conditions at the Isabel Avenue - Livermore Avenue segment would experience improved
operation under this alternative; however, the other two segments would experience worsened
operating conditions with Alternative 3a. The freeway segments that would improve with
Alternative 3a include:

e El Charro Road - Airway Boulevard

e Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue

All freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS in the westbound direction during
the PM peak hour.

Because of the increased congestion in the AM peak hour direction on the segment east of
Greenville Road and the increased congestion in the PM peak hour direction on two segments,
Alternative 3a would have a significant impact on freeway operations.

Alternative 4 - Isabel/I-580. During the AM peak hour, five of the ten freeway study
segments would operate at unacceptable LOS (i.e., worse than LOS E) in the westbound
direction:

e Hopyard Drive - Hacienda Drive
e Hacienda Drive - Santa Rita Road

e Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue
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e Isabel Avenue - Livermore Avenue

e Greenville Road - East of Greenville Road

Three of these segments would experience improved operating conditions with Alternative 4,
but the Isabel Avenue - Livermore Avenue and Greenville Road - East of Greenville Road
segments would experience worsened operating conditions. Conditions at two other freeway
segments would improve from an unacceptable LOS to an acceptable LOS. Overall, this
alternative would have a beneficial effect in the AM peak hour on freeway operations. The
freeway segments that would improve with Alternative 4 include:

e Santa Rita Road - El Charro Road

o El Charro Road - Airway Boulevard

All freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS in the eastbound direction during the
AM peak hour.

During the PM peak hour, five of the ten freeway study segments would operate at
unacceptable LOS (i.e., worse than LOS E) in the eastbound direction:

e Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue
o Isabel Avenue - Livermore Avenue
e Livermore Avenue - First Street

o First Street - Vasco Road

e QGreenville Road - East of Greenville Road

The Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue segment would experience improved operation with
Alternative 4 but would continue to operate at an unacceptable LOS. In addition, the El
Charro Road - Airway Boulevard segment would improve from an unacceptable LOS to an
acceptable LOS. Overall, four out of ten segments would be adversely impacted and two
segments would improve during the PM peak hour in the eastbound direction.

All freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS in the westbound direction during
the PM peak hour.

Because of increased freeway congestion on two segments during the AM peak hour and four
segments during the PM peak hour, Alternative 4 would have a significant impact on freeway
operations.
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Alternative S - Quarry. During the AM peak hour, five of the ten freeway study segments
would operate at an unacceptable LOS (i.e., worse than LOS E) in the westbound direction:

e Hopyard Drive - Hacienda Drive

e Hacienda Drive - Santa Rita Road

e El Charro Road - Airway Boulevard
e Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue

e Isabel Avenue - Livermore Avenue

Four of these segments would experience improved operation with Alternative 5. The Isabel
Avenue - Livermore Avenue segment would, however, experience worsened operating
conditions resulting in a significant impact. The Santa Rita Road - El Charro Road segment
would improve from an unacceptable LOS to an acceptable LOS. Overall, this alternative
would have a beneficial effect on freeway operations in the westbound direction in the AM
peak hour, with the exception of the Isabel Avenue - Livermore Avenue segment.

All freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS in the eastbound direction during the
AM peak hour.

During the PM peak hour, five of the ten freeway study segments would operate at an
unacceptable LOS (i.e., worse than LOS E) in the eastbound direction:

Airway Boulevard - Isabel Avenue
o Isabel Avenue - Livermore Avenue
e Livermore Avenue - First Street

o First Street - Vasco Road

e Greenville Road - East of Greenville Road

Two of these segments would experience improved operation with Alternative 5 but three
segments (Livermore Avenue - First Street, First Street — Vasco Road, and Greenville Road -
East of Greenville Road segments) would experience worsened operating conditions.
Conditions on the El Charro Road - Airway Boulevard segment would improve from an
unacceptable LOS to an acceptable LOS. Overall, this alternative would have a beneficial
effect on the freeway operations on three segments and an adverse impact on three segments
during the PM peak hour in the eastbound direction.

All freeway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS in the westbound direction during
the PM peak hour.

BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR — Transportation 3.2-77



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 3.2 Transportation

Because of increased freeway congestion on one segment in the AM peak hour and three
segments in the PM peak hour, Alternative 5 would have a significant impact on freeway
operations.

MITIGATION MEASURES. The majority of freeway segments along I-580 would experience
improved conditions with the BART extension alternatives; therefore, no significant impacts
would result. However, the Greenville Road - East of Greenville Road segment would likely
be impacted in the westbound AM peak hour, and segments between Isabel Avenue to Vasco
Road would likely be impacted in either direction, during both peak hour periods. These
impacts are primarily due to the locations of the stations and the pairing of stations that occurs
under Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, which would attract traffic and increase congestion along I-580
between Isabel Avenue and Livermore Avenue in order to gain access to the proposed terminus
stations at Isabel Avenue or Downtown Livermore. In addition, increased congestion during
the AM peak hour would likely occur between Greenville Road and East of Greenville Road
under most alternatives, due to the increased BART-related traffic traveling over the Altamont
Pass and traffic activity related to accessing the eastern terminus stations. Coordination with
Caltrans and the local jurisdictions could improve or reduce the impacts along several freeway
segments along I-580. However, sufficient information is not available at the program level to
conclude with certainty that mitigation would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
impact in all circumstances. Therefore, for purposes of this Program EIR, the impact is
considered potentially significant and unavoidable. (PSU)

TR-2.1 Coordinate and Implement Freeway Traffic Management Strategies with Caltrans
and Local Jurisdictions.  BART shall coordinate with Caltrans and local
jurisdictions to implement freeway traffic management strategies to mitigate
potential impacts to [-580. Possible improvements include localized freeway and
ramp improvements, such as new or improved auxiliary lanes, improvements in
ramp capacity and geometrics, and other operational modifications.

TR-3  Arterials

Impacts to the arterial segments selected for analysis would result from an increase in the
number of vehicles traveling along the segment that then caused a reduction in level of service.
Conversely, a benefit would occur with a reduction in the traffic volume. Changes to traffic
signal coordination and traffic distribution and the location of the BART extension alternative
stations and station access points would also effect a change in arterial levels of service.

The following arterial segments would operate at an unacceptable LOS under a BART
extension alternative, which depending on the extension alternative would result in a potentially
significant impact at these locations:

e #2. Vasco Road in the northbound PM peak under Alternatives 2, 2a, and 3a

o #3. First Street in the southbound AM peak under Alternatives 1a, 1b, and 2a
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o #3. First Street in the northbound PM peak under Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, and 3

e #4. First Street (downtown) in the northbound PM peak under Alternative 3a

e #6. Livermore Avenue (downtown) in the northbound PM peak under Alternative 5
e #6. Livermore Avenue (downtown) in the southbound PM peak under Alternative 3a

o #8. Stanley Boulevard (downtown) in the westbound AM peak under Alternatives 1, la,
1b, 2a, 3, and 4

The program-level review of the BART extension alternatives on the study arterial segments is
discussed below. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.2-26 and illustrated in
Figure 3.2-6.

