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Chapter 1 
Introduction

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

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

1.2  Project Description
The Proposed Project would consist of constructing and operating a 5.4-mile extension south from 
the Fremont BART Station to a terminus at Warm Springs, with an optional Irvington Station.  The 
extension alignment would generally parallel portions of the Union Pacific Railroad (UP) corridor 
and Interstates 680 and 880 in southern Alameda County.  The initial segment of the Proposed 
Project would begin on an embankment at the southern end of the existing elevated Fremont BART 
Station.  The alignment would pass over Walnut Avenue on an aerial structure and descend into a 
cut-and-cover subway north of Stevenson Boulevard.  The alignment would continue southward in 
the subway structure under Fremont Central Park and the eastern arm of Lake Elizabeth, and surface 
to at grade north of Paseo Padre Parkway.  The alignment would pass over grade-separated Paseo 
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Padre Parkway, and then continue southward at grade, passing under grade-separated Washington 
Boulevard.  From Washington Boulevard, the Proposed Project alignment would continue at grade 
south to a terminus station at Warm Springs and South Grimmer Boulevards in the Warm Springs 
district.  The optional Irvington Station would be located in the Irvington District at the Washington 
Boulevard/Osgood Road intersection.  Two alternatives are considered in the DEIS and FEIS:  the 
WSX Alternative and the No-Action Alternative. 

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

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

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

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

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

Chapter 1:  Introduction.

Chapter 2:  Comments on the DEIS and Responses.  During the public review period, 
comments were received on the DEIS from federal, state, regional, and local agencies; public 
groups and organizations; and private individuals.  Chapter 2 contains copies of all the written 
comments on the DEIS and all the verbal comments received at the public meeting (in the form 
of the transcript of the meeting).  Table 2-1 lists each letter and comment received on the DEIS.  
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Each letter and each comment within each letter has been numbered.  Each letter is given an 
identifying name in the top margin (e.g., Letter 2), with individual comments within the letter 
numbered in the right margin (e.g., 2-3 for the third comment in the second letter).  Each letter is 
followed by responses to all the comments contained in the letter in order of occurrence.  The 
response numbers correspond to the comment numbers.  The verbal comments in the written 
transcript of the public meeting are numbered similarly.   

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

Responses to comments generally provide clarification, explanation, or elaboration.  In some 
cases, the responses indicate that changes, modifications, or corrections to the text of the DEIS 
are required.  Text in standard print is original text from the DEIS.  Underlined (underlined) text 
indicates additions to the original text, and strikethrough (strikethrough) text indicates deletions to the 
original text.
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Chapter 2 
Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

2.1 List of Comments Received

Letter
Number  Commenter Date Comment Topic 
Federal Agencies 
1 United States Environmental 

Protection Agency 
04-14-05 1-1 Wetlands/Flood Storage 

   1-2 Noise and Vibration 
   1-3 Hazardous Materials 
   1-4 Earthquake Safety 
2 United States Department of the 

Interior 
12-09-05 2-1 Letter of Concurrence 

3A United States Department of the 
Interior, National Park Service 

04-19-05 3A-1 Late comment 

   3A-2 Fremont Central Park 
3B United States Department of the 

Interior, National Park Service 
05-06-05 3B-1 Federal grant money 

   3B-2 Conversion of parkland 
   3B-3 Noise and Vibration 
   3B-4 Noise  
   3B-5 Noise  
   3B-6 Conversion of Parkland 
   3B-7 Replacement property 
   3B-8 NEPA Process 
3C United States Department of the 

Interior, National Park Service 
10-14-05 3C-1 Section 6(f)(3) conversion of 

parkland concurrence. 
3D United States Department of the 

Interior, National Park Service 
10-21-05 3D-1  Final EIS review and concurrence 

State Agencies 
4 State of California, Department of 

Transportation
04-18-05 4-1 Fiber Optics 

   4-2 Cultural Resources 
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Letter
Number  Commenter Date Comment Topic 
   4-3 Highway Operations 
   4-4 Highway Operations 
   4-5 Highway Operations 
   4-6 Traffic Analysis 
   4-7 Traffic Analysis 
5 California Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 
04-25-05 5-1 Hydrology 

   5-2 Hydrology 
   5-3 Hydrology 
   5-4 Wetlands 
6 Department of Toxic Substance 

Control 
04-22-05 6-1 Hazardous Materials 

   6-2 Hazardous Materials 
Regional and Local Agencies 
7 AC Transit 04-22-05 7-1 Alternatives Analysis 
   7-2 Transit-oriented development 
   7-3 Transit-oriented development 
8 Alameda County Water District 

