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Section 1 
Introduction 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

The EIR Process following Release of the Draft Program EIR 

The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) prepared a Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to disclose and 
evaluate the potential environmental effects of the alignment alternatives for the BART to Livermore 
extension.  The Draft Program EIR, issued for public review in November 2009, included a 
description of nine alternative alignments to extend existing BART services eastward from the current 
terminus at the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station, an assessment of potential effects, and a description 
of possible mitigation measures to reduce significant effects that were identified in the Draft Program 
EIR.  The purpose of the Program EIR is to assist the BART Board of Directors (BART Board) in 
selecting a preferred alignment that subsequently can be advanced for further, more detailed 
engineering and environmental review.  The alternatives consider several east-west routes including the 
use of the Interstate 580 (I-580) or the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks.  The alternatives include 
both one-station and two-station alternatives.  The stations that were evaluated include Isabel/I-580, 
Isabel/Stanley, Downtown Livermore, Vasco Road, and Greenville East.  The two-station alternatives 
would include a new maintenance facility, for which three potential locations were considered:  
immediately east of Downtown Livermore, east of Vasco Road, and in the Greenville area north of 
I-580.   

The public review period for the Draft Program EIR began on November 5, 2009.  At the request of 
the City of Pleasanton, the 45-day review period was extended for an additional 30 days and ended 
January 21, 2010.  During this time frame, the document was reviewed by various state, regional, and 
local agencies, as well as by interested organizations and individuals.  Written comments were received 
from 18 different public agencies (federal, State, regional, and local), 18 organizations, and 437 
individuals.  Three public hearings were held to receive oral comments on the Draft Program EIR:  
November 18, 2009 at the Livermore City Council Chambers, December 2, 2009 at the Robert 
Livermore Community Center, and January 6, 2010 at the Pleasanton City Council Chambers.  Both 
oral and written comments were received from members of the public during the public hearings. 

This document responds to comments on the Draft Program EIR that were raised during the public 
review period, and contains revisions intended to correct, clarify, and amplify the Draft Program EIR.  
In addition, many commentors requested that BART consider a “hybrid” alternative composed of 
components from two of the alternatives evaluated in the Draft Program EIR.  Section 1.4 of this 
document includes a description of the hybrid alternative and a summary of impacts and mitigation 
measures from the Draft Program EIR that would be applicable to the hybrid alternative.   
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Notably, a program-level document is intended to help with both selecting a preferred alternative as 
well as providing adequate information on those less successful at meeting the project objectives or 
avoiding impacts.  Accordingly, based upon further evaluation raised by the comments, additional 
information has been added to the Final Program EIR to provided sufficient information on all ten 
possible alternatives, including the newly developed Alternative 2b – Portola-Vasco.  All alternatives 
introduced in the Draft Program EIR remain part of the program and will be considered by the BART 
Board at the upcoming public hearing of the Program EIR.  

Together, the previously released Draft Program EIR and this “Responses to Comments” document 
constitute the Final Program EIR.  As the lead agency, the BART Board must certify the Final 
Program EIR before action can be taken to select a preferred alternative.  Certification requires that the 
lead agency (in this instance, BART) make findings that the Final EIR complies with CEQA, that the 
information in the EIR has been considered in taking action, and that the EIR reflects BART’s 
independent judgment and analysis. 

Program Description 

The BART to Livermore Extension Program is evaluating ten different alignment, station, and 
maintenance facility combinations, including the nine alternatives examined in the Draft Program EIR 
and the new Alternative 2b — Portola-Vasco.  Figure 1-1 shows all of the routes proposed, including 
Alternative 2b — Portola-Vasco Alternative.  The various alternatives are either completely contained 
within the I-580 median, or diverge from the I-580 median and pass southeasterly through portions of 
the City of Livermore to the existing Altamont Commuter Express (ACE)/UPRR or the Southern 
Pacific Railroad (SPRR) corridors.  The purpose for the BART to Livermore Program is defined in the 
following objectives: 

Increase BART ridership 

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

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

Support local efforts, initiatives, and policies to promote transit-oriented development 

Enhance economic benefits, contributing to local investment and development opportunities 

Provide a cost effective transit system, recognizing budget constraints and available funding 

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

Protect and enhance the environment 

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. 
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The alternatives developed to extend BART services eastward to Livermore and address the above 
objectives are presented in Figure 1-1 and summarized below. 

Alternative 1 — Greenville East.  This alternative would originate at the existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station, follow the median of I-580, include an intermediate station at 
Isabel/I-580, and continue to a terminus at the proposed Greenville East 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 Station and follow the median of I-580, then diverge 
southeasterly along El Charro Road, parallel the existing UPRR tracks, and include an 
intermediate station at Downtown Livermore before heading northeast to a terminus at the 
proposed Greenville East Station. 

Alternative 1b — Downtown-Greenville East via SPRR.  This alternative would share those 
elements described above for Alternative 1a, except that the segment between the proposed 
Downtown Livermore Station and a terminus at Greenville East would run parallel to an 
existing freight spur line previously operated by SPRR.  The departure from the UPRR 
right-of-way east of downtown would occur near the intersection of Mines Road. 

Alternative 2 — Las Positas.  This alternative would originate at the existing Dublin/Pleasanton 
Station in the median of I-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 run parallel to the existing UPRR tracks to a terminus station 
at Vasco Road. 

Alternative 2a — Downtown-Vasco.  This alternative would be identical to Alternatives 1a and 
1b between the existing end of track at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station and the proposed 
Downtown Livermore Station.  Alternative 2a would include a Downtown Livermore Station 
and a terminus station at the Vasco Road Station. 

Alternative 2b — Portola-Vasco.  This alternative would originate at the existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station in the median of I-580, diverge from the I-580 corridor at Airway 
Boulevard (just west of the existing Portola interchange), transition to a subway under Portola 
and Junction Avenues to a station adjacent to the existing ACE station in Downtown 
Livermore, and extend at-grade parallel to the existing UPRR tracks to a terminus station at 
Vasco Road. 

Alternative 3 — Portola.  This alternative would originate at the existing Dublin/Pleasanton 
Station in 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 a subway under Portola and 
Junction Avenues to a terminus station adjacent to the existing ACE station in Downtown 
Livermore. 

Alternative 3a — Railroad.  This alternative would have an alignment identical to Alternatives 
1a, 1b, and 2a in the median of I-580 and then along El Charro Road, then parallel to the 
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UPRR tracks, include an intermediate station at the intersection of Isabel Avenue (SR-84) and 
Stanley Boulevard, and terminate adjacent to the existing Livermore ACE Station. 

Alternative 4 — Isabel/I-580.  This single-station alternative would originate at the existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station and follow the median of I-580 to a terminus station immediately 
east of the planned Isabel Avenue overpass/interchange. 

Alternative 5 — Quarry.  This single-station alternative would originate at the existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station and follow the median of I-580, diverging from the I-580 corridor at 
El Charro Road, then proceed southeasterly to the UPRR, at which point the alternative would 
travel parallel to the UPRR tracks to a terminus station west of the Isabel Avenue (SR-84) and 
Stanley Boulevard intersection. 

While the alignment, station, and maintenance facility locations differ among these ten BART 
alternatives, all alignments would be fully grade separated.  To accomplish this, the BART extension 
alternatives would run at grade (i.e., generally at the same elevation as the surrounding ground), on an 
aerial structure, in a retained trench, or in a subway (cut and cover), as necessitated by the surrounding 
terrain or existing conditions.  The BART extension alternatives 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. 

1.2 PURPOSE OF THIS RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT  

Under CEQA, BART is required, after completion of a Draft EIR, to consult with and obtain 
comments from public agencies having jurisdiction by law with respect to the program alternatives, and 
to provide the general public with an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR.  As the lead agency, 
BART is also required to respond to significant environmental issues raised in the review and 
consultation process. 

This Responses to Comments document has been prepared to respond to public agency and general 
public comments received on the Draft Program EIR for the BART to Livermore Extension Program, 
which was circulated for a 75-day public review period, November 5, 2009 to January 21, 2010, and to 
respond to comments received at the three public hearings, which were held on November 18, 2009, 
December 2, 2009, and January 6, 2010.  This document contains the public comments received on the 
Draft Program EIR, written responses to those comments, and changes made to the Draft Program EIR 
in response to the comments.   

The emphasis in the Responses to Comments document is to provide clarification and further 
substantiation for the analysis and conclusions presented in the Draft Program EIR.  In some cases, the 
responses seek to correct and remedy minor technical mistakes or errors identified in the Draft 
Program EIR.  Thus, the thrust of the Responses to Comments document is to address concerns raised 
about the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR and the process by which BART conducted the CEQA 
process.  Other comments that express an opinion about a preferred alignment, station location, or 
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technology are acknowledged in this document, but because they concern the merits of a project 
alternative or a station location, rather than the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, this document 
does not provide a response that examines the advantages and disadvantages of the commentor’s 
preference.  The State CEQA Guidelines stipulates that responses should pertain to major or substantial 
environmental issues raised by commentors. 

1.3 HOW TO USE THIS REPORT 

This document addresses substantive comments received during the public review period and consists 
of six sections:  (1) Introduction; (2) List of Commentors, (3) Master Responses, (4) Responses to 
Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR, (5) Responses to Oral Comments on the Draft Program 
EIR, and (6) Revisions to the Draft Program EIR.  Section 1 reviews the purpose and contents of this 
Responses to Comments document.  Section 2 lists the public agencies, organizations, and individuals 
who submitted comments on the Draft Program EIR.   

Section 3 provides Master Responses to comments that were raised on multiple occasions and warrant a 
single comprehensive response to address the following issues: 

Master Response 1:  Purpose of a Program EIR Compared to a Project EIR 

Master Response 2:  Ridership and Vehicle Miles of Travel Projections 

Master Response 3:  Chain of Lakes/El Charro Road Alignment  

Master Response 4:  Staples Ranch  

Master Response 5:  Downtown Livermore Station 

Master Response 6:  Safety and Security around BART Stations 

Master Response 7:  Biological Sensitivity of the Greenville Yard Area 

Master Response 8:  Funding the BART to Livermore Extension.   

Section 4 contains each comment letter and written responses to the individual comments related to 
CEQA.  Section 5 contains comments made to the court reporter and the transcripts of speakers at the 
three public hearings on the Draft Program EIR, and the responses to these comments.  In Sections 4 
and 5, specific comments within each comment letter or oral testimony at the public hearings have been 
bracketed and enumerated in the margin of the letter or transcript.  Each commentor has been assigned 
a discrete comment letter or speaker number, as listed in Section 2.  Responses to each of these 
comments follow each comment letter in Section 4 and follow the transcripts reproduced in Section 5.  
For the most part, the responses provide explanatory information or additional discussion of text in the 
Draft EIR.  In some instances, the response supersedes or supplements the text of the Draft EIR for 
accuracy or clarification.  New text that has been added to the Draft EIR is indicated with underlining.  
Text that has been deleted is indicated with strikethrough.  Finally, Section 6 consists of text and 
graphics changes to the Draft EIR as a result of comments or changes initiated by BART staff to 
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correct any inaccuracies.  These changes are made to correct or update information in the Draft 
Program EIR. 