No Build Alternative. During the AM peak hour, eight of the nine arterial study segments
would operate at an acceptable LOS. The #8 Stanley Boulevard westbound segment would
operate at an unacceptable level of service.

During the PM peak hour, the following two arterial segments would operate at unacceptable
conditions:

e #2. Vasco Road in the northbound direction

e #5. Livermore Avenue in the northbound direction

The No Build Alternative would result in an unacceptable level of service along three arterial
segments in the AM and PM peak hours.

Alternative 1 — Greenville East. During the AM peak hour, eight of the nine arterial study
segments would operate at an acceptable LOS. The #8 Stanley Boulevard westbound segment
would experience worsened operating conditions.

During the PM peak hour, the #2 Vasco Road northbound segment would experience improved
operation; however, the segment would continue to operate at unacceptable conditions. The #5
Livermore Avenue northbound segment would improve to an acceptable LOS.

Because of the changes to Stanley Boulevard in the AM peak hour, Alternative 1 would have a
significant impact to arterial operations.
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Table 3.2-26
Arterial Roadway Analysis - LOS Summary by Alternative - 2035

Alternatives
la - 1b -
1- Downtown  Downtown 2a - 4 -
Greenville Greenville Greenville 2 - Downtown- 3- 3a - Isabel/ I- 5-
No Build East via UPRR via SPRR Las Positas Vasco Portola Railroad 580 Quarry
Arterial Direc- Peak Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg.
Segment tion Hour Speed LOS Speed LOS Speed LOS Speed LOS Speed LOS Speed LOS Speed LOS Speed LOS Speed LOS Speed LOS

NB AM 26.30 C 25.50 C 25.50 C 25.50 C 26.10 C 25.80 C 26.00 C 26.20 C 26.20 C 26.10 C
#1. Greenville PM 2270 C  20.80 2160 D 2060 D 2230 C 2300 C 2370 C 2270 C 2360 C 2350 C
Road SB AM 24.60 C 15.10 E 18.80 D 18.80 D 19.40 D 20.10 D 24.90 C 24.60 C 24.70 C 24.90 C
PM 22.10 C 23.00 C 23.30 C 23.30 C 22.50 C 22.80 C 23.00 B 22.80 C 22.80 C 23.30 C
NB AM 25.20 C 25.50 C 25.40 C 25.40 C 24.80 C 25.10 C 25.20 C 24.80 C 25.40 C 25.50 C
PM 11.80 F 12.40 F 13.10 E 13.10 E 11.60 F 11.70 F 12.50 F 11.70 F 12.50 F 13.00 E

#2. Vasco Road
SB AM 23.30 C 23.30 C 23.70 C 23.70 C 21.20 D 21.80 D 23.30 C 21.50 D 22.70 C 23.10 C
PM 21.70 D 22.10 C 22.30 C 22.30 C 22.40 C 22.60 C 22.40 C 21.20 D 22.30 C 22.80 C
NB AM 19.20 D 20.20 D 14.40 E 14.40 E 20.10 D 15.10 E 16.50 E 13.60 E 20.10 D 18.20 D
PM 16.70 E 15.70 E 9.60 F 9.60 F 16.10 E 11.10 F 10.70 F 15.40 E 16.40 E 15.90 E

#3. First Street
SB AM 19.10 D 18.90 D 10.30 F 10.30 F 19.00 D 11.70 F 16.50 E 15.40 E 18.80 D 19.40 D
PM 17.10 D 16.10 E 17.00 E 17.00 E 16.10 E 17.00 D 15.90 E 16.30 E 16.00 E 17.10 D
EB AM 12.40 D 12.60 D 12.10 D 12.10 D 12.50 D 12.10 D 12.30 D 12.50 D 12.50 D 12.60 D
#4. First Street PM 1010 D 1000 D 79 E 79 E 105 D 860 E 840 E 680 F 1060 D 1040 D
(downtown) wp AM 1010 D 1000 D 93 D 93 D 96 D 93 D 910 D 72 E 97 D 97 D
PM 12.80 D 12.60 D 12.10 D 12.10 D 12.60 D 12.20 D 12.20 D 12.10 D 12.60 D 12.20 D
NB AM 17.40 D 17.40 D 17.30 D 17.30 D 17.30 D 17.90 D 17.90 D 17.50 D 16.90 D 17.20 D
#5. Livermore PM 860 F 1270 E 1390 E 1390 D 1300 E 1140 E 1460 D 1280 E 1270 E 1050 E
Avenue SB AM 1620 D 1630 D 1640 D 1640 D 1640 D 1640 D 1610 D 1660 D 1620 D 1580 D
PM 12.80 E 15.00 D 15.50 D 15.50 D 15.20 D 15.50 D 15.90 D 14.10 D 14.90 D 15.60 D
. NB AM 9.90 D 10.80 D 10.30 D 10.30 D 10.50 D 10.20 D 10.50 D 10.20 D 10.70 D 10.60 D
#6. klvermore PM 9.40 D 8.70 E 7.60 E 7.60 E 7.40 E 7.30 E 8.50 E 9.50 D 8.10 E 5.10 F

venue
(downtown) SB AM 8.80 E 10.40 D 7.70 E 7.70 E 9.90 D 9.80 D 10.00 D 7.30 E 9.80 D 9.30 D
PM 8.20 E 9.30 D 9.60 D 9.60 D 10.40 D 9.00 E 8.70 E 6.30 F 9.60 D 9.90 D
EB AM 36.10 A 35.70 A 35.90 A 35.90 A 35.90 A 36.10 A 35.50 A 35.50 A 36.00 A 36.30 A
#7. Stanley PM 2310 C 2200 C 2260 C 2260 C 2300 C 2230 C 2340 C 2140 D 2300 C 1980 D
Boulevard WB AM 30.40 B 30.50 B 30.20 B 30.20 B 30.70 B 30.20 B 29.80 B 30.20 B 30.00 B 30.40 B
PM 35.50 A 35.60 A 35.70 A 35.70 A 35.50 A 35.60 A 35.60 A 35.40 A 35.60 A 35.50 A
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Table 3.2-26
Arterial Roadway Analysis - LOS Summary by Alternative - 2035

Alternatives
la - 1b -
1- Downtown  Downtown 2a - 4 -
Greenville Greenville Greenville 2 - Downtown- 3- 3a - Isabel/ I- 5-
No Build East via UPRR via SPRR Las Positas Vasco Portola Railroad 580 Quarry
Arterial Direc- Peak Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg.