(ACWD) 
04-25-05 8-1 Hydrology 

   8-2 Hydrology 
   8-3 Hydrology 
   8-4 Hydrology 
   8-5 Hydrology 
   8-6 Hydrology 
   8-7 Hydrology 
   8-8 Hydrology 
   8-9 Hydrology 
   8-10 Water Distribution System 
   8-11 Utility Disruptions 
   8-12 Utility Disruptions  
   8-13 Utility Relocations 
   8-14 Agency Name 
   8-15 ACWD Service Area 
   8-16 Agency Coordination 
9 Bay Area Air Quality Management 

District (BAAQMD) 
04-25-05 9-1 Air Quality and Land Use 

10 City of Fremont 04-22-05 10-1 General 
   10-2 Purpose and Need 
   10-3 Purpose and Need 
   10-4 Hazardous Materials 
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Letter
Number  Commenter Date Comment Topic 
   10-5 Hydrology 
   10-6 Hydrology 
   10-7 Hydrology 
   10-8 Wetlands 
   10-9 Wetlands 
   10-10 Biological Resources 
   10-11 Land Use and Planning 
   10-12 Land Use and Planning 
   10-13 Land Use and Planning 
   10-14 Land Use and Planning 
   10-15 Land Use and Planning 
   10-16 Land Use and Planning 
   10-17 Land Use and Planning 
   10-18 Parks and Recreation 
   10-19 Parks and Recreation 
   10-20 Parks and Recreation  
   10-21 Parks and Recreation 
   10-22 Parks and Recreation 
   10-23 Parks and Recreation 
   10-24 Parks and Recreation 
   10-25 Noise and Vibration 
   10-26 Noise and Vibration 
   10-27 Noise and Vibration 
   10-28 Noise and Vibration 
   10-29 Noise and Vibration 
   10-30 Noise and Vibration 
   10-31 Noise and Vibration 
   10-32 Utilities and Public Service 
   10-33 Cumulative Impacts 
   10-34 Cumulative Impacts 
   10-35 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
   10-36 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
   10-37 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
   10-38 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
   10-39 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
   10-40 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
   10-41 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
   10-42 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
   10-43 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
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Letter
Number  Commenter Date Comment Topic 
   10-44 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
   10-45 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
11 County of Alameda, Public Works 

Agency 
04-25-05 11-1 Flood Storage Capacity 

12 Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority (VTA) 

04-25-05 12-1 SVRTC Project Description 

   12-2 SVRTC Project Description 
   12-3 SVRTC Project Description 
   12-4 SVRTC Project Description 
   12-5 SVRTC Project Description 
   12-6 SVRTC Project Description 
   12-7 Ridership forecasts 
   12-8 Ridership clarification 
   12-9 Parking demand clarification 
   12-10 SVRTC Project Description 
   12-11 SVRTC Project Description 
   12-12 SVRTC Project Description 
   12-13 SVRTC Project Description 
Groups and Organizations 
13 BayRail Alliance 04-25-05 13-1 Document Availability 
   13-2 BART Hotline 
   13-3 Transit-oriented Development 
   13-4 Transit-oriented Development 
   13-5 VTA Express Bus Ridership 
   13-6 Project Cost 
   13-7 Project Cost 
   13-8 Environmental Justice 
14 Citizen's Advisory Committee to 