1.4 NEW ALTERNATIVE 2B — PORTOLA-VASCO 

The purpose of preparing a Program EIR is to evaluate the alignment alternatives on a broad level and 
to provide an overview of the potential environmental impacts associated with different alignments and 
station locations.  As noted in the Draft Program EIR, this approach was intended to allow BART to 
refine alignment and station choices during subsequent, more detailed planning.  As documented in the 
comment letters and the transcripts of the three public hearings on the Draft Program EIR, a number of 
commentors suggested an alternative consisting of components of Alternative 2a — Downtown-Vasco 
and Alternative 3 — Portola.  This “hybrid” alternative combines some of the desirable features of 
Alternatives 2a and 3 and avoids some of the impacts associated with the other alternatives.  This 
hybrid alternative, referred to here as Alternative 2b — Portola-Vasco, would extend approximately 
11.3 miles.  A description of the route and other characteristics is provided below.  Figure 1-2 
illustrates the route for Alternative 2b and the location of the stations and maintenance facility.  

Alternative 2b Description 

Route 

Originate at the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station and proceed eastward at grade in the median 
of I-580 (there would be no station at Isabel/I-580); 

Diverge from the I-580 corridor at Airway Boulevard (just west of the existing Portola 
interchange), transitioning to a subway configuration;  

Proceed in a subway under Portola Avenue to an underground station adjacent to the existing 
ACE station in Downtown Livermore; 

Continue eastward, transitioning to an at-grade profile along the UPRR tracks to a terminus 
Vasco Road Station adjacent to the Vasco Road ACE Station; and 

Continue eastward to a maintenance facility and tailtracks in the Vasco area. 

Stations 

Alternative 2b would have two stations, Downtown Livermore Station and Vasco Road Station. 

Downtown Livermore Station.  Much of the Downtown Livermore Station site encompasses the 
existing Livermore Transit Center/Livermore ACE Station.  As shown in Figure 1-3, 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  
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station facility would include a BART platform that would extend underneath and parallel to Junction 
Avenue from Ladd Avenue to just beyond Chestnut Street, with all platform access situated within the 
station area boundaries as previously identified.  Similar to Alternative 3, the Downtown Livermore 
Station under Alternative 2b would be underground.   

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 1a, 1b, 2a, and 3, 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.  
The ridership forecasts, which assumed that there would be no limit on station parking, identified a 
year 2035 parking demand for about 3,800 spaces for this alternative.  In order to be consistent with 
the objectives of the City of Livermore’s Downtown Specific Plan and to limit the amount of traffic 
added in the downtown area due to BART, the amount of parking to be provided was purposely limited 
to 2,500 spaces.  It was assumed that any overspill demand would be accommodated by providing 
additional parking at the Vasco Road Station and encouraging the use of alternative travel modes 
(transit, carpooling, kiss-and-ride, biking, and walking). The City of Livermore plans to provide and 
manage some or all of the proposed BART parking, and there is the potential for this City parking to 
be shared by other downtown uses.  For example, on evenings and weekends, the City parking areas 
used by BART patrons would be largely available for other downtown activities. 

Vasco Road Station.  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.  
Figure 1-4 shows the station area. 
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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 Vasco Road Station would contain approximately 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. 

Project Ridership 

The forecast year 2035 ridership for Alternative 2b is 31,900 daily new BART riders compared to the 
No Build Alternative.  This ridership would make it the top performing alternative in terms of 
patronage, exceeding the 31,700 daily new BART riders forecast for Alternative 1 by a small margin.  

Operational Characteristics 

Travel Time. The proposed total length of Alternative 2b to the Vasco Road Station would add 
approximately 11 minutes to the travel time of the existing Dublin-Pleasanton BART Line.  Therefore, 
the total trip time from Embarcadero Station to a Vasco Road terminus station in Livermore would not 
exceed approximately 53 minutes.  A travel time of 53 minutes is nearly identical to the travel time for 
trips made today on BART from Embarcadero to Pittsburg/Bay Point 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 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District  1  Introduction 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 1-14 
June 2010 

Downtown Livermore Station.  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 (see Figure 1-5).  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.   

Estimated Cost 

The estimated capital cost for Alternative 2b, inclusive of the guideway,  two stations, maintenance 
yard, I-580 modifications, systems (train control, power substations, communications, etc.), vehicles, 
contingencies, and soft costs (design, insurance, construction management, etc.) would be $3.83 billion 
(in 2009 dollars).   

Comparison to Other BART Extension Alternatives 

Figure 1-6 compares each of the BART to Livermore Extension alternatives, including Alternative 2b, 
for some key features.  

Environmental Impacts of Alternative 2b 

All of the impacts associated with components of Alternative 2b were addressed in the Draft Program 
EIR under Alternatives 2a and 3.  Alternative 2b would not create any new impacts or more severe 
impacts than those already analyzed, and, therefore, no new mitigation measures are required.  
However, for the convenience of the reader, the following discussion incorporates the relevant impact 
analyses from those alternatives to present a comprehensive assessment of Alternative 2b — Portola-
Vasco.  Table 1-1 provides a summary of the key environmental considerations for all alternatives.  

Transportation.  In general, the transportation characteristics of the “hybrid” Alternative 2b would be 
very similar to those of Alternative 2a — Downtown-Vasco.  This similarity occurs because both 
alternatives have the same two stations, Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road.  The stations are the 
source of the ridership and much of the traffic-related activity associated with the BART extensions, 
and as a result, the impacts of Alternatives 2a and 2b would be almost the same.  The primary 
difference in the two alternatives is that by proceeding on the Portola alignment rather than the 
El Charro Road alignment, Alternative 2b has a shorter, more direct total route than Alternative 2a.  
Alternative 2b is about 0.8 minutes faster overall than Alternative 2a between the Vasco Road and East 
Dublin Pleasanton Stations. 
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Table 1-1 
Comparative Summary of Key Environmental Considerations 

Issue 
Alternative 1  

Greenville East 

Alternative 1a 
Downtown- 

Greenville East 
via UPRR 

Alternative 1b 
Downtown- 

Greenville East 
via SPRR 

Alternative 2  
Las Positas 

Alternative 2a 
Downtown-Vasco 

Alternative 2b 
Portola-Vasco 

Alternative 3 
 Portola 

Alternative 3a 
 Railroad 

Alternative 4 
Isabel/I-580 

Alternative 5 
 Quarry 

Transportation           

Increase in BART System 
Ridership  
(daily riders) 

31,700 30,900 30,900 29,800 31,600 31,900 

 

29,900 29,700 19,900 20,800 

Reduction in Vehicle 
Miles Traveled  
(per day) 

687,877 742,836 742,836 742,494 860,211 868,370 

 

704,246 633,485 404,159 620,992 

Changes to I-580 
Congestion  
(# of affected segments)  

          

- Worsen 
- Improve 

1 
7 

1 
7 

1 
7 

2 
6 

1 
7 

1 
7 

4 
5 

2 
6 

4 
5 

4 
5 

Changes to Arterial 
Segments  
(# of affected segments) 

          

- Worsen 
- Improve 

1 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 

1 
2 

3 
1 

3 
1 

2 
2 

3 
2 

1 
2 

1 
2 

Changes to Local 
Intersections  
(# of affected 
intersections) 

          

- Worsen 
- Improve 

4 
8 

4 
8 

4 
8 

6 
7 

5 
8 

5 
8 

4 
8 

5 
7 

4 
8 

5 
7 

Potential Station 
Connection with ACE 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

Land Use           

Land Use Conflicts (at 
station areas and yards) 

Isabel/I-580: 
Airport Protection 
Area, proximity 
to freeway (noise 
and air quality 
concerns), 
partially outside 
Urban Growth 
Boundary 

Greenville East: 
agricultural lands, 

Downtown 
Livermore: 
schools, churches, 
historic properties 

Greenville East: 
agricultural lands, 
partially outside 
Urban Growth 
Boundary 

Greenville Yard: 

Downtown 
Livermore: 
schools, churches, 
historic properties 

Greenville East: 
agricultural lands, 
partially outside 
Urban Growth 
Boundary 

Greenville Yard: 

Isabel/I-580: 
Airport Protection 
Area, proximity 
to freeway (noise 
and air quality 
concerns), 
partially outside 
Urban Growth 
Boundary 

Vasco Road: none 

Downtown 
Livermore: 
schools, churches, 
historic properties 

Vasco Road: none 

Vasco Yard: none 

Downtown 
Livermore: 
schools, churches, 
historic properties 

Vasco Road: none 

Vasco Yard: none 

Isabel/I-580: 
Airport Protection 
Area, proximity 
to freeway (noise 
and air quality 
concerns), 
partially outside 
Urban Growth 
Boundary 

Downtown 
Livermore: 

Isabel/Stanley: 
Airport Protection 
Area, mining 
operations, 
partially outside 
Urban Growth 
Boundary 

Downtown 
Livermore: 
schools, churches, 

Isabel/I-580: 
Airport Protection 
Area, proximity 
to freeway (noise 
and air quality 
concerns),  
partially outside 
Urban Growth 
Boundary 

 

Isabel/Stanley: 
Airport Protection 
Area, mining 
operations, 
partially outside 
Urban Growth 
Boundary 
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Table 1-1 
Comparative Summary of Key Environmental Considerations 

Issue 
Alternative 1  

Greenville East 

Alternative 1a 
Downtown- 

Greenville East 
via UPRR 

Alternative 1b 
Downtown- 

Greenville East 
via SPRR 

Alternative 2  
Las Positas 

Alternative 2a 
Downtown-Vasco 

Alternative 2b 
Portola-Vasco 

Alternative 3 
 Portola 

Alternative 3a 
 Railroad 

Alternative 4 
Isabel/I-580 

Alternative 5 
 Quarry 

partially outside 
Urban Growth 
Boundary 

Greenville Yard: 
agricultural lands 

agricultural lands agricultural lands Vasco Yard: none schools, churches, 
historic properties 

Portola/Railroad 
Yard: proximity 
to historic 
residential district 

historic properties 

Portola/Railroad 
Yard: proximity 
to historic 
residential district 

Loss of Agricultural 
Lands  

          

- Direct Impact 
(acres within 
footprint of station 
facilities and 
alignment) 

55 25 25 55 25 0 0 25 0 25 

- Indirect Impact 
(acres within one-
half mile radius of 
station) 

270 250 250 20 0 0 20 0 20 0 

Population and Housing           

Land Acquisition           

- Acres 126.7 161.6 157.5 185.4 210.2 153.2 120.8 177.4 28.2 82.2 
- Parcels affected 
- Residential units 

128 
29 

185 
79 

179 
81 

143 
10 

206 
81 

216 
86 

189 
84 

179 
83 

64 
7 

63 
8 

Visual Quality/Aesthetics          

Visual Incompatibility 
(level of impact; 
description of 
incompatibility) 

Moderate-to-high; 
aerial structure at 
foot of Altamont 
Pass. 

Moderate; aerial 
structure at foot 
of Altamont Pass; 
possible sound 
walls 

Moderate; aerial 
structure at foot 
of Altamont Pass; 
possible sound 
walls 

Moderate; aerial 
structure 
incompatible with 
existing setting; 
possible sound 
walls 

Moderate; aerial 
structures 
incompatible with 
existing setting; 
possible sound 
walls  

Low; visually 
compatible 

Low; visually 
compatible 

Moderate; aerial 
structure at 
approach to 
Downtown 
Livermore; 
possible sound 
walls  

Low; visually 
compatible 

Low; aerial 
structure along El 
Charro Road 

Obstruction of Scenic 
Views 
(level of impact; source 
of obstruction) 

Low; minimal 
and/or 
intermittent 
blockage at the 
Isabel/I-580 
Station and the 
Greenville East 
Station. 

Low; intermittent 
view blockage 
along El Charro 
Road 

Low; intermittent 
view blockage 
along El Charro 
Road 

Low; intermittent 
view blockage 
along Las Positas 
Road 

Low; intermittent 
view blockage 
along El Charro 
Road 

Low; no 
obstructions 

Low; no 
obstructions 

Low; intermittent 
view blockage 
along El Charro 
Road 

Low; aerial 
intermittent 
and/or minimal 
blockage at 
Isabel/I-580 
Station. 