Segment tion Hour Speed LOS Speed LOS Speed LOS Speed LOS Speed LOS Speed LOS Speed LOS Speed LOS Speed LOS Speed LOS

EB AM 18.40 C 18.20 C 19.00 C 19.00 C 18.40 C 18.80 C 19.00 C 18.50 C 18.90 C 18.40 C

#8. ;tarllley . PM 1740 D 1780 D 1740 D 1740 D 1760 D 1790 D 1780 D 1720 D 1760 D 1740 D

oulevart

(downtown) WB AM 9.00 F 8.40 F 8.50 F 8.50 F 9.10 F 8.20 F 8.00 F 9.10 F 8.70 F 9.00 F

PM 16.30 D 17.10 D 16.60 D 16.60 D 16.50 D 16.20 D 16.70 D 15.40 D 16.60 D 16.30 D

NB AM 21.80 D 19.20 E 23.80 D 23.80 D 19.80 E 24.30 D 22.40 D 21.30 D 20.90 E 21.80 D

#9. TIsabel PM 27.00 C 29.10 C 29.60 C 29.60 C 28.70 C 27.50 C 28.90 C 23.10 D 26.40 D 27.00 E

Avenue SB AM 2200 D 2400 D 2340 D 2340 D 218 D 2360 D 2360 D 2120 D 2330 D 2200 D

PM 34.10 B 32.00 C 34.20 B 34.20 B 32.60 C 34.20 B 34.10 B 33.50 C 33.60 C 34.10 C

Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009.

Note:

Average Speed presented in miles per hour (mph).
Boldfaced values exceed the desired LOS E.
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Arterial Study Segments

No Build
Lo T L L Arterial From
1. Greenville Altamont Pass Patterson Pass
Road Road Road
2. Vasco Road Northfront Road East Avenue
1 3. First Street I-580 Eastbound Scott Street
) . Ramps
Greenville — P
East - -
as 4. First Street Scott Street Holmes Street/
(Downtown) Murrieta
Boulevard/
G: College Avenue
5. Livermore I-580 Eastbound Chestnut Street
la. Avenue Ramps
Downtown- — .
G il {580 6. Livermore Chestnut Street East Avenue
reenY' e Avenue
East via (Downtown)
UPRR
G: 7. Stanley Valley Avenue Murrieta
Boulevard Boulevard
1b. 8. Stanley Murrieta Livermore
Downtown- . Boulevard Boulevard Avenue
. 4580/
Greenville (Bt
East via 9. Isabel I-580 Eastbound Concannon
SPRR 7 — Avenue Ramps Boulevard
2 U Segment improves to acceptable conditions U tj:sgfz’?;aBbJﬁ dSZ%:rigttive
Las —
o D Minor improvement - Segment improves
POSltaS ' over No Build Alternative, but remains [] No change
at unacceptable conditions
ﬁ [] Impact - Segment operates at unacceptable conditions
and performs worse than under No Build Alternative
NOTE
Red, yellow, green, black, and gray colored lines represent arterial segments; 1-580 is shown for context
2a. as a dashed gray line.
Downtown- —
D
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3.
Portola —
D
3a.
Railroad -
580/
4,
Isabel/ —
580/
1-580
5.
Quarry

Source: WSA, 2009.
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Alternative 1a - Downtown-Greenville East via UPRR. During the AM peak hour, the #3
First Street southbound segment would operate at an unacceptable LOS. The #8 Stanley
Boulevard westbound segment would operate at an unacceptable LOS under Alternative 1a.

During the PM peak hour, the #3 First Street northbound segment would operate at an
unacceptable LOS. Alternative 1a would improve operation of the #2 Vasco Road northbound
and #5 Livermore Avenue northbound segments from an unacceptable to an acceptable LOS.

Because of the changes to Stanley Boulevard in the AM and First Street in the AM and PM
peak hour, Alternative 1a would have a significant impact to arterial operations.

Alternative 1b — Downtown-Greenville East via SPRR. For the AM and PM peak hours, the
impacts associated with Alternative la would also apply to this alternative. As a result,
Alternative 1b would have a significant impact on First Street in the AM and PM peak hour.

Alternative 2 - Las Positas. During the AM peak hour, eight of the nine arterial study
segments would operate at an acceptable LOS. The #8 Stanley Boulevard westbound segment
would operate at an unacceptable LOS.

During the PM peak hour, eight of the nine arterial study segments would operate at an
acceptable LOS. The #2 Vasco Road northbound segment would experience worsened
operating conditions.

The #5 Livermore Avenue northbound segment would improve to an acceptable LOS.

Because of the changes to Vasco Road in the PM peak hour, Alternative 2 would have a
significant impact to arterial operations.

Alternative 2a - Downtown-Vasco. During the AM peak hour, the #3 First Street
southbound segment would operate at an unacceptable LOS. The #8 Stanley Boulevard
westbound segment would operate at an unacceptable LOS with Alternative 2a.

During the PM peak hour, two of the nine arterial study segments would operate at an
unacceptable LOS. The #3 First Street northbound and #2 Vasco Road northbound segments
would operate at an unacceptable LOS. The #5 Livermore Avenue northbound segment would
improve to an acceptable LOS.

As described above, Alternative 2a would have a significant impact on Stanley Boulevard in the
AM, Vasco Road in the PM, and First Street in the AM and PM peak hours.

Alternative 3 — Portola. During the AM peak hour, eight of the nine arterial study segments
would operate at an acceptable LOS. The #8 Stanley Boulevard westbound segment would
experience worsened operating conditions.
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During the PM peak hour, the #2 Vasco Road northbound segment would experience improved
operation; however, the segment would continue to operate at an unacceptable LOS. The #3
First Street northbound segment would operate at an unacceptable LOS. By contrast, the #5
Livermore Avenue northbound segment would experience improved operation to an acceptable
LOS.

As described above, Alternative 3 would have a significant impact on Stanley Boulevard in the
AM and First Street in the PM peak hour.

Alternative 3a - Railroad. During the AM peak hour, eight of the nine arterial study
segments would operate at an acceptable LOS. The #8 Stanley Boulevard westbound segment
would experience improved operation with Alternative 3a but would continue to operate at an
unacceptable LOS.

During the PM peak hour, the #4 First Street northbound and #6 Livermore Avenue
southbound segments would operate at an unacceptable LOS. The #2 Vasco Road northbound
segment would experience worsened operating conditions with Alternative 3a.

The #5 Livermore Avenue northbound segment would experience improved operation to an
acceptable LOS.

In summary, Alternative 3a would have a significant impact to arterial operations on Vasco
Road, Livermore Avenue, and First Street in the PM peak hour.

Alternative 4 - Isabel/I-580. During the AM peak hour, the #8 Stanley Boulevard westbound
segment would experience worsened operating conditions. During the PM peak hour,
operations on the #2 Vasco Road northbound segment would experience improved operation
but would continue to operate at an unacceptable LOS. The #5 Livermore Avenue northbound
segment would improve to an acceptable LOS under Alternative 4.