ACTIA
04-09-05 14-1 Funding/Cost 

   14-2 Funding 
   14-3 Intermodal Access 
   14-4 Interagency Coordination 
15 Irvington Business Association 04-18-05 15-1 Irvington Station 
16 League of Women Voters 04-18-05 16-1 Transit-oriented Development 
   16-2 NEPA 
   16-3 Alternatives Analysis 
   16-4 Land Use 
   16-5 Transit-oriented Development 
   16-6 Alternatives Analysis 
   16-7 Independent Utility 
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Letter
Number  Commenter Date Comment Topic 
17 Math-Science Nucleus 04-14-05 17-1 Paleontological Resources 
   17-2 Cultural Resources 
   17-3 Hydrology 
   17-4 Hydrology 
   17-5 Habitat/Biological Resources 
18 Math-Science Nucleus 03-26-05 18-1 Paleontological Resources 
19 Sierra Club 04-25-05 19-1 General 
   19-2 Ridership/cost 
   19-3 Cost 
   19-4 Model Validity 
   19-5 Land Use 
   19-6 Alternatives Considered 
   19-7 Section 4(f) 
   19-8 Funding 
   19-9 Air Quality 
   19-10 Energy 
   19-11 Noise and Vibration 
   19-12 Cost 
20 Sierra Club 05-07-05 20-1 Cost 
21 TRANSDEF, Schonbrunn  04-25-05 21-1 General 
   21-2 Segmentation 
   21-3 Logical Terminus 
   21-4 Independent Utility 
   21-5 Funding 
   21-6 Travel Times 
   21-7 Transit-oriented Development 
   21-8 Transit-oriented Development 
   21-9 Environmental Justice 
   21-10 Environmental Justice 
   21-11 Environmental Justice 
   21-12 Alternatives Analysis 
   21-13 Independent Utility 
   21-14 Alternatives Analysis  
   21-15 Alternatives Analysis 
   21-16 Transit-oriented Development 
   21-17 Alternatives Analysis 
   21-18 Alternatives Analysis 
   21-19 Funding 
22 TRANSDEF, Chytilo 04-25-05 22-1 General 
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Letter
Number  Commenter Date Comment Topic 
   22-2 Purpose and Need 
   22-3 Alternatives Analysis 
   22-4 Cumulative Impacts 
   22-5 Segmentation 
   22-6 NEPA 
   22-7 Mitigation and Funding 
23 Urban Habitat – 23-1 Social Equity 
   23-2 Social Equity 
   23-3 Cost Effectiveness 
   23-4 Model Validity 
   23-5 Transit-oriented Development 
24 Warm Springs Transit Village 04-25-05 24-1 Transit-oriented Development 
   24-2 Transit-oriented Development 
Individuals 
25 Anonymous 03-28-05 25-1 General 
   25-2 Noise and Vibration 
   25-3 Fremont Central Park 
   25-4 Fremont Central Park 
26 Cameron, Charlie 04-13-05 26-1 Contact Information 
   26-2 Contact Information 
   26-3 Contact Information 
   26-4 Contact Information 
   26-5 Contact Information 
   26-6 Contact Information 
   26-7 AC Transit  
   26-8 Contact Information 
   26-9 Contact Information 
   26-10 Contact Information 
   26-11 Contact Information 
   26-12 Station Design 
27 Cameron, Charlie 04-21-05 27-1 AC Transit 
   27-2 AC Transit 
   27-3 Contact Information 
28 Cauthen, Gerald 04-24-05 28-1 General 
   28-2 Funding 
   28-3 General 
   28-4 BART Operations 
29 Corbett, Arnold 04-11-05 29-1 General 
30 Corbett, Arnold 04-11-05 30-1 General 
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Letter
Number  Commenter Date Comment Topic 
31 Gearhart, Susan 03-28-05 31-1 Project Description 
32 Ingber, Philip 04-01-05 32-1 Project Notification List 
33 Kennedy, Christy 04-19-05 33-1 General 
34 Wilkin, M 04-14-05 34-1 Transportation 
35 Martin, Elliot 04-18-05 35-1 Transit 
   35-2 Bicycles 
   35-3 Bicycles 
   35-4 Transit-oriented development 
   35-5 Transit-oriented development 
   35-6 Transit-oriented development 
36 McGowen, Michael 03-28-05 36-1 Subway 
37 Nakadegawa, Roy 04-25-05 37-1 NEPA 
   37-2 Transit-oriented Development 
   37-3 Social Equity 
   37-4 Transit-oriented Development 
   37-5 Cost 
   37-6 Access 
   37-7 Social Equity 
   37-8 Access 
   37-9 Cost 
   37-10 Cost 
   37-11 Social Equity 
   37-12 Transit-oriented Development 
   37-13 Transit-oriented Development 
   37-14 Social Equity 
   37-15 Regional Perspective, Access 
   37-16 Access 
   37-18 General 
   37-19 Ridership 
   37-20 System Expansion Criteria 
   37-21 Cost 
   37-22 System Expansion Criteria 
   37-23 Access 
   37-24 Access 
   37-25 Cumulative Impacts 
   37-26 Transit-oriented Development 
   37-27 Land Use 
   37-28 Land Use 
   37-29 Cost 
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Letter
Number  Commenter Date Comment Topic 
   37-30 Land Use 
   37-31 Land Use 
   37-32 Land Use 
   37-33 Land Use 
   37-34 Cost 
   37-35 Land Use 
   37-36 Parking 
   37-37 Ridership 
   37-38 Bus Alternative 
   37-39 Traffic 
   37-40 Parking 
   37-41 Transit-oriented Development 
   37-42 Bus Rapid Transit 
   37-43 Bus Rapid Transit 
   37-44 Project Alternatives 
38 Nelson, Mark 04-01-05 38-1 Optional Irvington Station 
39 Rasko, George 04-25-05 39-1 BART Extension 
40 Thomas, Carol 04-04-05 40-1 Project Notification List 
41 Tustin, Don 03-28-05 41-1 Project Notification List 
Public Hearing Transcript 
42 Heath, Robert 04-12-05 42-1 Ventilation Structures 
   42-2 At-grade alignment 
   42-3 Fremont Central Park 
   42-4 Ventilation Structures 
 Perkell, Roy 04-12-05 42-5 SVRTC 
 Cameron, Charlie  04-12-05 42-6 Transportation 
 Matta, George  04-12-05 42-7 Irvington Station 
 Quinson, Roberta 04-12-05 42-8 Vibration 
   42-9 Sound Walls 
 Martin, Elliot 04-12-05 42-10 Development 
 Schonbrunn, David 04-12-05 42-11 Logical Terminus 
   42-12 Independent Utility 
   42-13 Smart Growth 
   42-14 Cost 
   42-15 Smart Growth 
   42-16 High-speed Rail 
 Louey, Tony 04-12-05 42-17 Access 
   42-18 Access 
   42-19 Transit-oriented Development 