Low; intermittent 
view blockage 
along El Charro 
Road 
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Table 1-1 
Comparative Summary of Key Environmental Considerations 

Issue 
Alternative 1  

Greenville East 

Alternative 1a 
Downtown- 

Greenville East 
via UPRR 

Alternative 1b 
Downtown- 

Greenville East 
via SPRR 

Alternative 2  
Las Positas 

Alternative 2a 
Downtown-Vasco 

Alternative 2b 
Portola-Vasco 

Alternative 3 
 Portola 

Alternative 3a 
 Railroad 

Alternative 4 
Isabel/I-580 

Alternative 5 
 Quarry 

Cultural Resources           

Historic Resource 
Disturbance 

Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible No Possible 

Archaeological 
Disturbance 

Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible 

Geology, Soils, and 
Seismology 

          

Within Fault Zone or 
High Landslide Hazard 
Area 

Yes Yes Yes No No No No No No No 

Potential Loss of 
Significant Mineral 
Resource Area 

No No No No No No No Yes No Yes 

Hydrology and Water Quality          

Potential Disturbance to 
Water Resources 

          

- Streams (linear feet) 11,393 12,001 12,004 9,150 10,017 8358 7,173 8,832 7,173 8,636 
- Lakes/ponds (acres)  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.17 0 2.17 

- Number of creek 
and stream 
crossings 

9 12 13 8 11 6 5 10 5 8 

100-year Floodplain 
Encroachment (acres) 

44.9 61.9 61.3 30.0 47.5 31.6 25.3 52.0 25.3 51.1 

Disturbance of Highly 
Erodible Soils (acres) 

54.4 54.3 57.2 5.5 5.8 57.6 

 

41.0 40.6 0 0 

Increased Stormwater 
Runoff (new acres of 
impervious area) 

309.5 211.3 211.3 253.9 177.1 201.0 178.9 155.0 95.5 71.6 

Potential Impact to 
Groundwater (acres) 

          

- Direct  
- Indirect 

328.0 
516.8 

312.4 
546.7 

308.3 
536.4 

302.0 
473.5 

292.6 
507.4 

304.3 
523.6 

214.4 
382.6 

202.7 
366.4 

132.2 
238.2 

128.3 
236.5 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District  1  Introduction 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 1-22 
June 2010 

Table 1-1 
Comparative Summary of Key Environmental Considerations 

Issue 
Alternative 1  

Greenville East 

Alternative 1a 
Downtown- 

Greenville East 
via UPRR 

Alternative 1b 
Downtown- 

Greenville East 
via SPRR 

Alternative 2  
Las Positas 

Alternative 2a 
Downtown-Vasco 

Alternative 2b 
Portola-Vasco 

Alternative 3 
 Portola 

Alternative 3a 
 Railroad 

Alternative 4 
Isabel/I-580 

Alternative 5 
 Quarry 

Biological Resources           

Potential Disturbance to 
Wetlands/Waters of the 
U.S./State (acres) 

24 20 15 19 18 11 5 12 5 11 

Potential 
Disturbance/Removal of 
Special-status Plant 
Species Habitat (acres) 

800 555 580 575 320 415 275 180 230 125 

Potential 
Disturbance/Removal of 
Swainson's Hawk 
Foraging Habitat (acres) 

276 276 276 0 3.7 3.7 

 

0 0 0 0 

Potential Disturbance to 
Special-status 
Amphibians/Reptiles 
Habitat (acres) 

          

- California Red 
Legged Frog  

31 
 

31 
 

30 
 

30 
 

28 
 

14 
 

12 
 

26 
 

12 
 

23 
 

- California Tiger 
Salamander  

12.5 
 

5.5 
 

1.5 
 

1.5 
 

5 
 

5 
 

0 
 

0 
 

0 
 

0 
 

- Western Pond 
Turtle 

31 91 94 94 92 14 12 90 12 87 

Potential Disturbance to 
Special-status 
Invertebrate Species 
Habitat (acres) 

10 - 15 3 - 5 0.5 - 2 0.5 - 2 4 - 6 3.5 - 6 0.5 - 2 0.5 - 2 0.5 - 2 0.5 - 2 

Noise and Vibration           

Potential for Noise 
Effects (linear feet) 

0 28,000 24,500 6,500 28,000 12,000 0 16,000 0 1,000 

Potential for Vibration 
Annoyance 

No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Air Quality           

Reduction in Regional 
Emissions (lbs/day) 

          

- NOx  267 287 287 290 339 342 273 243 149 247 
- ROG 46 50 50 49 57 57 47 42 27 41 
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Table 1-1 
Comparative Summary of Key Environmental Considerations 

Issue 
Alternative 1  

Greenville East 

Alternative 1a 
Downtown- 

Greenville East 
via UPRR 

Alternative 1b 
Downtown- 

Greenville East 
via SPRR 

Alternative 2  
Las Positas 

Alternative 2a 
Downtown-Vasco 

Alternative 2b 
Portola-Vasco 

Alternative 3 
 Portola 

Alternative 3a 
 Railroad 

Alternative 4 
Isabel/I-580 

Alternative 5 
 Quarry 

Potential Carbon 
Monoxide Hotspots  
(# of worsened 
intersections in peak 
hours) 

4 4 4 6 5 4 4 5 4 4 

Reduction in Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions (lbs/day) 

429,694 459,473 463,658 493,946 591,522 597,138 483,098 412,010 261,429 468,866 

Public Health and Safety          

Hazardous Materials 
Sites within 1/2-mile 

          

- Cortese List  32 57 57 30 57 43 33 47 18 19 
- Comprehensive 

Environmental 
Response, 
Compensation, and 
Liability 
Information System 
(CERCLIS) 

0 3 2 1 3 1 0 2 0 0 

- National Priority 
List (NPL) 

0 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 0 0 

Airport Compatibility            

- Facilities in Safety 
Zone 

Isabel/I-580 
Station 

None None Isabel/I-580 
Station 

None None Isabel/I-580 
Station 

None Isabel/I-580 
Station 

None 

- Facilities in Height 
Referral Area  

Isabel/I-580 
Station 

Downtown 
Livermore Station 

Downtown 
Livermore Station 

Isabel/I-580 
Station 

Downtown 
Livermore Station 

Downtown 
Livermore Station 

Isabel/I-580 
Station; 
Downtown 
Livermore 
Station; Portola/ 
Railroad Yard 

Isabel/Stanley 
Station; 
Downtown 
Livermore 
Station; Portola/ 
Railroad Yard 

Isabel/I-580 
Station 

Downtown 
Livermore Station 

Energy           

Reduction in Regional 
Energy Consumption 
(Billion BTUs/year) 

628 668 678 754 919 928 756 624 402 770 
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Ridership.  Because Alternative 2b is slightly shorter and faster than Alternative 2a, it would have 
higher ridership.  The forecast year 2035 ridership for Alternative 2a is 31,600 daily new BART riders 
compared to the No Build Alternative.  Based upon its improved travel time performance, Alterative 2b 
would generate approximately 31,900 daily new BART riders.  This would make it the top performing 
alternative in terms of ridership, exceeding the 31,700 daily new BART riders forecast for Alternative 
1 by a small margin. 

Freeway Congestion.  The freeway congestion impacts of Alternative 2b would be very similar to those 
of Alternative 2a.  There would be beneficial impacts on the same seven freeway segments and adverse 
impacts on one segment.  Pages 3.2-72 and 3.2-73 of the Draft Program EIR describe freeway 
congestion impacts resulting from Alternative 2a, which would also apply to Alternative 2b.  

Local Roadway Congestion.  Alternative 2b would have impacts on local arterials that would be similar 
to those of Alternative 2a.  It would have beneficial impacts on the same one arterial segment and an 
adverse impact on three segments.  Page 3.2-85 of the Draft Program EIR describes local roadway 
congestion impacts resulting from Alternative 2a, which also apply to Alternative 2b. 

Intersections.  Because of its similarities to Alternative 2a, Alternative 2b would have similar impacts 
at local street intersections.  It would have beneficial impacts at the same eight locations and adverse 
impacts at five locations.  Pages 3.2-124 and 3.2-125 of the Draft Program EIR identifies intersection 
congestion impacts resulting from Alternative 2a, which also apply to Alternative 2b.  

Transit Connectivity.  The transit connections provided by Alternative 2b would be identical to those 
provided by Alternative 2a.  Connections to ACE would be provided at both the Downtown Livermore 
and Vasco Road stations, and no new ACE stations would be required.  The Vasco Road Station would 
likely offer a good connection to a future high speed rail alignment over the Altamont Pass.  
Downtown Livermore is already a focal point for LAVTA bus services and would provide good 
connections to the BART station. 

Land Use.  The land use effects of Alternative 2b would be less than those identified for Alternatives 
2a and 3 individually, as explained below.  A summary of the land uses by station area is provided in 
Table 1-2; the stations that are shaded are included in Alternative 2b. 

Compatibility with Existing Land Uses.  Alternative 2b would remain in the median of I-580 from the 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station to where it would veer southeast under Portola Avenue, similar to 
Alternative 3.  The principal difference in this stretch is that Alternative 2b would not include a BART 
station at Isabel/I-580.  As a result, Alternative 2b would avoid the compatibility impacts identified for 
Alternative 3 associated with the Isabel/I-580 Station; namely, encroachment into the Livermore 
Airport Protection Area (APA), extension of station area beyond the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), 
and future residential uses in the station area that would be adjacent to I-580 that would need to be 
evaluated in accordance with the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB’s) guidelines for potential 
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Table 1-2 
Existing Land Uses within the BART to Livermore Station Areas 

 Isabel/I-580 Station 
Area 

Isabel/Stanley 
Station Area 

Downtown 
Livermore Station 

Area 
Vasco Road Station 

Area 
Greenville East 
Station Area 

Land Use Acres Percentage Acres Percentage Acres Percentage Acres Percentage Acres Percentage 

Agricultural 31 3% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 533 54% 

Undeveloped 167 15% 175 17% 8 <1% 97 9% 25 3% 

Single-Family Residential 68 6% 205 19% 240 29% 100 10% 0 0% 

Multifamily Residential 46 4% 10 <1% 110 13% 0 0% 0 0% 

Commercial 2 <1% 0 0% 119 14% 47 5% 63 6% 

Industrial 209 19% 0 0% <1 <1% 328 32% 168 15% 

Public/Institutional 161 15% 0 0% 87 10% 258 25% 0 0% 

Park 5 1% 7 <1% 5 <1% 24 2% 0 0% 

Open Space 213 19% 25 2% 7 <1% 2 <1% 19 2% 

Utility 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 35 3% 0 0% 

Aggregate/Water Resource 0 0% 475 46% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Transportation/Right-of-Way 191 17% 146 14% 265 32% 149 14% 185 19% 

TOTAL 1,093 100% 1,043 100% 841 100% 1,040 100% 993 100% 

Source: DC&E; County of Alameda, Office of the Assessor, 2009. 

Note: 

a. Study area refers to area within one-half-mile of station sites.  

b. Shaded columns are proposed as part of Alternative 2b. 
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health impacts from exposure to vehicle emissions.  In addition, this alignment, which would be at 
grade, would avoid potential impacts identified by the City of Pleasanton of an elevated guideway on 
the future development at Staples Ranch, a mixed use development area that would include a senior 
living community, an auto mall, regional retail uses, and a community park. 