As a result of increased travel on Stanley Boulevard in the PM peak hour, Alternative 4 would
have a significant impact to arterial operations.

Alternative 5 — Quarry. During the AM peak hour, eight of the nine arterial study segments
would operate at an acceptable LOS. The #8 Stanley Boulevard westbound segment would
continue to operate at an unacceptable LOS.

During the PM peak hour, the #6 Livermore Avenue northbound segment would operate at an
unacceptable LOS. The #2 Vasco Road northbound and #5 Livermore Avenue northbound
segments would experience improved operation to an acceptable LOS.

In summary, Alternative 5 would have a significant impact to arterial operations on Livermore
Avenue in the PM peak hour.

MITIGATION MEASURE. The following mitigation measure would improve or reduce the
impacts along the arterial segments in the study area to less than significant. While these
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mitigation measures are expected to be effective based on current information, further
evaluation of these mitigation measures may be necessary at the project level when more
information about specific design features and current circumstances affecting these segments is
available. (LTS)

TR-3.1 Coordinate and Implement Intersection/Signal Improvements with ACCMA and
Local Jurisdictions. ~ BART shall coordinate with the ACCMA and local
jurisdictions to implement intersection and signal improvements to mitigate
potential impacts to study area arterials. The intersection mitigations (Mitigation
Measures TR-4.1 through TR-4.10) would address many of the deficiencies within
the arterial segments. In addition, traffic signal coordination along the arterial
segments in the study area shall be explored and BART shall work with local
jurisdictions to make appropriate adjustments to signal phasing and timing to
achieve the desired LOS.

TR-4  Intersections

A total of 37 study intersections were analyzed under Year 2035 No Build conditions and under
each BART extension alternative. Proposed station locations and roadway access to these
station areas may impact traffic conditions on a regional and local level. A significant
intersection impact would result if traffic operations would perform worse than the established
significance thresholds set forth by the applicable jurisdiction. Results of the intersection
traffic analysis can be found in Table 3.2-27 and Table 3.2-28 (AM peak hour) and Table 3.2-
29 and Table 3.2-30 (PM peak hour). Traffic volumes and lane configurations for the No
Build Alternative and BART extension alternatives are presented in Figures 3.2-7 to 3.2-16.

The program-level review of the BART extension alternatives on intersection operations is
discussed below. Further evaluation of these potential impacts may be necessary at the project
level when more information about specific design features affecting these intersections is
available.

No Build Alternative. During the AM peak hour, 30 of the 37 study area intersections would
operate at acceptable conditions. The following seven intersections would operate at
unacceptable levels:

e #1 Airway Boulevard/Isabel Avenue

e #4 Portola Avenue/Murrieta Boulevard

e #6 Portola Avenue/Livermore Avenue

e #10 Vasco Road/Las Positas Road

e #18 Hacienda Drive/Dublin Boulevard

e #34 Hacienda Drive/I-580 Westbound Ramp

e #35 Hacienda Drive/I-580 Easttbound Ramp
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Table 3.2-27
2035 AM Peak Hour Intersection Operations without and with Alternatives 1, 1a, 1b, 2, and 2a
No Build Alt 1 Alt 1a Alt 1b Alt 2 Alt 2a

# Intersection V/IC Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS

1 Airway Blvd/ 0.87 49.1 D 0.94 56.9 E 0.78 38.7 D 0.78 38.7 D 0.89 56.0 E 0.82 41.8 D
Isabel Avenue

2 Stanley Blvd/ 0.70 11.6 B 0.70 12.6 B 0.69 11.4 B 0.69 11.4 B 0.69 11.5 B 0.69 10.9 B
Isabel Ave On Ramp

3 Isabel Avenue/ Stanley 0.82  16.5 B 0.89 21.7 C 0.84 17.2 B 0.84 17.2 B 0.88 20.3 C 079 153 B
Blvd On Ramp

4 Portola Ave/ Murrieta 0.97  49.6 D 1.07  96.7 F 0.89  30.1 C 0.89 30.1 C 1.08 93.6 F 0.90 315 C
Blvd

5 Murrieta Blvd/ Stanley 0.99  58.2 E 0.96 53.1 D 0.98 56.3 E 0.98 56.3 E 0.97 534 D 0.99 573 E
Blvd

6 Portola Ave/ 0.94 60.2 E 0.92 58.3 E 0.93 56.6 E 0.93 56.6 E 0.92 56.2 E 091 543 D
Livermore Ave

7 Livermore Ave/ 0.65 23.9 C 0.59 19.3 B 0.58 18.5 B 0.58 18.5 B 0.59 20.5 C 0.58 18.4 B
Chestnut Street

8 First Street/ Livermore 0.46 14.9 B 0.48 12.6 B 0.44 11.7 B 0.44 11.7 B 0.51 14.6 B 045 124 B
Avenue

9 First Street/Scott Street 1.06 224.2 F 0.99 196.5 F 3.37 >50 F 3.37 >50 F 0.99 202.0 F 2.81 >50 F

10 Vasco Road/ Las 1.09 48.2 D 1.06 47.8 1.00 39.5 1.00 39.5 1.07 51.6 D 1.00 40.3
Positas Road

11 Vasco Road/Brisa 049 16.5 B 0.48 16.2 B 0.48 16.2 B 0.48 16.2 B 0.62 17.1 B 0.60 22.1 C
Street

12 Vasco Road/ Patterson 0.83  29.6 C 0.80 25.9 C 0.80 25.0 C 0.80 25.0 C 0.80 25.4 C 0.80 25.5 C
Pass Road

13 Altamont Pass Road/ 0.44 30.2 C 0.43 29.3 C 042 297 C 0.42 29.7 C 046 29.8 C 0.43 29.4 C
Greenville Road

14 Southfront Road/ 0.40 8.1 A 0.51 9.9 A 0.49 9.6 A 0.49 9.6 A 0.49 9.7 A 0.48 9.6 A
Greenville Road

15 Hopyard Road/ Owens 0.72  23.6 C 0.70  25.0 C 0.71 25.3 C 0.71 25.3 C 0.70 24.7 C 0.73 23.3 C
Drive
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Table 3.2-27
2035 AM Peak Hour Intersection Operations without and with Alternatives 1, 1a, 1b, 2, and 2a
No Build Alt 1 Alt 1a Alt 1b Alt 2 Alt 2a