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

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

2-9
June 2006

J&S 04071.04

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

2.2 Comment Letters and Responses
BART received comments from the public on its Draft EIS in a variety of ways: 

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

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

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

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

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

If a proposed comment results in a change to the EIS, the proposed comment is discussed.  Deleted 
text is stricken (deleted), an additional texts is underlined (additional text).  The text changes have 
been made in the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment Letter 1 
1-1: BART’s engineering analysis determined that the creation of additional flood storage at a 

new location was the only feasible alternative, and it determined that the right-of-way is 
sufficiently large to construct the additional flood control area.   

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

1-2:  In the discussion of Mitigation Measure N-1, the terms “proposed” and “recommended” are 
synonymous. Both terms refer to locations where BART would implement mitigation as part 
of the proposed project.

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

Severe impacts, 

Moderate impacts with a 5 dB increase, and   

Moderate impacts with less than 5 dB increase.  

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

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

Table 4.13-9 identifies locations where noise barriers are proposed as mitigation. This 
mitigation addresses all residences subject to severe impacts and all residences subject to a 
moderate impact and 5dB increase, with the exception of two residences, which are located  
between Paseo Parkway and Washington Boulevard, and subject to severe impacts.  The 
planned noise barrier at this location would not fully mitigate the severe impacts at these two 
residences. As stated in Table 4.13-9, building sound insulation is the only feasible mitigation 
to fully mitigate the severe impacts at these residences.  
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At this time, BART plans to provide mitigation (the combination of barriers and insulation) 
at all 393 residences listed in Table 4.13-9.  In the event that additional site-specific studies 
demonstrate that mitigation is appropriate at specific locations, the list of residences 
presented in Table 4.13-9 will be modified based on the results of the additional studies.

1-3: The comment advocates the development of a hazardous materials management plan to 
reduce the volume and/or toxicity of hazardous material generated through operations of the 
maintenance facility.   

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

1-4:   BART has employed state-of-the-art analytical methods to determine the seismic 
characteristics of the locations where the WSX alignment crosses the Hayward Fault.  As 
noted in the comment, the WSX Alignment will cross the Hayward Fault in two locations.  
The northern fault crossing will be made on an earthen embankment, and the southern fault 
crossing will be at grade.  An earthen embankment is more tolerant of differential fault 
movement than rigid structures and the safest way to cross the fault.  An engineered 
embankment is a proven solution to the problem of fault shaking or fault rupture.  The 
southern fault crossing is at grade, and no embankment is necessary.  Fault rupture would be 
immediately detectable by BART’s seismic sensors and the BART train control system 
would immediately halt service.  BART’s seismic design program directly informs BART 
seismic design criteria, which was used on all structures on the WSX project.  The title for 
Mitigation Measure G-2, which appears on page 4.3-13 of the DEIS, is misleading, as the 
BART fault crossings will not be made on elevated structures.  The word elevated will be 
removed from the Title of the mitigation measure and from the second sentence as follows: 

Mitigation Measure G-2—Design and construct elevated BART tracks on 
engineered embankments.  In general, engineered earthen embankments are more 
tolerant of the differential fault movement than are rigid structures that could 
otherwise be used to support elevated BART tracks.  Accordingly, elevated segments 
of the proposed BART tracks that cross known traces of the HFZ will be constructed 
on engineered earthen embankments instead of rigid structures.  The embankment 
design will be prepared in accordance with the BART Extensions Program Design 
Criteria, Volume II, 1990, and specific recommendations developed for the fault 
crossing near Walnut Avenue (Bay Area Transit Consultants 1989).  The design 
criteria established for the Walnut Avenue crossing will include adequate crest width 
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to accommodate track realignment that could become necessary due to fault rupture 
and/or fault creep, 2:1 side slopes, and removal of unstable foundation materials.  
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Response to Comment Letter 2 
2-1: No response is required.  
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Letter 3A 

3A-1

3A-2
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Response to Comment Letter 3A 
3A-1:   BART agreed to accept a late comment from the National Park Service (NPS).  See  

comment letter no. 3B of May 6, 2005.   