Along the underground portion under Portola Avenue, including the underground Downtown 
Livermore Station, the impacts of Alternative 2b would be identical to those described for Alternative 
3.  Because this segment would be below grade, there would be no compatibility impacts with existing 
uses, except during the construction period.  As described in the Draft Program EIR, page 3.3-42, the 
Downtown Livermore Station is considered generally compatible with the downtown area, and would 
increase accessibility, bring customers to surrounding businesses, provide commute options for 
downtown employees, and build on an existing commuter transit line.  In addition, both the downtown 
area and surrounding residential areas have high potential for infill-based redevelopment and transit 
oriented development, which would be consistent with a BART station in this area.   

Alternative 3 includes a maintenance facility, the Portola/Railroad Yard, which would be adjacent to 
the Trevarno Road residential historic district.  As a result, operation of Alternative 3 was described in 
the Draft Program EIR, page 3.3-47, as disturbing residences along Trevarno Road and adversely 
affecting the setting of the historic district that has been adopted by the City.  These impacts would be 
avoided with Alternative 2b, because this maintenance facility would be eliminated, and, instead, 
BART would extend eastward at-grade in the UPRR right-of-way to a terminus station at Vasco Road 
and a maintenance yard east of Vasco Road, as proposed under Alternative 2a.   

According to the Draft Program EIR, page 3.3-43, the Vasco Road Station would be generally 
compatible with surrounding light industrial, vacant, and park land uses.  Not only would a BART 
station increase accessibility to the light industrial and commercial uses north of the existing ACE line, 
but it would provide an additional commute option for employees of the Lawrence Livermore National 
Laboratory, located just south of the station site.  The Brisa Neighborhood Plan encompasses the 
vacant lands within and north of the station footprint.  A BART station at this location would be 
compatible with the moderate to high density residential uses proposed by the plan.  Although a public 
park is located just west of this station area, the majority of the park is composed of a ballfield and 
BMX track.  While these are both recreational uses, neither use is particularly noise- or vibration- 
sensitive, nor is either commonly utilized by the very young or the elderly.  A second public park in 
the station area would be approximately one-half mile away and there is intervening development that 
would buffer the park from adverse noise-related impacts and route traffic resulting from the proposed 
station away from the park.  As such, incompatibilities with sensitive land uses are not likely to result 
from development of the Vasco Road Station. 

The Vasco Yard, proposed as part of Alternative 2b, is identical to that described for Alternative 2a.  
This 52-acre maintenance yard would be surrounded by light industrial and utility-oriented land uses, 
as well as Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory directly to the south.  These uses are generally 
compatible with the activities and impacts that would result from a BART maintenance yard.  There are 
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no sensitive land uses proximate to the footprint of this facility, so that the yard is not expected to 
result in land use conflicts or incompatibilities. 

In summary, Alternative 2b would have less-than-significant impacts on land use compatibility and, 
more important, would avoid land use impacts associated with Alternative 2a (from elevated alignment 
along El Charro Road and at-grade station in Downtown Livermore and from Portola/Railroad Yard) 
and with Alternative 3 (from potential station area development at Isabel/I-580 Station).  See Draft 
Program EIR, pages 3.3-46 through 3.3-47, for a more complete assessment of the land use 
compatibility impacts of the two alternatives that form Alternative 2b. 

Physical Division of an Existing Community.  Similar to Alternative 3, Alternative 2b would operate 
within I-580, in subway along Portola Avenue (thus avoiding the potential for community division 
which could occur if the alignment were at or above grade) or within the existing UPRR right-of-way.  
As a result, it is not expected that Alternative 2b would result in physical division of a community 
between the existing Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station and Downtown Livermore.   

Further east, potential impacts of Alternative 2b would be the same as described for Alternative 2a.  
The Vasco Road Station area would be located on light industrial and undeveloped land.  The site is 
well defined by Patterson Pass Road on the south and Vasco Road on the west.  The station site would 
require the acquisition of industrial parcels but would not physically divide or separate industrial uses 
that are functionally related as a community.  The Vasco Yard would be located in an area dominated 
by light industry and without residential land uses.  The site is well defined by railroad tracks to the 
north and Patterson Pass Road to the south.  The footprint of the yard would require acquisition of 
industrial parcels but they are not functionally related to the adjacent uses sufficiently to be considered 
a “community.”  As a result, the Vasco Yard would not result in the physical division of an existing 
community.  

In summary, Alternative 2b would have less-than-significant effects with respect to division of an 
existing community. 

Premature Loss or Conversion of Agricultural Land.  Alternative 2b would not encroach into areas 
identified as farmlands or prime agricultural soils.  The elimination of the Isabel/I-580 Station, which 
was part of Alternative 3, would avoid 20 acres of Prime Farmland.  As a result, Alternative 2b would 
have no impacts on agricultural lands. 

Consistency with Local Land Use Policy.  Alternative 2b would be consistent with local general plans.  
The alignment and stations would avoid potential impacts to the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan/Staples 
Ranch development (since the alignment as it passes this area would be at grade in the median of I-
580), support the Livermore General Plan and Downtown Livermore Specific Plan (since the proposed 
station locations would support transit oriented development in the Downtown and the Brisa 
Neighborhood areas), and would avoid potential conflicts with the City’s UGB (since none of the 
proposed facilities, particularly the station areas, would encroach into areas slated to protect natural 
and open space resources). 
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Potential inconsistencies with local plans that may occur with Alternative 2b include potential impacts 
to proposed trails:  the proposed Patterson Pass Road Trail would be bisected by the Vasco Road 
Station site and the proposed widening of I-580 may conflict with development of the proposed 
Cayetano Creek Trail.  These impacts would be the same as those described for Alternative 2a.  

Population and Housing.  Population and housing effects of Alternative 2b include potential growth 
inducement and land acquisition/displacement. 

Growth Inducement.  The Draft Program EIR, pages 3.4-13 through 3.4-15, explains that none of the 
project alternatives would result in growth inducement beyond the future development anticipated by 
the Livermore General Plan.  Table 1-2 highlights the existing land use pattern in the two stations 
proposed as part of Alternative 2b.  Downtown Livermore has little available vacant land; however, the 
Livermore Downtown Specific Plan calls for substantial revitalization and reinvestment around the 
current Downtown ACE Station, near the proposed Downtown Livermore BART Station.  The Vasco 
Road BART Station has a moderate amount of development potential.  The Brisa Neighborhood Plan 
that encompasses the station area calls for intensification of residential densities to support the Vasco 
Road ACE Station.  Of the five stations, the Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road stations, by far, 
have the greatest number of major employers within 0.5 miles of the station.  Alternative 2b would 
avoid impacts from station area growth in areas that are targeted to remain non-urban.  In particular, 
Alternative 2b would avoid effects on portions of the Isabel/Stanley, Isabel/I-580, and Greenville East 
Station areas that lie beyond the City and Alameda County’s UGB. 

It is recognized that in the future, the indirect growth caused by a BART to Livermore extension could 
cause indirect adverse growth-related impacts associated with construction and implementation of new 
development projects in the local project area (e.g., air and noise impacts from construction of new 
housing or other development, etc.).  As noted in the Draft Program EIR, BART will work with the 
City in the formulation of Ridership Development Plans for the selected station locations that would 
consider appropriate intensities of development and access improvements to support BART ridership 
and local development policies.  

Finally, the increased levels of employment and housing demand in the study area resulting from the 
BART extension alternatives would be less than one percent of projected growth over the next 25 
years.  Since Alternative 2b is comparable to other alternatives assessed in the Draft Program EIR, the 
indirect effects on employment and housing of Alternative 2b would be similar to the other alternatives 
and are considered less than significant. 

Land Acquisition and Displacement.  Alternative 2b would follow I-580, Portola Avenue, and the 
UPRR right-of-way.  Some parcels along these roads and the rights-of-way would need to be acquired 
for this alternative (see Table 1-3), where the existing right-of-way is insufficient to accommodate the 
BART tracks and facilities.  In addition, land acquisition would be necessary in the station areas and at 
the Vasco Yard.  No new parcel acquisitions would be required for Alternative 2b, beyond those 
already identified in the Draft Program EIR, as described on pages 3.4-19 through 3.4-20.  The 
potential land acquisition for Alternative 2b would be between the estimated land acquisition amounts 
for Alternative 2a and Alternative 3.  Residential properties affected by Alternative 2b, conservatively 
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estimated at 99 units, are concentrated in areas proposed for the Downtown Livermore Station.  The 
majority of land affected by this alternative contains existing industrial, warehouse, or storage uses.  
This includes large flex and industrial space along Patterson Pass Road that would need to be acquired 
for the proposed Vasco Road Station and Vasco Yard. 
 

Table 1-3 
Potential Land Acquisition for Alternative 2b  

Existing Usea 
Number of Parcels 

Impactedb 
Area Acquired 

(Acres)c 
Number of Residential 

Units Impactedd 

Government/Institutional 45 24.8 - 

Utilities 27 34.5 - 

Industrial/Warehouse/Storage 21 93.4 - 

Commercial/Retail/Office 31 8.2 - 

Residential 49 17.2 99 

Vacant 39 23.4 - 

Mining/Quarries 0 0.0 - 

Agricultural 0 0.0 - 

Total 212 201.4 99 

Sources: DataQuick Information Systems, 2009; PBS&J, 2009; BAE, 2009. 

Notes: 

a. Classification by existing use is as recorded by the Alameda County Assessor. 

b. Includes full and partial acquisitions. 

c. This table does not include property currently owned by BART. 

d.  The number of residential units potentially affected is conservatively estimated and includes all residential units on 
residential parcels regardless of whether the land acquisition might involve a partial or full take. 
 

The identified land acquisition and displacement impacts under Alternative 2b would be significant 
impacts and would be mitigated with the same measure identified in the Draft Program EIR, i.e., 
Mitigation Measure PH-2.1, which requires BART to carry out an acquisition and relocation program 
in accordance with the California Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Guidelines.  As 
with the other program alternatives, implementation of this measure would reduce acquisition impacts 
of Alternative 2b to a less-than-significant level. 

Visual Quality.  The visual effects are relatively modest compared to the other program alternatives, 
because portions of the Alternative 2b alignment are underground and other at-grade portions do not 
pass as many visually sensitive land uses.  

Visual Compatibility.  Alternative 2b between the Dublin/Pleasanton Station in the I-580 median and 
the Downtown Livermore Station would not conflict with existing visual character along this stretch.  
Operating at grade in the median of I-580, Alternative 2b would not adversely affect the existing visual 
setting of the adjacent transportation right-of-way, overpasses, overhead light fixtures, freeway 
directional signs, and vehicular movement.  In the segment along Portola Avenue, the alignment would 
be underground and, thus, would not be viewed against the existing development and visual character, 
resulting in less-than-significant impacts.  For the portion of Alternative 2b beneath Portola and 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1  Introduction 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 1-30 
June 2010 

Junction Avenues, there would be a low impact to the existing visual setting.  Although ventilation 
shafts would be located above ground, they would not visually conflict with the existing road, utility, 
and commercial visual setting. 

Leaving Downtown Livermore, Alternative 2b approaches William J. Payne Sports Park at grade 
before arriving at Vasco Road Station, as described in the Draft Program EIR, page 2-33, for 
Alternative 2a.  The at-grade alignment would appear as a prominent feature in the existing setting 
alongside the park; however, the structure would be situated along the existing UPRR right-of-way and 
would be located in a primarily industrial area where it would not be considered incompatible with the 
existing setting.  The proposed Vasco Road Station and Vasco Yard under Alternative 2b would be 
identical to those described for Alternative 2a.  The Vasco Road Station would expand an existing ACE 
station along the UPRR right-of-way.  The BART/ACE intermodal station would include a parking 
structure east of Vasco Road up to 45 feet in height.  As discussed in the Draft Program EIR for 
Alternative 2a, pages 3.5-32 through 3.5-33, the station would be within an area of primarily industrial 
structures and would remain compatible with the existing visual setting and would therefore constitute a 
low impact.  The Vasco Yard would be immediately east of the Vasco Road Station and would also be 
sited in an industrial setting.  The maintenance-related buildings and structures, such as the 
communication tower, would not contrast nor detract from the visual setting. 