# Intersection V/IC Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS

16 Owens Drive/ Willow 0.49 6.4 A 0.45 6.3 A 0.45 6.4 A 0.45 6.4 A 0.46 6.3 A 0.50 6.7 A
Road

17 Hacienda Drive/ 0.70 17.6 B 0.65 17.1 B 0.65 16.7 B 0.65 16.7 B 0.66 16.9 B 0.64 17.5 B
Owens Drive

18 Hacienda Drive/ 1.16 88.0 F 1.08 90.2 F 1.10 101.9 F 1.10 101.9 F 1.14 90.1 F 1.04 593 E
Dublin Blvd

19 Stanley Blvd/ 0.92 447 D 0.83 36.8 D 0.82 38.2 D 0.82 38.2 D 0.82 34.7 C 0.84 374 D
Valley Ave

20 Greenville Road/ 0.69 29.9 C 0.98 65.9 E 0.92 49.2 D 0.92 49.2 D 0.85 31.2 C 0.81  30.0 C
[-580 WB ramp

21 Greenville Road/ 0.80 19.2 B 1.08 67.1 E 1.04 62.5 E 1.04 62.5 E 0.95 27.4 C 0.92 25.0 C
[-580 EB ramp

22 Vasco Road/ 0.63 10.6 B 0.63 10.5 B 0.62 10.5 B 0.62 10.5 B 0.74 14.1 B 0.72 13.7 B
[-580 WB Ramp

23 Vasco Road/ 0.94 243 C 0.99 28.8 C 0.97 269 C 0.97 26.9 C 1.07 54.9 D 1.05 46.6 D
I-580 EB Ramp

24  First Street/ 0.22 4.8 A 0.26 6.4 A 0.70 204 C 0.70 20.4 C 028 6.9 A 0.65 19.2 B
[-580 WB Ramp

25 First Street/ 0.25 9.0 A 0.23 8.7 A 0.44 9.0 A 0.44 9.0 A 024 8.6 A 0.41 9.1 A
I-580 EB Ramp

26 Livermore Avenue/ 0.51 10.3 B 0.52 10.5 B 0.50 9.6 A 0.50 9.6 A 0.52 10.6 B 049 99 A
I-580 WB Ramp

27 Livermore Avenue/ 0.40 14.0 B 0.39 13.8 B 0.36 13.6 B 0.36 13.6 B 0.39 135 B 0.35 13.7 B
I-580 EB Ramp

28 Isabel Avenue/ 0.68 12.1 B 1.15  66.2 E 0.67 12.0 B 0.67 12.0 B 1.17 68.0 E 0.66 11.9 B
I-580 WB Ramp

29 Isabel Avenue/ 0.77 16.5 B 0.80 13.2 B 0.81 15.0 B 0.81 15.0 B 0.79 14.6 B 0.81 15.2 B
1-580 EB Ramp
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Table 3.2-27
2035 AM Peak Hour Intersection Operations without and with Alternatives 1, 1a, 1b, 2, and 2a
No Build Alt 1 Alt 1a Alt 1b Alt 2 Alt 2a
# Intersection V/IC Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS
30 Airway Blvd/ 0.72 11.0 B 0.73 11.2 B 0.70 10.6 B 0.70 10.6 B 0.69 10.6 B 0.70 10.3 B
1-580 WB Ramp
31 Airway Blvd/ 0.80 329 C 0.73 27.1 C 0.73 27.2 C 0.73 27.2 C 0.77 322 C 0.75 28.8 C
1-580 EB Ramp
32 Fallon Rd/ 095 26.8 C 0.62 13.3 B 0.62 13.2 B 0.62 13.2 B 0.63 122 B 0.59 11.0 B
[-580 WB Ramp
33 El Charro Rd/ 0.73 159 B 0.70 17.8 B 0.69 17.7 B 0.69 17.7 B 0.69 18.2 B 0.69 18.7 B
[-580 EB Ramp
34 Hacienda Drive/ 1.08 52.1 D 0.79 11.5 B 0.86 16.1 B 0.86 16.1 B 0.82 12.8 B 0.80 9.2 A
[-580 WB Ramp
35 Hacienda Drive/ 1.03 36.9 D 0.98 333 C 0.98 35.8 D 0.98 35.8 D 0.99 34.1 C 0.96 32.8 C
[-580 EB Ramp
36 Hopyard Rd/ 0.66 12.8 B 0.57 11.7 B 0.56 11.3 B 0.56 11.3 B 0.57 10.5 B 0.56 10.3 B
[-580 WB Ramp
37 Hopyard Rd/ 0.87 225 C 0.75 19.3 B 0.74 19.4 B 0.74 19.4 B 0.77 19.7 B 0.75 19.4 B
I-580 EB Ramp
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009.
Notes:
Delay presented in seconds per vehicles.
Delay and LOS presented for worst approach for two-way stop controlled intersections.
Boldfaced type indicates unacceptable values.
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Table 3.2-2
2035 AM Peak Hour Intersection Operatail(t))nes 3vith(?ut and with Alternatives 3, 3a, 4, and 5
No Build Alt 3 Alt 3a Alt 4 Alt 5
# Intersection V/IC Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS
1 Airway Blvd/Isabel Avenue 0.87 49.1 D 0.86 49.8 D 0.85 49.2 D 098 67.8 E 0.89 59.6 E
2 Stanley Blvd/Isabel Ave On Ramp 0.70 11.6 B 0.73 14.4 B 0.90 41.2 0.69 11.5 B 0.67 125 B
3 Isabel Avenue/Stanley Blvd On Ramp 0.82 16.5 B 0.95 26.8 C 1.03 45.1 D 0.83 16.8 B 0.76  13.8 B
4  Portola Ave/Murrieta Blvd 0.97 49.6 D 0.96 46.8 D 0.92 356 D 1.06 89.8 F 091 312 C
5  Murrieta Blvd/Stanley Blvd 0.99 582 E 0.98 55.1 E 0.99 59.1 E 1.00 57.0 E 1.06 77.0 E
6 Portola Ave/Livermore Ave 0.94 60.2 E 0.94 62.2 E 0.92 o62.1 E 0.96 62.3 E 095 553 E
7  Livermore Ave/Chestnut Street 0.65 239 C 0.59 19.3 B 0.59 19.2 B 0.60 19.4 B 0.64 203 C
8  First Street/Livermore Avenue 0.46 149 B 0.47 12.2 B 048 129 B 0.48 125 B 0.47 155 B
9  First Street/Scott Street 1.06 2242 F 3.13 >50 F 7.14  >50 F 1.07 233.8 F 1.06 238.0 F
10 Vasco Road/Las Positas Road 1.09 48.2 D 1.09 52.3 D 1.29 89.0 F 1.02 40.4 D 1.01  39.1 D
11 Vasco Road/Brisa Street 0.49 16.5 B 0.48 16.5 B 0.48 19.6 B 0.49 19.7 B 0.49 19.6 B
12 Vasco Road/Patterson Pass Road 0.83  29.6 C 0.79 26.0 C 0.79 243 C 0.83 30.4 C 0.82 28.8 C
13 Altamont Pass Road/Greenville Road 0.44 302 C 0.42  29.8 C 0.45 30.2 C 0.43 302 C 0.43  30.1 C
14  Southfront Road/Greenville Road 0.40 8.1 A 0.37 8.0 A 0.37 8.1 A 0.37 8.1 A 0.38 8.1 A
15 Hopyard Road/Owens Drive 0.72  23.6 C 0.70 249 C 0.70 249 C 0.70 25.1 C 0.71 25.1 C
16 Owens Drive/Willow Road 0.49 6.4 A 0.46 6.3 A 0.45 6.2 A 0.46 6.3 A 0.48 6.5 A
17 Hacienda Drive/Owens Drive 0.70 17.6 B 0.66 17.0 B 0.65 16.6 B 0.66 16.7 B 0.66 16.9 B
18 Hacienda Drive/Dublin Blvd 1.16 88.0 F 1.10 1014 F 1.13 944 F 1.19 127.6 F 1.19 139.0 F
19  Stanley Blvd/Valley Ave 0.92 447 D 0.83 36.6 D 0.81 35.1 D 0.86 37.6 D 0.88 37.1 D
20 Greenville Road/I-580 WB ramp 0.69 29.9 C 0.68 32.6 C 0.68 33.8 C 0.67 29.4 C 0.68 31.9 C
21  Greenville Road/I-580 EB ramp 0.80 19.2 B 0.76 18.9 B 0.74 19.2 B 0.75 19.6 B 0.76  20.1 C
22 Vasco Road/I-580 WB Ramp 0.63  10.6 B 0.62 10.6 B 0.70 13.9 B 0.62 10.6 B 0.62 10.6 B
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Table 3.2-28
2035 AM Peak Hour Intersection Operations without and with Alternatives 3, 3a, 4, and 5
No Build Alt 3 Alt 3a Alt 4 Alt 5
# Intersection V/IC Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS
23 Vasco Road/I-580 EB Ramp 094 243 C 0.98  28.1 C 1.04 42.8 D 1.00 30.2 C 097 27.4 C
24  First Street/I-580 WB Ramp 022 438 A 0.58 17.0 B 0.69 19.8 B 027 6.6 A 028 7.2 A
25 First Street/I-580 EB Ramp 0.25 9.0 A 0.40 9.0 A 044 9.1 A 026 9.0 A 025 8.8 A
26 Livermore Avenue/I-580 WB Ramp 0.51 10.3 B 0.49 9.5 A 0.50 9.6 A 0.53 11.0 B 0.50 9.5 A
27 Livermore Avenue/I-580 EB Ramp 0.40 14.0 B 0.34 14.0 B 0.34 142 B 0.42 135 B 0.36  13.5 B
28 Isabel Avenue/I-580 WB Ramp 0.68 12.1 B 141 1339 F 0.71 14.3 B 1.70 227.8 F 0.69 13.2 B
29 Isabel Avenue/I-580 EB Ramp 0.77 16.5 B 0.81 14.7 B 0.80 16.1 B 0.82 147 B 0.85 16.6 B
30 Airway Blvd/I-580 WB Ramp 0.72 11.0 B 0.68 10.7 B 0.72 112 B 0.71 10.7 B 0.71 94 A
31 Airway Blvd/I-580 EB Ramp 0.80  32.9 C 0.70 255 C 0.76  30.4 C 0.70 24.2 C 0.77  29.0 C
32 Fallon Rd/ I-580 WB Ramp 0.95 26.8 C 0.63 12.3 B 0.64 13.0 B 0.63 129 B 0.62 13.0 B
33 El Charro Rd/I-580 EB Ramp 0.73 159 B 0.68 17.9 B 0.69 17.8 B 0.70  18.1 B 0.71 18.4 B
34 Hacienda Drive/I-580 WB Ramp 1.08 521 D 0.85 15.2 B 0.92 20.1 C 0.99 30.0 C 1.02 335 C
35 Hacienda Drive/I-580 EB Ramp 1.03  36.9 D 0.99 31.6 C 0.99 314 C 1.00 314 C 1.00 31.0 C
36 Hopyard Rd/I-580 WB Ramp 0.66 12.8 B 0.58 11.2 B 0.58 11.1 B 0.59 11.0 B 0.59 11.3 B
37 Hopyard Rd/I-580 EB Ramp 0.87 225 C 0.76 19.4 B 0.75 19.3 B 0.79 20.1 C 0.78 19.7 B
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009.
Notes:

Delay presented in seconds per vehicles.
Delay and LOS presented for worst approach for two-way stop controlled intersections.
Boldfaced type indicates unacceptable values.
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District

3.2 Transportation

Table 3.2-29
2035 PM Peak Hour Intersection Operations without and with Alternatives 1, 1a, 1b, 2, and 2a
No Build Alt 1 Alt 1a Alt 1b Alt 2 Alt 2a

# Intersection V/IC Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS
Airway Blvd 1.25 145.2 F 1.38 150.3 F 1.22  129.2 F 1.22  129.2 F 1.38 150.7 F 1.23  143.0 F
Isabel Avenue

2 Stanley Blvd 0.56 15.3 B 0.73 12.7 B 0.73 13.0 B 0.73 13.0 B 0.73 13.0 B 0.74 13.1 B
Isabel Ave On Ramp

3 Isabel Avenue 0.84 36.7 D 0.79 18.7 B 0.77 18.2 B 0.77 18.2 B 0.79 18.7 B 0.80 19.1 B
Stanley Blvd On Ramp

4  Portola Ave 0.53 159 B 0.72 26.7 C 0.68 21.7 C 0.68 21.7 C 0.70 254 C 0.70 24.5 C
Murrieta Blvd

5  Murrieta Blvd 0.93 48.1 D 0.94 46.1 D 0.91 45.9 D 0.91 45.9 D 0.93 484 D 0.90 45.8 D
Stanley Blvd

6  Portola Ave 0.97 49.0 D 0.89 37.4 D 0.87 34.3 C 0.87 343 C 0.89  36.6 D 0.91 389 D
Livermore Ave

7  Livermore Ave 0.57 14.6 B 0.62 17.3 B 0.64 17.9 B 0.64 17.9 B 0.62 16.5 B 0.67 19.8 B
Chestnut Street

8  First Street 0.57 16.8 B 0.47 13.6 B 0.48 14.6 B 0.48 14.6 B 0.51 12.4 B 0.51 14.8 B
Livermore Avenue

9  First Street 0.55 884 F 0.45 71.3 F 0.76  169.9 F 0.76  169.9 F 0.50 79.1 F 0.73 152.5 F
Scott Street

10 Vasco Road/Las 0.88 63.2 E 0.78 39.0 D 0.77 34.9 C 0.77 34.9 C 0.90 63.9 E 0.87 36.6 D
Positas Road

11 Vasco Road 0.73 304 C 0.67 21.6 C 0.68 227 C 0.68 22.7 C 0.91 79.2 E 0.95 63.2 E
Brisa Street

12 Vasco Road 0.80 34.8 C 0.68 2438 C 0.70 269 C 0.70 269 C 0.81 29.5 C 0.81 329 C
Patterson Pass Road

13 Altamont Pass Road 0.67 412 D 0.62 423 D 0.62  40.2 D 0.62  40.2 D 0.66  38.3 D 0.65 39.6 D
Greenville Road
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District