3A-2:   A formal request for conversion of the portion of Fremont Central Park protected by Section 
6(f)3 associated with prior Land and Water Conservation Fund grants was made by the City 
of Fremont subsequent to this letter.  The conversion request is attached to the following 
letter (letter no. 3B) from the National Park Service.   
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Letter 3B

3B-1

3B-2

3B-3

3B-4

3B-5
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3B-5
Cont.

3B-6

3B-7

3B-8
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Response to Comment Letter 3B 
3B-1: Section 4.9 has been revised to incorporate the comment.  The second full paragraph on page 

4.9-2 has been amended by adding the following text after the fourth sentence:  

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

3B-2: Comment noted. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3B-6: The City of Fremont’s request for conversion of land within Fremont Central Park for the 
proposed BART ventilation structures has been included as an attachment to this letter and is 
a part of this Final EIS.   

3B-7:   The Section 6(f)3 boundary map of Fremont Central Park is included as part of the City of 
Fremont’s formal request for parkland conversion.  See response to comment no. 3B-5.    

3B-8:   Pages 6-44 to 6-45 of the Draft EIS describe the property exchange that will occur between 
BART and the City of Fremont to fulfill Section 6(f)(3) requirements as well as requirements 
under the California Public Preservation Act of 1971.  As described, the City would transfer 
approximately 1.0 acre to BART to construct the necessary ventilation structure(s), and 
BART would transfer approximately 1.6 acres east of the UP tracks to the City.  The Section 
6(f)3 boundary map attached to this letter illustrates the location of the parcels that would be 
exchanged.
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The comment indicates that NPS anticipates additional NEPA review of the City of Fremont’s 
parkland replacement request following completion of BART's environmental review of the WSX 
project because the replacement property has not been described in the DEIS.  However, the 
parkland replacement issues are included in the Section 6(f) discussion presented on pages 6-41 
to 6-45 of the DEIS and the property proposed for replacement parkland is described on page 6-
44 of the DEIS.  The location of the proposed replacement parkland area is shown on the map 
prepared by the City of Fremont, which is included in this Final EIS following Letter 3B.  The 
Final EIS and ROD incorporate all consultation with federal agencies involved in the WSX 
NEPA review, and specifically the NPS as a cooperating agency.   FTA, as the federal lead 
agency, will issue a Record of Decision (ROD) for the WSX project.  FTA will not approve the 
ROD unless there is concurrence from NPS that the NEPA review was adequate and complete for 
NPS purposes.  Based on subsequent letters and conversations with NPS representatives, NPS did 
not require any additional environmental review of the parkland replacement issue.1 Subsequent 
to this letter, the NPS and DOI concurred with the 6(f)(3) analysis.  (Please refer to letters 3C and 
3D that follow.)

                                                     
1 Gary Munsterman, Grants Program Coordinator, National Park Service. Personal communication, May 19, 2005. 
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Letter 3C
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Response to Comment Letter 3C 
3C-1: No response is required.  
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Letter 3D
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Response to Comment Letter 3D 
The commenter requested that the September 19, 2005 letter from Wilson Ihrig & Associates, Inc., 
be made a part of the record.  The letter has been provided as an attachment to Letter 3D.    
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Response to Comment Letter 4 
4-1:   The comment does not address an environmental impact.  However, please note that under 

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

4-2: Comment noted. 

4-3: As noted in Tables 4.2-15 and 4.2-16 of the DEIS, the LOS at the intersection of Warm 
Springs Boulevard and Mission Boulevard would be LOS F for both the AM and PM peak 
hours in 2010 and 2025 with the WSX Alternative (with and without Irvington Station).  As 
stated in Impacts TRN-7, TRN-14, and TRN-19, no feasible mitigation measures are 
available to mitigate these adverse impacts.  In order to reduce congestion and alleviate 
impacts, widening existing lanes and adding turning lanes, as well as utility relocation, would 
be necessary.  The intersection of Warm Springs Boulevard and Mission Boulevard is bound 
on its four corners by commercial development.  The intersection is built out on each 
approach.  Therefore widening or adding turning lanes is not feasible.   