In summary, Alternative 2b would have less-than significant impacts on visual compatibility. 

Obstruction of Important Views or Scenic Corridors.  Alternative 2b consists of components of 
Alternative 3 (between the Dublin/Pleasanton Station and Downtown Livermore) and Alternative 2a 
(east of Downtown Livermore to a terminus station at Vasco Road and a maintenance facility).  
Important visual resources and scenic corridors in the project corridor include Mount Diablo, Brushy 
Peak, and the City designated scenic corridors along North Livermore Avenue, Isabel Avenue, Doolan 
Road, Fallon Road, Greenville Road, and Altamont Pass Road.  As described in the Draft Program 
EIR, pages 3.5-37 through 3.5-39, the segments of Alternative 3 or 2a that comprise Alternative 2b 
would not adversely affect any of these important views or scenic corridors.  As a result, Alternative 
2b would have less-than-significant impacts on important views and scenic corridors. 

Disturbance to Scenic Resources.  As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, the portion of alignment 
alternatives within the median of I-580 would not disturb or remove scenic resources.  The alignments 
would not change or remove existing visually noteworthy landscaping, structures, or features of 
development outside of the highway corridor since this stretch would be constructed within the I-580 
median.   

For Alternative 2b, where the alignment would be in subway along Portola Avenue and Junction 
Avenue, seven above-ground ventilation shafts could remove some of the landscaping that contributes 
to the visual character of this corridor, the same impact as identified for Alternative 3.  However, this 
impact would be a construction-related effect and could be avoided through siting during the project-
level design or mitigated through tree replacement and/or landscaping.  Please refer to Mitigation 
Measures CI-VQ-1.1 and CI-VQ-1.2 on page 3.16-16 of the Draft Program EIR, which propose to 
visually screen construction yards and staging areas, and use vegetation to reduce impacts to land 
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disturbed by construction of alignments, respectively.  Historic buildings, attractive streetscapes, and 
Portola Park and Doolan Park mark the alignment of Alternative 2b as it enters the downtown area.  
These scenic resources would not be adversely affected, because the alignment for Alternative 2b along 
this stretch would be identical to that described for Alternative 3; namely, in a subway and station-
related elements at the surface would not be expected to result in removal of scenic resources that 
would substantially alter the visual character of this portion of the downtown area.  Parking structures 
built at the proposed BART stations under Alternative 2b (Downtown Livermore Station and Vasco 
Road Station) would be constructed as part of an expansion of an existing ACE facility.  There are no 
scenic resources in the vicinity of the Vasco Yard.  Thus, the stations and the yard would not require 
significant changes to or removal of existing elements in the existing visual setting.   

In summary, like the other BART extension alternatives evaluated in the Draft Program EIR, 
Alternative 2b would not significantly change or remove existing scenic elements in a way that would 
adversely alter the existing visual character or quality of the setting and, thus, would have a less-than-
significant impact on scenic resources. 

Light and Glare.  As described in the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.5-43 through 3.5-44, all BART 
extension alternatives would introduce new sources of light or glare along the tracks, at the proposed 
stations, and at the yards that may affect day or nighttime views.  Alternative 2b including the 
Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road stations, as well as the Vasco Yard, would involve facilities 
located off I-580 within a variety of visual settings.  Lighting or glare at stations not located along 
I-580 could potentially have a moderate impact on day and nighttime views in the area, since these 
areas are proximate to and visible from residential and commercial areas.  The same mitigation 
measure identified in the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.5-44 through 3.5-45, to reduce light and glare 
impacts for the other BART extension alternatives to less than significant would apply to Alternative 2b 
(i.e., Mitigation Measure VQ-4.1, which requires BART to design lighting fixtures to reduce spillover 
and to prevent forming significant point sources of light).   

Cultural Resources.  In general, any of the BART extension alternatives that traverse Portola Avenue 
or Downtown Livermore would have the potential to disturb historic resources and could encounter 
archaeological resources.  Because Alternative 2b passes through each of these “resource rich” areas, 
potentially significant effects to cultural resources would be expected. 

Historic Resources.  Similar to Alternative 3, as explained on pages 3.6-20 through 3.6-21 of the Draft 
Program EIR, there is a low potential for the portion of Alternative 2b in the I-580 median to result in 
construction or operational impacts on historic-age buildings or structures, because no resources exist 
within the median or in proximity to median that could be damaged by construction or operational 
vibration.   

Again identical to Alternative 3, this alternative would transition from the I-580 median to Portola and 
Junction Avenues where it would continue in subway.  Portola Avenue is the old Lincoln Highway, the 
first transcontinental highway, and some of the oldest buildings in Livermore are located along this 
route.  In addition, Alternative 2b would terminate at the existing ACE station in Downtown 
Livermore.  A survey of the downtown area revealed many historic-age resources.  As described in the 
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Draft Program EIR, pages 3.6-20 and 3.6-21,  the 1988 City of Livermore Historical Resources 
Inventory, the 2004 Livermore Downtown Specific Plan and Historical Resources Inventory, and the 
reconnaissance-level surveys conducted for the BART to Livermore Extension Program identified 
numerous potentially significant resources in Downtown Livermore, including three circa 1925 
residences along Chestnut Street (1853, 1867, and 1881 Chestnut), and two circa 1880 farmhouses 
(228 K Street and 2152 Oak Street) in immediate proximity to the proposed track infrastructure.  

Because this alignment, similar to Alternative 3, would be underground along Portola Avenue and in 
the downtown area and station, it would not introduce new features that could compromise the resource 
setting in these areas.  However, vibration impacts from construction could damage the potentially 
significant historical resources identified along the Portola alignment and in Downtown Livermore.  
Damage to potentially significant historical resources would constitute a potentially significant impact.  

This alternative would continue east of Downtown Livermore via the UPRR right of way to a terminus 
station at Vasco Road, similar to Alternative 2a.  Once outside of the historic downtown core, historic-
age built resources appear to be relatively sparse.  Of significance, this alternative would shift the 
maintenance facility further east away from the Trevarno Road Historic District.  As a result, this 
alternative would avoid potentially significant impacts to this historic residential district.   

In summary, due to the proximity of this alternative to the old Lincoln Highway and historic 
Downtown Livermore, this alternative is considered highly sensitive for historical resources.  Potential 
impacts on historical resources could result from damage caused by construction vibration.  This 
impact is therefore considered potentially significant.  Mitigation Measure CR-1.1, of the Draft 
Program EIR, page 3.6-22 through 3.6-23, requires BART to conduct project-level historical resources 
investigation and to implement appropriate protective measures; however, because of the proximity of 
these resources in the historically rich Downtown Livermore, there still could be damage during 
construction due to construction vibration. Accordingly, Alternative 2b, like all other alternatives 
proposing a Downtown Livermore Station (including both Alternatives 2a and 3, which are discussed 
in more detail on pages 3.6-20 through 3.6-21 of the Draft Program EIR), would have a potentially 
significant and unavoidable impact on historic resources. 

Archaeological Resources.  Alternative 2b would cross Arroyo las Positas, which is highly sensitive for 
prehistoric archaeological resources; travel under Portola Avenue, which is highly sensitive for buried 
prehistoric and historic-era deposits; proceed through Downtown Livermore, which is highly sensitive 
for historic-period archaeological resources; and in the easternmost portions of the alternative be 
proximate to moderately sensitive for prehistoric and historic-period archaeological resources.  Earth-
disturbing activity during construction of any portion of this alternative could therefore encounter and 
damage subsurface archaeological resources.  This impact is considered potentially significant.  

As with other alternatives that have the potential to disturb archaeological resources, Mitigation 
Measures CR-2.1 and CR-2.2, on pages 3.6-27 through 3.6-28 of the Draft Program EIR, would 
reduce potential impacts to less than significant.  Mitigation Measure CR-2.1 requires BART to 
conduct project-level archaeological resources investigation and to recommend measures consistent 
with Public Resources Code Section 21083.2(b) to avoid, where feasible, impacts on unique 
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archaeological resources, including preservation in place, planning construction to avoid archaeological 
sites, deeding archaeological sites into permanent conservation easements, or planning parks, green 
space, or other open space to incorporate archaeological sites.  Mitigation Measure CR-2.2 requires 
BART to follow state procedures to address the accidental discovery or recognition of human remains.  

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity.  Compliance with existing building and safety regulations and codes 
found in the California Building Code, Caltrans documents, and the BART Facility Standards would be 
protective of public health and safety and combined would reduce risks from geotechnical, soil, and 
seismic hazards to less than significant. 

Geotechnical Hazards.  As described in the Draft Program EIR, page 3.7-36, compliance with the 
California Building Code, Caltrans structural and safety standards, and BART Facility Standards would 
reduce potential geotechnical hazards to levels consistent with professional engineering practices and 
public health and safety standards.  Accordingly, impacts from seismic groundshaking, ground failure, 
and soil constraints would be less than significant.  The alignment of Alternative 2b would avoid the 
Greenville fault and thus would avoid hazards related to ground rupture.  Alternative 2b would thus be 
similar to Alternative 3 in terms of relatively minimal potential geologic, seismic, and soil hazards, as 
explained on pages 3.7-38 through 3.7-46 of the Draft Program EIR.   

Mineral Resources.  Alternative 2b, like Alternative 3 (page 3.7-47 of the Draft Program EIR), would 
avoid the mineral resources in the Chain of Lakes area.  Thus, there would be no impacts on State-
designated Mineral Resource Sectors. 

Paleontological Resources.  Most portions of the study area are highly sensitive for paleontological 
resources.  Several isolated paleontological resources have been recorded adjacent to I-580, making 
this portion of Alternative 2b highly sensitive for paleontological resources.  This impact is similar to 
all other alternatives, as discussed on pages 3.7-48 through 3.7-51. 

Earth-disturbing activity that extends beyond the previously disturbed zone (three to four feet below the 
existing ground surface) during construction of any portion of the alignment alternatives in the 
undivided Quaternary deposits or the Livermore gravels could encounter and damage subsurface 
paleontological resources.  Therefore, Alternative 2b, identical to all of the other BART extension 
alternatives, would have a potentially significant impact on paleontological resources.  The same 
mitigation measure identified to reduce paleontological impacts for the BART extension alternatives 
would also apply to Alternative 2b and reduce impacts to less than significant.  Specifically, Mitigation 
Measure GEO-6.1 of the Draft Program EIR, page 3.7-51 through 3.7-52, requires BART to retain a 
professional who meets the professional qualifications standards for principal paleontologist to conduct 
a project-level study and to recommend appropriate measures that will be implemented at the project 
level.   

Hydrology and Water Quality.  Alternative 2b would be similar to Alternatives 2a and 3 and would 
not result in water resources effects beyond those already described in the Draft Program EIR, as 
explained below.  In fact, in terms of potential effects to waterways in the study area and exposure to 
flood hazards, Alternative 2b would be among the alternatives with the least impacts. 
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Affected Waterways.  Alternative 2b would cross six surface waterways, among the fewest of the 
various BART extension alternatives.  In the segment of Alternative 2b in the median of I-580, the 
alignment would cross, from west to east, Tassajara Creek, an unnamed tributary, Cottonwood Creek, 
Collier Canyon Creek, and Arroyo las Positas.  Further east, between the Downtown Livermore and 
the Vasco Road Station, the alignment would cross the Arroyo Seco.  Alternative 2b would have a 
direct impact on approximately 4,400 feet of waterway, substantially less than any of the other 
alternatives analyzed.  Alternative 2b would have an indirect impact to approximately 10,100 feet of 
waterway, among the least of any of the various BART extension alternatives. 