3.2 Transportation

Table 3.2-29
2035 PM Peak Hour Intersection Operations without and with Alternatives 1, 1a, 1b, 2, and 2a
No Build Alt 1 Alt 1a Alt 1b Alt 2 Alt 2a

# Intersection V/IC Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS

14 Southfront Road/ 0.73 174 B 0.66 14.7 B 0.65 14.4 B 0.65 14.4 B 0.79 194 B 0.79 19.3 B
Greenville Road

15 Hopyard Road 0.80 42.5 D 0.77  31.1 C 0.78 33.2 C 0.78 33.2 C 0.77 313 C 0.77 323 C
Owens Drive

16  Owens Drive/Willow 1.00 37.7 D 1.00 32.8 C 1.02  38.0 D 1.02  38.0 D 1.00 33.0 C 1.05 40.2 D
Road

17  Hacienda Drive 0.86 35.9 D 0.72 271 C 0.71 278 C 0.71 278 C 0.72 278 C 0.76  29.4 C
Owens Drive

18 Hacienda Drive 1.24 1189 F 1.38 146.0 F 1.37 1434 F 1.37 1434 F 1.39 1479 F 1.48 187.1 F
Dublin Blvd

19  Stanley Blvd/ 1.22 97.2 F 1.26 1079 F 1.24 1031 F 1.24 103.1 F 1.23 1009 F 1.24 1048 F
Valley Ave

20  Greenville Road/ 0.59 11.0 B 0.52 11.1 B 0.51 10.7 B 0.51 10.7 B 0.55 10.5 B 0.55 10.9 B
1-580 WB ramp

21  Greenville Road/ 0.83 43.9 D 0.73 229 C 0.73 242 C 0.73 242 C 0.81 264 C 0.76  23.6 C
1-580 EB ramp

22 Vasco Road/ 0.78 9.7 A 0.75 9.2 A 0.73 8.6 A 0.73 8.6 A 0.77 9.3 A 0.76 9.5 A
[-580 WB Ramp

23 Vasco Road/ 094 373 D 0.89 256 C 0.87 233 C 0.87 233 C 0.89  26.1 C 0.89 254 C
1-580 EB Ramp

24  First Street/ 0.96 71.7 E 1.08 85.3 F 1.07 80.8 F 1.07 80.8 F 1.07 81.6 F 1.07 81.0 F
[-580 WB Ramp

25  First Street/ 0.41 9.0 A 0.50 11.0 B 0.47 9.4 A 0.47 9.4 A 0.50 11.1 B 0.48 10.4 B
I-580 EB Ramp

26  Livermore Avenue/ 0.57 24.0 C 0.58 26.0 C 0.58 269 C 0.58 269 C 0.58 25.8 C 0.56 26.9 C
[-580 WB Ramp

27  Livermore Avenue/ 0.82 19.0 B 0.72 16.6 B 0.63 16.2 B 0.63 16.2 B 0.73 16.7 B 0.63 15.7 B
I-580 EB Ramp
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 3.2 Transportation

Table 3.2-29
2035 PM Peak Hour Intersection Operations without and with Alternatives 1, 1a, 1b, 2, and 2a
No Build Alt 1 Alt 1a Alt 1b Alt 2 Alt 2a

# Intersection V/IC Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS

28  Isabel Avenue/ 0.60 16.6 B 0.66 16.4 B 0.59 17.4 B 0.59 17.4 B 0.69 16.6 B 0.59 17.0 B
[-580 WB Ramp

29 Isabel Avenue/ 0.65 52 A 0.68 2.9 A 0.64 3.1 A 0.64 3.1 A 0.66 3.3 A 0.68 52 A
I-580 EB Ramp

30 Airway Blvd/ 0.69 7.2 A 0.70 7.4 A 0.70 7.4 A 0.70 7.4 A 0.69 7.4 A 0.68 7.2 A
[-580 WB Ramp

31  Airway Blvd/ 0.53 26.1 C 0.50 24.6 C 0.54 25.8 C 0.54 25.8 C 0.56 25.7 C 0.52 25.2 C
1-580 EB Ramp

32 Fallon Rd/ 0.61 13.9 B 0.52 12.5 B 0.53 12.5 B 0.53 12.5 B 0.52 13.0 B 0.52 13.7 B
1-580 WB Ramp

33 El Charro Rd/ 0.44 5.4 A 0.50 8.9 A 0.49 8.7 A 0.49 8.7 A 0.51 9.8 A 0.43 7.4 A
1-580 EB Ramp

34  Hacienda Drive/ 1.17 741 E 1.01 36.3 D 1.02 38.1 D 1.02 38.1 D 1.01 35.6 D 1.08 52.9 D
1-580 WB Ramp

35 Hacienda Drive/ 085 514 D 0.84 18.1 B 0.82 79.4 E 0.82 79.4 E 0.83 79.3 E 0.83 67.7 E
1-580 EB Ramp

36 Hopyard Rd/ 0.86 21.5 C 0.88 29.7 C 0.88 31.2 C 0.88 31.2 C 0.88 30.0 C 0.87 26.6 C
[-580 WB Ramp

37 Hopyard Rd/ 1.08 63.4 E 1.04 50.3 D 1.04 51.4 D 1.04 51.4 D 1.04 49.3 D 1.05 53.5 D

1-580 EB Ramp

Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009.

Notes:

Delay presented in seconds per vehicles.