4-4: The DEIS included some five discrepancies between the average daily traffic (ADT) volumes 
presented in Table 4.2-1 and shown on Figure 4.2-2.  In each case, the table was correct, and 
the discrepancies on the figure appear to have been typographical errors.  Figure 4.2-2 has 
been revised to reflect the correct 2000 ADT volumes for the following five segments: 

Segment Revision 

I-880 from SR 262 /Mission Boulevard to Auto Mall Parkway 168,000 161,000 

I-680 from SR 262 /Mission Boulevard to Durham Road 130,000 147,000 

I-680 from Durham Road to Washington Street 123,000 136,000 

I-680 from Washington Street to Mission Boulevard SR 238 120,000 131,000 

Blacow Road from Fremont Boulevard to Grimmer Boulevard 21,200 16,600 

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

4-5: The transportation analysis indicates little or no growth at a number of intersections between 
existing conditions and conditions in 2010.  Conditions in 2010 were projected from 2010 
model forecast data and a list of approved projects, which were both provided by the City of 
Fremont.  There were several instances where no traffic growth was indicated at an 
intersection.  In these cases, either there is no development (with attendant traffic growth) in 
the area, or changing traffic patterns resulted in fewer trips passing through a particular 
location.  To be conservative and avoid having fewer trips at an intersection than in the 
scenario for a prior analysis year, the future volume was kept constant rather than show a 
reduction in vehicle trips.  BART performed technical analyses for future year modeling, 
forecasting, and intersection turning movements during preparation of the 2003 Supplemental 
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Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the proposed project, and the methodology is 
documented in Appendix N of that document. 

4-6: The methodology and significance criteria for the transportation analysis are described in the 
DEIS.  They were consistent with the City of Fremont and the Alameda County Congestion 
Management Program traffic impact guidelines at the time the analysis was conducted.  
Typically a transportation analysis follows the guidelines of the local community and agency.  
The City and Alameda Congestion Management Agency (CMA) did not require use of the 
most recent version of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), as noted in the comment.  Use 
of the 2000 HCM has not been adopted by many local jurisdictions in the Bay Area. 

4-7: LOS analysis was completed for freeway and highway segments included in the Metropolitan 
Transportation System (MTS) and is documented in the BART WSX DSEIR Draft Technical 
Report – Transportation (DKS Associates 2003), which can be obtained from BART. The 
traffic volumes that were analyzed were projected according to detailed travel demand 
forecasting methods that included mode choice models. As discussed in response 4-6, TRB 
Circular 212 methods were utilized for LOS analysis, as directed by the local jurisdictions.  
Although these methods are less current than those presented in the 2000 Highway Capacity 
Manual, the conclusions based on these analysis methods would be expected to be consistent, 
namely because the traffic volumes analyzed would be the same, regardless of the LOS 
analysis method used.  

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

It would be reasonable to expect that the project could generate additional traffic at the 
proposed stations, but these impacts would potentially affect local roadways rather than the 
regional state routes. As the extension would provide easier access to alternative 
transportation for travelers in the south Bay Area, it would accommodate travelers who 
would otherwise travel on the freeways to regional destinations, or to the next nearest BART 
station.
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Response to Comment Letter 5 
5-1: Comment noted.   

5-2:  BART is working with the Alameda County Flood Control District to maintain conveyance 
capacity at creek channel crossings.  At this time, detailed design of the proposed channel 
modifications has not yet been done.  Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
approval of any proposed channel modifications is required through the formal permit 
process.  RWQCB permit requirements will be incorporated into the final project design. 

5-3:  BART’s design team will consider reducing the amount of impervious surface associated the 
proposed project, the use of permeable pavement materials, and other appropriate best 
management practices (BMPs) in conjunction with Mitigation Measure H-1. 

5-4: RWQCB will be consulted on matters regarding wetlands as part of the permit process 
associated with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The first paragraph of Mitigation 
Measure WL-1—Restore, create, and protect wetland habitat to mitigate the loss of wetland 
habitat, which begins on page 4.6-9 of the DEIS, will be revised as follows: 

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



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

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

2-51
June 2006

J&S 04071.04



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

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

2-52
June 2006

J&S 04071.04



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

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

2-53
June 2006

J&S 04071.04



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

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

2-54
June 2006

J&S 04071.04



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

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

2-55
June 2006

J&S 04071.04



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

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

2-56
June 2006

J&S 04071.04



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

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

2-57
June 2006

J&S 04071.04



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

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

2-58
June 2006

J&S 04071.04



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

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

2-59
June 2006

J&S 04071.04



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

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

2-60
June 2006

J&S 04071.04

Response to Comment Letter 6 
6-1:  BART has identified further action in relation to contaminated soil found at two sites within 

the project area. Following consultation with relevant agencies, BART will develop a project 
soil management plan including the potential need for remediation. 