Flood Hazards.  As described for all of the other BART extension alternatives on pages 3.8-37 through 
3.8-42 of the Draft Program EIR, Alternative 2b could alter drainage patterns, require overcrossings of 
several tributaries, create cut and fill areas for implementation of subgrade structures, increase the 
amount of impervious surfaces, and be implemented on or near highly erodible soils.  These factors 
could result in flooding within the study area, a potentially significant impact.  Similar to the other 
BART extension alternatives, Alternative 2b could also reduce flood storage capacity in creeks and 
drainages, restrict drainage feature flow conveyance, and increase impervious area, compared to 
existing conditions, all resulting in a substantial effect on off-site flooding.   

The same mitigation measures recommended for Alternative 3 would apply to Alternative 2b and 
reduce impacts to less than significant.  Under Mitigation Measure HY-1.1, as presented on pages 3.8-
42 through 3.8-43 of the Draft Program EIR, BART shall prepare a Hydraulic and Hydrology Study 
for the entire project to determine runoff rates and durations for the existing and proposed drainage 
system discharging into any local drainage system or natural drainage feature.  BART shall coordinate 
with local stormwater/flood control agencies and incorporate suggestions into the project design, as 
appropriate.  In accordance with Mitigation Measure HY-1.2, page 3.8-43 of the Draft Program EIR, 
BART shall include in the Hydraulic and Hydrology Study required by Mitigation Measure HY-1.1 an 
assessment of the groundwater dewatering discharge effects on the downstream receiving storm drain 
system and receiving waters.   

Similar to the other BART extension alternatives, the proposed stations and maintenance yard for 
Alternative 2b are not located within a Federal Emergency Management Agency-defined Special Flood 
Hazard Area.  Nevertheless, there are portions of the alignment that traverse the hazard areas (Zones 
AE and AH), and, thus, there is a potentially significant impact from flood risks.  Direct encroachment 
by Alternative 2b would be less than any of the other alternatives analyzed, with 14.2 acres located 
within the AH or AE Special Flood Hazard Areas.  For these areas, as with the other BART extension 
alternatives, Mitigation Measure HY-4.1, on page 3.8-50 of the Draft Program EIR, would reduce 
impacts to less than significant.  This measure, which would apply to all of the BART extension 
alternatives, requires design of BART facilities to reduce the footprint in flood hazard areas or to 
consider other options such as elevating the track segments and other structures and utilities in the 
floodplains above the flood elevation.  Potential for flooding of Alternative 2b, like the other BART 
extension alternatives, from failure of either the Del Valle or Patterson Dams is remote and impacts are 
less than significant. 
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Erosion and Siltation.  The effects of Alternative 2b on erosion and siltation would be similar to the 
other BART extension alternatives, as discussed on pages 3.8-42 through 3.8-44 of the Draft Program 
EIR.  However, the magnitude of the effect would be less than most of the other alternatives because 
the station and maintenance yard sites with Alternative 2b would involve less permeable, undisturbed 
surfaces than the other alternatives.  Alternative 2b would have direct (5.8 acres) and indirect (14.8 
acres) impacts to erodible soils, the same as Alternative 2a, and significantly less than Alternative 3 
(41.0 acres direct impact and 49.1 acres indirect impact), as shown in Tables 3.8-6 and 3.8-7 on pages 
3.8-35 and 3.8-36 of the Draft Program EIR, respectively. 

Compliance with the Construction General Permit,(NPDES Construction General Permit, Order No. 
2009-0009-DWQ, effective July 1, 2010) the Municipal NPDES Permit, and the associated Alameda 
Countywide Clean Water Program require implementation of permanent erosion and sediment controls.  
Where new impervious surface area would be created and drainage is to a susceptible creek or channel, 
the Hydromodification Management (HM) Standard, which requires on-site, regional, or in-stream 
flow controls, would ensure that stormwater runoff from the alternative footprint to the susceptible 
creeks do not cause or contribute to downstream bed or bank erosion.  As a result, and as described on 
page 3.8-45 of the Draft Program EIR, the erosion and siltation effects of Alternative 2b would be less 
than significant, the same as for the other BART extension alternatives.  

Groundwater Effects.  The effects of Alternative 2b on groundwater recharge and quality would be 
greater than Alternative 3, with Alternative 2b impacting 270.7 acres directly and 475.5 acres 
indirectly (Alternative 3 would impact 214.4 acres directly and 382.6 acres indirectly, as shown in 
Tables 3.8-6 and 3.8-7 on pages 3.8-35 and 3.8-36 of the Draft Program EIR, respectively).  
However, Alternative 2b would have less of an impact than Alternative 2a, which would impact 292.6 
acres directly and 507.4 acres indirectly. 

Under Alternative 2b, permanent groundwater dewatering would likely be necessary for the below-
grade portion from I-580 to the Downtown Livermore Station, the same as for Alternative 3.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure HY-1.2, described above and as presented on page 3.8-43 of the 
Draft Program EIR, would limit permanent groundwater dewatering and would reduce potentially 
significant groundwater impacts of Alternative 2b to less-than-significant levels.  For the other 
segments of this alternative, which would be at grade, existing regulations and BART Facility 
Standards would ensure that groundwater recharge and groundwater quality impacts remains less than 
significant. 

Biological Resources.  The alignment for Alternative 2b largely occurs within developed areas, so that 
potential impacts to biological resources would be among the least of the BART extension alternatives. 

Wetlands, Waters of the U.S., and Waters of the State.  Alternative 2b follows the median of I-580, 
travels under Portola Avenue, and follows the UPRR alignment to its eastern terminus at Vasco Road.  
As such, there are relatively few potential disturbances to wetlands, waters of the U.S., or waters of 
the State.  As mentioned under Hydrology and Water Quality, Alternative 2b would cross six 
waterways, all of which have been historically channelized, have concrete beds and banks, and have 
been altered to some extent beneath I-580 for storm drainage management or for agricultural purposes.  
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Within the study area, approximately 500 feet to each side of the alignment, there are drainages that 
could be federally jurisdictional wetlands along both I-580 and the UPRR that could be disturbed 
during construction.  The footprint area of the proposed Vasco Road Station includes a portion of an 
unnamed tributary to Arroyo Seco. 

Alternative 2b would have a direct impact on approximately 1.9 acres of wetlands, and indirectly 
impact 4.7 acres of wetlands.  This is substantially less than the impacts of the other BART extension 
alternatives, which range from approximately 7 to 12 acres of direct impacts to wetlands, and 9 to 20 
acres of indirect impacts to wetlands.  The impacts to wetlands are discussed in more detail on pages 
3.9-44 through 3.9-51 of the Draft Program EIR. 

Mitigation Measures BIO-1.1, BIO-1.2, and BIO-1.3 on pages 3.9-51 through 3.9-52 of the Draft 
Program EIR (i.e., conduct wetland delineations, obtain Section 404 permits, and prepare and 
implement a wetland mitigation plan, respectively) would reduce potentially significant impacts on 
wetlands, waters of the U.S., and waters of the State for all BART extension alternatives.  These 
mitigation measures would also apply to Alternative 2b and reduce these impacts to less than 
significant. 

Special-Status Plant Species.  Approximately 141 acres of potentially suitable habitat for sensitive plant 
species are present in a 1,000-foot-wide zone, centered on the alignment for Alternative 2b.  This 
habitat includes approximately 126 acres of ruderal and 15 acres of disturbed annual grassland 
communities, which could provide suitable habitat for eight special-status plant species.  As discussed 
on page 3.9-54 of the Draft Program EIR, Alternative 2a and Alternative 3 could also provide suitable 
habitat for eight special-status plant species; however, Alternative 2b would affect substantially less 
habitat than Alternative 2a (320 acres) and Alternative 3 (275 acres).  Alternative 2b would eliminate 
the Isabel/I-580 Station footprint, which could also provide suitable habitat for these species. 

The loss of habitat for special-status plant species and the loss of the individual species due to 
development of this alternative would result in a potentially significant impact.  As with all of the other 
BART extension alternatives, the potentially significant effects to special-status plant species could be 
reduced to less than significant for Alternative 2b through implementation of Mitigation Measures 
BIO-2.1, BIO-2.2, and BIO-2.3, as presented on page 3.9-55 through 3.9-56 of the Draft Program 
EIR.  These measures call for BART to conduct appropriate floristic surveys, comply with the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service requirements 
and permit conditions, and develop and implement a mitigation plan. 

Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat.  Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat is extant in the eastern portion 
of the study area (see Figure 3.9-4, page 3.9-28 of the Draft Program EIR).  While Alternative 3 
would terminate at the Portola/Railroad Yard, more than 10 miles from the nearest Swainson’s hawk 
nest, Alternative 2b, like Alternative 2a, continues east, to the Vasco Yard.  Alternative 2b would have 
impacts to 3.7 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, the same as Alternative 2a.  This potentially 
significant impact could be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3.1, page 3.9-57 of the Draft Program EIR.  This measure requires BART to 
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consult with the CDFG and mitigate for loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat through purchase of 
mitigation credits or conservation easements, or paying a fee. 

Special-Status Amphibian and Reptiles.  Like Alternative 3, as discussed on page 3.9-60 of the Draft 
Program EIR, Alternative 2b would impact a relatively small amount of potential California red-legged 
frog and western pond turtle habitat.  Habitat is located within a 1,000-foot-wide project corridor 
centered on the alignment, located along watercourses this alignment would cross.  Alternative 2b 
would not encroach into areas designated as critical habitat for the California red-legged frog or 
California tiger salamander.  Like Alternative 2a, Alternative 2b has the potential to impact a relatively 
small amount of potential California tiger salamander aquatic habitat (approximately 5 acres), located 
primarily along the tailtracks northeast of the Vasco Yard within a 1,000-foot buffer centered on the 
alignment.  Additionally, this alternative would run adjacent to an unnamed tributary to Arroyo Seco, 
near the Vasco Road Station, where California red-legged frog have been recorded even though the 
tributary is a concrete-lined canal. 

The mitigation measures identified for the other BART extension alternatives would apply to 
Alternative 2b and reduce potential impacts to sensitive reptile and amphibian species to less than 
significant.  In particular, Mitigation Measures BIO-4.1 and BIO-4.2, pages 3.9-61 through 3.9-63 of 
the Draft Program EIR, requires BART to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, conduct 
surveys, implement avoidance measures during construction, and preserve upland habitat to mitigate 
effects to the California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog; and Mitigation Measure 
BIO-4.3, page 3.9-63 of the Draft Program EIR, requires BART to consult with the CDFG, conduct 
surveys and relocate western pond turtles. 

Special-Status Vernal Pool Invertebrates and Critical Habitat.  As described above for special-status 
reptiles and amphibians, the impacts of Alternative 2b on vernal pool species and critical habitat stem 
partly from components of Alternative 2a and partly from components of Alternative 3.  Similar to 
Alternative 2a, as discussed on page 3.9-65 of the Draft Program EIR, Alternative 2b would impact a 
moderate amount of potential vernal pool invertebrate habitat; between 4 and 6 acres of potential 
habitat is located in a 1,000-foot-wide project corridor centered on the alternative.  Alternative 3, as 
described on page 3.9-65 of the Draft Program EIR, would affect between 0.5 and 2 acres of potential 
habitat at the Isabel/I-580 Station. Since this station would be eliminated under Alternative 2b, these 
potential effects would not occur.  Alternative 2b would also not affect vernal pool fairy shrimp critical 
habitat, which is approximately 1.3 miles to the north of the Vasco Yard.   