Delay and LOS presented for worst approach for two-way stop controlled intersections.
Boldfaced type indicates unacceptable values.
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District

3.2 Transportation

Table 3.2-30
2035 PM Peak Hour Intersection Operations without and with Alternatives 3, 3a, 4, and 5
2035 No Build 2035 Alt 3 2035 Alt 3a 2035 Alt 4 2035 Alt 5

# Intersection V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS

1 Airway Blvd/ 1.25 145.2 F 1.27 133.5 F 1.32 175.7 F 1.30 147.0 F 1.32 182.4 F
Isabel Avenue

2 Stanley Blvd/ 0.56 15.3 B 0.70 13.2 B 0.78 13.5 B 0.75 13.5 B 0.76 13.4 B
Isabel Ave On Ramp

3 Isabel Avenue/ 0.84 36.7 D 0.70 15.4 B 0.85 27.2 C 0.81 20.5 C 0.77 19.0 B
Stanley Blvd On Ramp

4 Portola Ave/ 0.53 15.9 B 0.69 21.5 C 0.69 20.7 C 0.72 26.8 C 0.68 23.1 C
Murrieta Blvd

5 Murrieta Blvd/ 0.93 48.1 D 0.9 45.8 D 0.92 47.7 D 0.93 48.6 D 1.00 57.4 E
Stanley Blvd

6 Portola Ave/ 0.97 49.0 D 0.85 33.2 C 0.87 34.6 C 0.89 38.3 D 0.92 41.1 D
Livermore Ave

7 Livermore Ave/ 0.57 14.6 B 0.61 15.6 B 0.62 17.6 B 0.61 15.0 B 0.65 14.1 B
Chestnut Street

8 First Street/ 0.57 16.8 B 0.50 13.1 B 0.46 14.6 B 0.52 12.9 B 0.53 13.0 B
Livermore Avenue

9 First Street/ 0.55 88.4 F 0.69 144.0 F 1.12 >50 F 0.45 69.1 F 0.52 84.5 F
Scott Street

10 Vasco Road/ 0.88 63.2 E 0.82 30.9 C 0.76 29.8 C 0.82 33.8 C 0.78 39.2 D
Las Positas Road

11 Vasco Road/ 0.73 30.4 C 0.66 28.9 C 0.67 29.2 C 0.67 22.7 C 0.69 23.2 C
Brisa Street

12 Vasco Road/ 0.80 34.8 C 0.69 28.4 C 0.71 28.9 C 0.68 25.6 C 0.71 26.8 C
Patterson Pass Road

13 Altamont Pass Road/ 0.67 41.2 D 0.63 38.4 D 0.64 38.4 D 0.61 41.5 D 0.62 41.9 D
Greenville Road

14 Southfront Road/ 0.73 17.4 B 0.65 14.6 B 0.66 14.8 B 0.65 14.5 B 0.65 14.6 B
Greenville Road

15 Hopyard Road/ 0.80 42.5 D 0.76 31.2 C 0.76 28.6 C 0.78 35.2 D 0.77 30.7 C
Owens Drive
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 3.2 Transportation

Table 3.2-30
2035 PM Peak Hour Intersection Operations without and with Alternatives 3, 3a, 4, and 5
2035 No Build 2035 Alt 3 2035 Alt 3a 2035 Alt 4 2035 Alt 5
Intersection V/C Delay LOS V/IC Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS

16 Owens Drive/ 1.00 37.7 D 1.03 40.6 D 1.01 34.8 C 1.03 42.1 D 1.03 39.9 D
Willow Road

17 Hacienda Drive/ 0.86 35.9 D 0.72 28.0 C 0.73 28.8 C 0.74 28.9 C 0.74 29.3 C
Owens Drive

18 Hacienda Drive/ 1.24 118.9 F 1.37 142.9 F 1.36 141.9 F 1.38 147.5 F 1.45 175.2 F
Dublin Blvd

19 Stanley Blvd/ 1.22 97.2 F 1.22 100.0 F 1.26 112.8 F 1.24 104.3 F 1.25 108.0 F
Valley Ave

20 Greenville Road/ 0.59 11.0 B 0.52 10.2 B 0.52 10.2 B 0.50 10.2 B 0.53 10.7 B
[-580 WB ramp

21 Greenville Road/ 0.83 43.9 D 0.80 36.1 D 0.78 31.7 C 0.74 27.1 C 0.78 34.7 C
I-580 EB ramp

22 Vasco Road/ 0.78 9.7 A 0.75 8.9 A 0.77 9.5 A 0.75 8.5 A 0.74 8.8 A
I-580 WB Ramp

23 Vasco Road/ 0.94 37.3 D 0.89 25.7 C 0.90 28.0 C 0.90 27.1 C 0.88 24.7 C
I-580 EB Ramp

24 First Street/ 0.96 71.7 E 1.07 94.5 F 1.06 79.5 E 1.08 83.8 F 1.06 98.0 F
[-580 WB Ramp

25 First Street/ 0.41 9.0 A 0.53 11.9 B 0.48 9.5 A 0.52 11.9 B 0.46 9.8 A
I-580 EB Ramp

26 Livermore Avenue/ 0.57 24.0 C 0.57 27.0 C 0.57 27.0 C 0.58 25.8 C 0.58 26.2 C
I-580 WB Ramp

27 Livermore Avenue/ 0.82 19.0 B 0.61 16.1 B 0.62 16.1 B 0.72 16.7 B 0.69 15.5 B
I-580 EB Ramp

28 Isabel Avenue/ 0.60 16.6 B 0.76 17.8 B 0.61 17.6 B 0.85 19.1 B 0.62 17.1 B
I-580 WB Ramp

29 TIsabel Avenue/ 0.65 5.2 A 0.68 3.5 A 0.89 4.8 A 0.71 4.4 A 0.90 5.4 A
[-580 EB Ramp

30 Airway Blvd/ 0.69 7.2 A 0.69 7.3 A 0.70 7.4 A 0.69 7.5 A 0.70 7.3 A
I-580 WB Ramp
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District

3.2 Transportation

Table 3.2-30
2035 PM Peak Hour Intersection Operations without and with Alternatives 3, 3a, 4, and 5
2035 No Build 2035 Alt 3 2035 Alt 3a 2035 Alt 4 2035 Alt 5

# Intersection V/C Delay LOS V/IC Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS

31 Airway Blvd/ 0.53 26.1 C 0.53 25.5 C 0.57 25.6 C 0.55 24.2 C 0.60 25.9 C
[-580 EB Ramp

32 Fallon Rd/ 0.61 13.9 B 0.53 13.1 B 0.53 13.3 B 0.52 13.3 B 0.52 13.3 B
I-580 WB Ramp

33 El Charro Rd/ 0.44 5.4 A 0.51 10.0 B 0.49 8.8 A 0.48 8.3 A 0.48 8.5 A
I-580 EB Ramp

34 Hacienda Drive/ 1.17 74.1 E 1.01 37.0 D 1.02 39.2 D 1.04 43.0 D 1.04 41.6 D
I-580 WB Ramp

35 Hacienda Drive/ 0.85 51.4 D 0.83 78.7 E 0.81 69.5 E 0.84 17.8 B 0.82 66.6 E
[-580 EB Ramp

36 Hopyard Rd/ 0.86 21.5 C 0.87 28.3 C 0.88 28.9 C 0.87 27.8 C 0.88 30.1 C
I-580 WB Ramp

37 Hopyard Rd/ 1.08 63.4 E 1.02 44.8 D 1.04 48.8 D 1.06 52.5 D 1.06 51.2 D
I-580 EB Ramp

Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009.

Notes:

Delay presented in seconds per vehicles.

Delay and LOS presented for worst approach for two-way stop controlled intersections.

Boldfaced type indicates unacceptable values.
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