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

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

6-2:  BART intends to consult with DTSC on  issues relevant to its statutory authority. 
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Response to Comment Letter 7 
7-1:  As explained on pages 3-25 to 3-40 of the DEIS, the prior analysis and conclusions regarding 

alternatives, including the 2003 Bus Alternative, remain applicable.  DOT policy encourages 
reliance on prior planning and analysis to select the alternatives to be evaluated in a NEPA 
document.  (For more information, refer to FHWA-FTA Program Guidance on Linking the 
Transportation Planning and NEPA Processes; February 22, 2005). 
The commenter notes the uncertainty of TOD at Warm Springs.  While there is always some 
uncertainty in projections of future land use, the City of Fremont is working with BART and 
other stakeholders to prepare a specific plan for the Warm Springs area.  The Warm Springs 
BART Area Specific Plan-Existing Conditions Report was issued in June 2004, and three 
alternative land use scenarios have been developed.  Private developers are participating in 
the specific plan process and have already proposed high-density land uses adjacent to the 
proposed station site.  The Warm Springs Transit Village is a proposal that has been 
submitted to the City of Fremont for consideration for the long-term development of a 
combined 74.5 acres adjacent to the Warm Springs Station site on the east.  (See comment 
letter 24, Warm Springs Transit Village.)  Accordingly, there is no reason to conclude that 
TOD is not feasible at Warm Springs.  Please refer to the response to comment no. 21-7  for 
additional information.   
BART’s System Expansion Policy commits to encouraging development at increased 
densities to sustain transit.  Through this policy, BART is specifically committed to 
encouraging opportunities for TOD, as are the other agencies that the commenter mentions.  
The greater likelihood that the WSX Alternative would act as a catalyst for TOD is among 
the reasons that the 2003 Bus Alternative was rejected.  TOD is discussed in the DEIS on 
pages 2-4 to 2-5, 3-39, 4.8-13 to 4.8-14, and pages 5-43 to 5-46. 

7-2: BART agrees that transit-oriented development (TOD) is possible with bus transit as well as 
rail transit.  However, well-documented transportation and land use research, both on the 
national and the local level, demonstrates that private developers are more likely to invest 
around fixed-rail stations because they know that the large public investment in fixed-rail 
infrastructure will not be moved or relocated.  This reduces the risk for developers and 
encourages investment.  Sources for this rail-related investment-land use relationship include 
Michael Bernick and Robert Cervero,2 the City of Seattle,3 the Journal of Public 
Transportation,4 and White and McDaniel.5

7-3: As described in Section 3.4.4, “Optional Irvington Station” and Section 7.3, “Financial 
Feasibility and Local Financial Commitment” of the Draft EIS, the Irvington Station is 
optional because local funding for the station has not been identified at this time.   The City 
of Fremont is investigating an amendment to the 1998 Redevelopment Plan that could 

                                                     
2 Michael Bernick and Robert Cervero, Transit Villages in the 21st Century, McGraw-Hill, 1997. 
3 City of Seattle, Transit-Oriented Development Case Studies-Twelve Analytical Rail Systems, Strategic Planning 
Office, August 1999. 
4 “Benefits of Proximity to Rail on Housing Markets: Experiences in Santa Clara County,” Journal of Public 
Transportation, Vol. 5, No. 1, pp. 1 - 18, 2002. 
5 S. M. White and J. B. McDaniel. “The Zoning and Real Estate Implications of Transit-Oriented Development.” 
TCRP Legal Research Digest 12.  Transportation Research Board of the National Academies.  1999.  
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contribute funds to the construction of the Irvington Station, which is considered a significant 
component of the redevelopment effort for the Irvington area.  BART included the evaluation 
of the environmental effects of the optional Irvington Station in this EIS in an effort to 
expedite station development once funding is secured. 
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Response to Comment Letter 8 
8-1: As requested by the commenter, a bullet has been added on page ES-10 under the heading 

“Issues to be Resolved,” which reads as follows: 

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

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

8-3: The assessment of a fee for groundwater extraction, to which the commenter refers, is not an 
impact on the environment for purposes of NEPA.  However, BART will comply with any 
requirements of applicable law.    

8-4: The comment is correct that construction dewatering in certain areas could result in a 
potentially significant impact on groundwater supplies, requiring mitigation. However, at this 
stage of project engineering development, it is not possible to precisely identify construction 
methods or quantify the amount of groundwater extraction that would be necessary.   

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

…Accordingly, temporary impacts on groundwater supplies from construction 
dewatering are expected to be minimal.