Potential vernal pool habitat is primarily located along the tailtracks northeast of the Vasco Yard and in 
the vicinity of the Greenville Yard. As explained under Impact BIO-5, page 3.9-64 of the Program 
Draft EIR, vernal pool invertebrate habitat has been identified as wetlands and not as vernal pool 
habitat. Because wetland delineations have not been conducted for any of the alternatives at this point, 
the Draft Program EIR cannot identify any of the features to a specific wetland type (i.e. vernal pool). 
Additionally, as described in Impact BIO-5, the Greenville Yard is within vernal pool fairy shrimp 
critical habitat and implementation of that alternative would have the potential of removing 
approximately 113 acres from the critical habitat unit. Furthermore, the Greenville Yard area has been 
included in the recent critical habitat designation for the California red-legged frog. Implementation of 
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any of the alternatives that include the Greenville Yard (Alternatives 1, 1a, and 1b) would not only 
remove potentially suitable vernal pool invertebrate habitat, but would also result in adverse 
modification of critical habitat for the vernal pool fairy shrimp and the California red-legged frog.  
Wetlands that have the potential to be present within the length of Alternative 2b would be located 
outside of the designated fairy shrimp critical habitat and California red-legged frog critical habitat: 
thus, Alternative 2b would not have the same restrictions as those identified for the alternatives 
including the Greenville Yard (Alternatives 1, 1a, and 1b). 

The mitigation measure to reduce impacts to vernal pool invertebrates to less than significant for 
Alternative 2b would be the same as that identified for Alternatives 2a and 3.  Specifically, Mitigation 
Measure BIO-5.1, pages 3.9-65 through 3.9-66 of the Draft Program EIR, requires BART to consult 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and develop plans to avoid and reduce impacts to vernal pool 
invertebrates.   

Central California Coast Steelhead.  The Arroyo Mocho provides habitat for the central California 
coast steelhead, a federally endangered species.  Alternative 2b would not cross this creek and would 
not be expected to affect this species. 

Heritage and Protected Trees.  Alternative 2b could result in the removal of trees along I-580, within 
the Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road Station areas, and at the Vasco Yard.  As a result, 
Alternative 2b would have significant effects on trees, similar to all of the other BART extension 
alternatives.  The recommended mitigation measure to reduce loss of trees to less than significant 
would be the same for Alternative 2b as for the other alternatives; namely, BART shall conduct a tree 
survey and replace tress loss at a suitable ratio (Mitigation Measure BIO-8.1, page 3.9-72 of the Draft 
Program EIR). 

Noise and Vibration.  The noise and vibration effects of Alternative 2b would be identical to 
Alternative 3 between the Dublin/Pleasanton Station and the Downtown Livermore Station, and less 
than those identified for Alternative 2a for the portion of the alignment east of the Downtown 
Livermore Station, as described below. 

Noise from BART Operations.  For the segment from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station to 
the proposed Downtown Livermore Station, Alternative 2b would operate in the median of I-580 or 
underground beneath Portola Avenue.  In this stretch, similar to Alternative 3, BART trains would not 
result in potentially significant noise effects.  The ventilation shafts along Portola Avenue, however, 
could generate noise levels of 101 dBA at 50 feet.  East of Downtown Livermore, Alternative 2b 
would be similar to Alternative 2a and operate at grade along the UPRR tracks to a terminus station 
and maintenance yard east of Vasco Road.  Train operations for the at-grade segment would result in 
potentially significant noise impacts for existing land uses, as shown in Figure 3.10-10 in the Draft 
Program EIR for Alternative 2a, between the Downtown Livermore Station and Vasco Road.  There is 
a short segment of Alternative 2a of approximately 0.3 miles where the BART guideway would be 
elevated that would not be required under Alternative 2b.  In this stretch, the potential noise exposure 
effects would be less under Alternative 2b than under Alternative 2a.  The Vasco Yard could generate 
noise levels of 118 dBA at 50 feet; however, the nearest sensitive residential land uses are about 2,000 
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feet to the southwest and thus would not be significantly impacted.  Finally, substations would be 
located approximately every 1.5 miles along the alignment.  These facilities could generate noise levels 
of 99 dBA at 50 feet and may also significantly disturb nearby residents, parks, and schools.  

Mitigation measures to reduce BART operations from Alternative 2b are identical to measures 
described for other alternatives.  Specifically, Mitigation Measure NO-1.1, pages 3.10-53 through 
3.10-54 of the Draft Program EIR, requires BART to install noise attenuation measures along the 
alignment.  Such measures could include barriers that interrupt the transmission of noise between 
BART operations and the receptor and modifications to the BART vehicles or tracks.  Mitigation 
Measure NO-3.1, page 3.10-57 of the Draft Program EIR, requires BART to install noise shielding 
around ventilation shafts, and Mitigation Measure NO-4.1, page 3.10-60 of the Draft Program EIR, 
requires BART to site and design substations to reduce noise.  Barriers, enclosures, sound absorption 
materials, and sound mufflers are effective means to reduce noise levels.  Because of the uncertainty 
over the location of the BART facilities and the proximity of sensitive receptors, noise impacts from 
train operations and from the substations may remain significant and unavoidable, similar to 
Alternatives 2a and 3, as discussed on pages 3.10-50 through 3.10-52 and 3.10-59, respectively, of the 
Draft Program EIR.  In contrast, mitigation measures for the noise from ventilation shafts would 
reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Traffic Noise.  In general, the transportation characteristics of Alternative 2b would be very similar to 
those of Alternative 2a.  This is because both alternatives have the same two stations, Downtown 
Livermore and Vasco Road.  Alternative 2b, in particular would have impacts on local arterials that 
would be similar to those of Alternative 2a, as described in pages 3.10-63 through 3.10-64 of the Draft 
Program EIR.  As a result, noise impacts from traffic on local roadways for Alternative 2b would be 
similar to those described for Alternative 2a.   

Vibration.  As described in the Draft Program EIR, on page 3.10-68, receptors less than 90 feet from 
the tracks alone or less than 125 feet from railroad switches may be significantly impacted by 
groundborne vibration from at-grade or below-ground BART operations.  Similar to Alternative 3, 
Alternative 2b would result in less-than-significant vibration impacts for the at-grade portion in the 
median of I-580.  For the underground portion of Alternative 2b, vibration impacts would be identical 
to Alternative 3; because distances to receptors along portions of Portola Avenue vary from 50 feet to 
75 feet, groundborne vibration and groundborne noise are potentially significant along this segment and 
may annoy sensitive receptors.  However, groundborne vibration or groundborne noise impacts during 
operations would not be sufficiently severe to cause damage to structures.  The mitigation measure for 
vibration annoyance for Alternative 2b would be similar to that identified for Alternative 3.  As 
described in the Draft Program EIR, and mandated by Mitigation Measure NO-6.1, page 3.10-69, 
BART would conduct a detailed vibration study and employ vibration reducing measures to attain the 
thresholds defined by the Federal Transit Administration.  Measures that have proven effective include 
modifications to the tracks and to the siting of switches, and would reduce vibration effects to less than 
significant. 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1  Introduction 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 1-40 
June 2010 

Air Quality.  Of all of the BART extension alternatives, Alternative 2b would result in the greatest 
BART ridership and the greatest reduction in vehicle miles traveled.  Consequently, this alternative 
would result in the greatest air quality benefits of the alternatives examined. 

Conformance with Clean Air Plan and Emissions of Criteria Pollutant and Greenhouse Gases.  As with 
each of the other BART extension alternatives, Alternative 2b would result in a reduction of regional 
vehicle miles traveled, as automobile drivers divert onto BART.  Accordingly, Alternative 2b would 
have a beneficial effect on regional air quality because the reduced vehicle miles traveled would 
translate into reduced emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases.  As shown in Table 1-4 
later, Alternative 2b would have slightly higher quantifiable emission reductions than the other 
alternatives, making it the alternative with the greatest reduction in regional emissions (NOx and 
Reactive Organic Gases [ROG]) and greenhouse gas emissions.  Alternative 2b would reduce 342 
lbs/day of NOx, 57 lbs/day of ROG, and 597,138 lbs/day of greenhouse gas emissions.   

Odors and Toxics.  The Draft Program EIR, page 3.11-23 through 3.11-24, explains that BART 
extension alternatives would not involve activities or substances that are normally expected to result in 
odor emissions that would annoy a substantial number of sensitive receptors.  Several stretches of the 
alternative alignments and the Downtown Livermore Station and the Vasco Road Station, are near 
sensitive receptors, but they would not be adversely affected because of the absence of odor sources 
associated with BART’s electric revenue vehicles.  Odor impacts from maintenance activities are 
expected to be less than significant, not only because the odors are localized but also because the Vasco 
Yard, the maintenance yard associated with Alternative 2b is removed from substantial populations.  
Likewise, the BART extension alternatives are not expected to have sources that would generate 
substantial amount of air toxics.  BAAQMD permits would be required for any diesel emergency 
generators or solvents used at any maintenance facility that may, without operational limits or controls, 
generate significant levels of air toxics.  The less-than-significant impacts identified for odor and toxics 
emissions for all of the BART extension alternatives in the Draft Program EIR are applicable to 
Alternative 2b. 

Localized CO Concentrations.  Because of its similarities to Alternative 2a in terms station locations 
and traffic effects, Alternative 2b would have similar impacts at local street intersections and on 
localized CO concentrations.  Like Alternative 2a, Alternative 2b would have beneficial localized air 
quality effects at eight locations and potentially adverse impacts at five locations, based on traffic 
congestion levels. 

Public Health and Safety.  Potential hazardous materials releases, interference with emergency 
response plans, and exposure to electromagnetic fields associated with Alternative 2b would be similar 
to all of the other BART extension alternatives.  Alternative 2b would not include stations or 
maintenance facility within the Livermore Municipal Airport areas of concern, and thus avoids 
potential issues posed by the Isabel/I-580 Station and the Portola/Railroad Yard of Alternative 3.   

Hazardous Materials Release.  Similar to Alternatives 2a and 3, Alternative 2b would have a 
potentially significant risk related to the upset or accidental release of hazardous materials during 
operations because of the hazardous materials associated with the maintenance yard.  An accidental 
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spill or release of these substances could result in hazardous materials draining into stormwater outlets 
from the maintenance yards.  However, Mitigation Measure HS-1.1, page 3.12-27 of the Draft 
Program EIR, which requires BART to develop and implement a spill prevention plan to control 
hazardous materials use and storage, would apply to Alternative 2b, similar to the other alternatives 
with maintenance yards, and reduce the health and safety impacts to less than significant. 

Because the Vasco Yard associated with Alternative 2b is not located near a school, potential risks 
from accidental releases that could affect student populations would not be an issue.  Accordingly, like 
Alternative 2a, which also includes the Vasco Yard, there would be a less-than-significant impact on 
schools from hazardous materials releases, as explained on page 3.12-29 of the Draft Program EIR. 

Interference with Emergency Response Plans.  As explained in the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.12-30 
through 3.12-31, the BART extension alternatives would be designed to provide access for emergency 
response vehicles.  In particular, Alternative 2b would incorporate the following features that would 
ensure access and circulation by emergency responders:  all proposed stations would be designed to 
include access and a parking area for emergency response vehicles; and all alignments would be fully 
grade-separated.  