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

Consistent with this revision, the construction scenario described in Section 3.4.7 has also 
been revised to present a more likely construction scheme for the northern portion of the 
subway, and it reflects the presence of the underlying aquifer in this area.  The revised 
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construction scenario considers the technical infeasibility of construction dewatering in this 
area.  The first full paragraph under Page 3-20 of the DEIS has been revised as follows:   

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

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

Previous geotechnical studies conducted by Fugro West, Inc. (2003) indicate a 
surficial fine-grained layer ranging in thickness from 15 to 30 feet along the 2,500-
foot long section of proposed track between the north portal and the thicker fine-
grained section near Lake Elizabeth.  The underlying material consists of coarse 
sands and gravels with variable silt content to the total depth explored of about 80 
feet.  The bottom of the proposed BART subway along this section of track ranges 
from 20 to 33 feet below ground surface.  For the purposes of this analysis, it is 
assumed that construction dewatering operations would need to draw groundwater 
levels down about 5 feet below the bottom of the excavation.

8-5: Mitigation Measure H-8 on page 4.5-19 of the DEIS has been amended to include Item D as 
follows:

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

8-6: The construction scenario described in Section 3.4.7 of the DEIS has been revised, and 
Mitigation Measure H-12 has been added to require a hydrogeologic analysis and 
implementation of a construction dewatering plan, in consultation with ACWD (See response 
to comment no. 8-4 above.)   

8-7: The construction scenario described in Section 3.4.7 has been revised and Mitigation 
Measure H-12 has been added, which requires hydrogeologic analysis and the 
implementation of a construction dewatering plan, in consultation with ACWD. (Please refer 
to the response to comment 8-4.) 
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8-8: It may not be technically feasible to differentiate between surface water runoff and subway 
tunnel seepage that collects in the subway sump.  If necessary, in order to differentiate 
between surface runoff and seepage water inflow rates, BART will work with ACWD to 
establish a baseline estimate for the amount of subway seepage, which will be based on 
actual operating conditions.  Regarding replenishment assessment, please refer to the 
response to comment 8-3. 

8-9: The discrepancy noted in the comment is related to the frequency of pumping.  The inflow 
seepage rate for the subway tunnel is estimated at 8 gallons per minute (GPM).  The scenario 
described in Appendix D (Floodplain Finding Report) referencing the 150 gallons per minute 
refers to the intermittent sump pump discharge rate.  When the subway sump fills, the sump 
pump will discharge the water at 150 GPM.   

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

BART anticipates operational dewatering subway seepage on the order of 150 8
GPM.  Operational pumping of the sump water would take place intermittently at a 
rate of 150 GPM when the sump reaches capacity.

8-10: The second paragraph under Alameda County Water District on page 4.16-4 of the DEIS will 
be revised to read as follows:

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

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

8-11: The following changes have been made in Impact UPS-1 and Mitigation Measures UPS-1 
and UPS-2 on pages 4.16-6 and 4.16-7 of the DEIS:

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

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

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

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

It should be noted that no bridge abutment or similar structure of any kind should be 
located near the pipelines (Zandian pers. comm.).  The following mitigation measures 
would reduce this impact to a minimal level.

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

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

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

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

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

ACWD operates and maintains the local water network serving the project corridor. 
Water usage required by BART is limited to the station facilities (landscaping, 
bathroom facilities, and drinking water fountains) and the subway fire suppression 
system.  Water consumption for the WSX Alternative is expected to be low, resulting 
in only a negligible impact on the local water supply.  
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Pages 4.16-8 and 4.16-10 have been revised to show the revised name for Mitigation 
Measure UPS-1:  

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

8-12: The last sentence of the impact discussion under “Water” on page 4.16-9 says “Any 
disturbance to the existing ACWD system would result in interruption of service.”  The intent 
of this sentence is to acknowledge that disturbance of the ACWD system would lead to 
interruption of water service.  No interruptions of service have been planned at this time.   

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

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

8-13: The comment provides a more detailed description of the issues related to relocation of 
ACWD water lines.  Mitigation Measure UPS-5 has been modified to ensure consultation 
between BART and local service providers, including ACWD (see response to comment 
8.12).

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

8-14: Table 1-1 on page 1-9 of the DEIS has been revised as follows:  

Alameda County Water Department District.

8-15: Comment noted.  BART will work with ACWD staff on all appropriate issues, including 
annexation.

8-16: As stated in the comment, providing water service to the proposed station sites, as well as 
other facilities along the alignment, will require coordination with the ACWD Engineering 
Department.  BART will pay any applicable development-related fees and comply with 
standard specifications.    
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Response to Comment Letter 9 
9-1: BART has reviewed the California Air Resources Board’s (ARB) “Air Quality and Land Use 

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

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

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

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