Nevertheless, station area traffic could increase volumes and decrease levels of service (LOS) near 
stations, which potentially could slow emergency response times.  Section 3.2, Transportation, of the 
Draft Program EIR, presents information regarding the intersections where LOS would diminish.  As 
discussed in Section 3.2, Transportation, all intersections would be mitigated to acceptable levels of 
service (except at one downtown intersection for Alternative 3, which would be similar to Alternative 
2b), thereby reducing the potential for the BART extension to substantially slow emergency response 
times and compromise public safety.  For the intersection that would remain at significant congestion 
levels during the AM peak hour, there are alternative routes that could be used to avoid this 
intersection.  Impacts of Alternative 2b, like Alternative 3, would therefore be less than significant. 

Airport Safety.  The alignment, proposed stations, and maintenance yard of Alternative 2b would not 
affect safety at the Livermore Municipal Airport.  While Alternative 2b is most similar to Alternative 3 
in the vicinity of the airport, the elements of Alternative 3 that trigger the need for a determination of 
consistency with the Airport Land Use Policy Plan (the Isabel/I-580 Station and the Portola/Railroad 
Yard) are not included as part of Alternative 2b.  As a result, Alternative 2b would have no effect on 
the operations at the airport. 

Wildland Fire Hazards.  As shown in Figure 3.12-3 of the Draft Program EIR, moderate fire hazards 
occur along I-580, Greenville Road, El Charro Road, and near the intersection of Isabel Avenue and 
Stanley Station.  There is also an area between the UPRR tracks and Lawrence Livermore Laboratory 
with moderate fire hazard severity.  Consequently, Alternative 2b would be exposed to moderate fire 
hazards along its at-grade alignment in the median of I-580 and at the Vasco Road Station and Vasco 
Yard.  The same design and construction standards required of the other BART extension alternatives 
with potential wildland fire hazard impacts would apply to Alternative 2b and avoid potential effects.  
Specifically, Alternative 2b would be designed in accordance with the Wildland-Urban Interface Code 
and Divisions 21 and 28 of the BART Facility Standards.  
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Electromagnetic Fields (EMFs).  As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.12-36 through 
3.12-38, there is currently no scientific consensus on the health effects of EMFs, and the BART 
extension alternatives, including Alternative 2b, would not produce EMF near the levels that industry, 
government, and scientific organizations with expertise in EMF have proposed for public health and 
safety.  As a result, it can be reasonably concluded that Alternative 2b, like the other BART extension 
alternatives, would have a less-than-significant impact with regards to EMF.  

Train Safety.  Because Alternative 2b, similar to the other BART extension alternatives, would operate 
in the UPRR corridor, there is a potential concern regarding conflicts with other trains operating on the 
right-of-way.  For Alternative 2b, in the stretch between Downtown Livermore and the Vasco Yard, 
the alignment would be near other operating trains.  In this stretch, Alternative 2b would apply 
BART’s protective measures and comply with Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) regulations.  As 
described in the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.12-40 and 3.12-41, the FRA regulations and standards 
require sufficient separation between freight and passenger service to ensure safety for both systems.  
More recently, UPRR has developed its own set of principles for access to its right-of-way where 
freight operates.  The principles essentially define a “safety envelope” around the freight tracks and 
indicate UPRR’s preference that, within this envelope, only freight rail should operate. These 
principles would apply to portions of Alternative 2b and increase the distance between BART trains and 
trains on the UPRR right-of-way (i.e., ACE and freight trains) by separating freight and passenger 
tracks by 50 feet or more.  As a result, the potential for derailment, train collisions, and related safety 
matters identified for this alternative under existing regulations would remain less than significant if 
final designs conform to the UPRR principles. 

Community Services.  Operational impacts associated with Alternative 2b in terms of demand for 
police and fire protection services would be similar to the other BART extension alternatives.  Like the 
other alternatives, Alternative 2b would lead to increased activity at station locations and the 
maintenance yard in the City of Livermore, leading to increased demands on the BART Police 
Department, the Livermore Police Department, and the Livermore Fire Department.  Also see Master 
Response 6 of this document for a discussion of safety and security around BART stations.  As 
reported in the Draft Program EIR, page 3.13-14, traffic issues would be of particular concern around 
the Downtown Livermore Station due to the intensity of existing and planned development in the area.  
However, consistent with the experience in Dublin and Pleasanton, increased activity around BART 
stations in Livermore would result in a small increase in demand for police services.  Similarly, the 
Draft Program EIR (pages 3.13-15 through 3.13-16) notes that, based on current experience with the 
existing BART facilities located in the study area and elsewhere in the BART system, including stations 
and maintenance yard facilities, the Livermore-Pleasanton Fire Department report that existing staffing 
levels would be adequate to serve the BART extension alternatives.  Moreover, BART Facility 
Standards contain measures to ensure security and safety for BART passengers.  In summary, 
Alternative 2b, similar to the other BART extension alternatives, would result in less-than-significant 
effects on local police and fire protection services.   

Utilities.  As reported in the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.14-10 through 3.14-12, the BART extension 
alternatives would result in a minor increase in water supply demand and wastewater treatment 
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requirements.  Alternative 2b would be similar in its utility demand characteristics to the other two-
station BART extensions, and likewise would have less-than-significant effects on water supply 
availability from Zone 7 and on wastewater treatment capacity at the Livermore Water Reclamation 
Plant.  

Energy.  As described in the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.15-13 through 3.15-15, all BART extension 
alternatives would have the beneficial effect of reducing net transportation energy usage because the 
automobiles diverted off the roads accounts for more energy consumption than the energy required to 
operate and maintain the transit service.  As depicted in Table 1-4, Alternative 2b would have a 
reduction in regional energy consumption of 928 billion BTU/year, higher than Alternative 2a 
(919 billion BTU/year), making it the alternative with the highest reduction in regional energy 
consumption.  

Even though the BART extension alternatives would be constructed in conformance with BART’s own 
Facility Standards and Sustainability Principles, both of which emphasize energy conservation, the new 
BART facilities and operations would increase electricity demand to potentially significant and 
unavoidable levels.  While the potential increased annual electricity demand associated with the BART 
extension alternatives is expected to be met, the alternatives may affect the peak load of the region on 
any particular day.  As described in the “Setting” section of the Draft Program EIR, page 3.15-4, there 
is uncertainty regarding the ability of California’s transmission system to transfer the electricity from 
the power plants to the users during peak demand.  Accordingly, the potential effects on electrical 
demand from Alternative 2b are identical to other BART extension alternatives. 

Construction Impacts.  Because Alternative 2b is similar in its facilities, construction activities, and 
construction duration to Alternatives 2a and 3, the construction-related impacts identified for these 
alternatives would apply to Alternative 2b.  These impacts are identified in the Draft Program EIR, 
pages 3.16-11 through 3.16-65 (and summarized in Table 3.16-4, page 3.16-9) and highlighted below. 

Transportation – Traffic disruption and traffic delays on local roadways; disruption of bus 
service; and interference with existing pedestrian, bicycle, and trail routes. 

Visual – Temporary construction at yards and staging areas due to security lighting, fencing, 
and modular office units. 

Hydrology – On- and off-site flooding from construction at nearby local waterways; off-site 
erosion; and groundwater dewatering from subgrade tunnels. 

Biology – Temporary impacts on wetlands; vernal pool invertebrates; special-status nesting 
birds; and special-status bats. 

Noise and Vibration – Construction noise and vibration impacts on sensitive receptors and local 
businesses. 

Air Quality – Construction-generated dust, odors, and diesel particulate matter exhaust 
associated with construction equipment. 
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Health and Safety – Potential for accidental release and exposure of hazardous materials from 
nearby listed hazardous waste site to the environment and nearby schools; and potential rupture 
of unknown oil and gas pipelines during the construction of tunnels and deep foundations. 

Utilities – Construction impacts associated with the numerous overhead and underground 
utilities. 

Energy – Construction energy to build the stations, the new maintenance facility, tracks, and 
associated utilities and infrastructure.  

Through mitigation measures identified for the other alternatives, but particularly Alternative 2a and 
Alternative 3, all potentially significant construction impacts would be ameliorated to less-than-
significant levels for all alternatives, except for impacts from construction noise and vibration.  
Alternative 2b would likewise result in potentially significant construction period impacts, all of which 
would be mitigated to less than significant except for noise and vibration. While noise and vibration 
mitigation measures associated with construction activities would reduce the potential impacts; these 
temporary impacts would remain potentially significant and unavoidable due to the uncertainty in the 
equipment used and potential proximity to sensitive receptors.     

Cumulative Analysis.  Alternative 2b is similar in its facilities, construction activities, alignment 
footprint, and operating characteristics to Alternatives 2a and Alternative 3.  Therefore, potentially 
significant cumulative impacts identified for Alternative 2a and Alternative 3 would apply to 
Alternative 2b and include: 

Transportation – freeway congestion, roadway congestion, and intersection levels of service 
deterioration. 

Population and Housing – displacement of business and housing. 

Cultural Resources –potential disturbance to historical and archeological resources or human 
remains. 

Biological Resources – potential direct and indirect disturbance to sensitive biological resources 
and loss of Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat.  

Noise and Vibration – vehicular traffic noise exposure along I-580 and major local roadways; 
and vibration from BART, heavy vehicle operation along major roadways, and increased train 
operations along the UPRR right-of-way.  

Energy- peak electricity demand that may not be satisfied because of the uncertainty in the 
transmission system. 

All potential significant cumulative impacts associated with Alternative 2b would be reduced to less 
than cumulatively considerable with the implementation of mitigation measures identified for 
Alternative 2a and Alternative 3, except for contributions to noise and vibration and to energy effects.  
While mitigation measures associated are recommended to reduce the level of impacts to less than 
cumulatively considerable, no mitigation measures are available to fully and adequately reduce the 
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contribution to a less-than-considerable level for noise and vibration, and improve the reliability of the 
energy transmission infrastructure.  

Summary.  In summary, impacts for Alternative 2b are similar to the other BART extension 
alternatives, particularly Alternative 2a and Alternative 3, because Alternative 2b consists of 
components of both of these alternatives.  As a result, the alternative-specific impacts, as well as the 
cumulative effects, are comparable to those described in the Draft Program EIR for Alternative 2a and 
Alternative 3.  Alternative 2b, however, would present some benefits compared to those and other 
alternatives, in that it would not include the El Charro Road/UPRR alignment associated with 
Alternative 2a nor the Isabel/I-580 and the Portola/Railroad Yard associated with Alternative 3.  These 
components of Alternatives 2a and 3 result in potentially significant impacts that include noise exposure 
and land acquisition along El Charro Road and the UPRR corridor (Alternative 2a), consistency of an 
aerial alignment with Pleasanton’s plans for Staples Ranch and El Charro Road (Alternative 2a), 
consistency of an aerial alignment and station area development with the Airport Protection Area 
(Alternatives 2a and 3), potential encroachment outside the UGB from station area development around 
the Isabel/I-580 Station (Alternative 3), potential disturbance to the Arroyo Mocho and central 
California coast steelhead from station area development around the Isabel/I-580 Station (Alternative 
3), potential noise and compatibility issues from the Portola/Railroad Yard with the Trevarno Road 
Historic District (Alternative 3), and potential hazardous materials releases from the Portola/Railroad 
Yard near residences and schools (Alternative 3).  Alternative 2b would avoid these potential impacts.  
In addition, because Alternative 2b would result in the highest BART ridership and the greatest 
reduction to vehicle miles traveled, it would yield the greatest benefits in terms of reduced air 
emissions, greenhouse gas emissions, and energy resource consumption (see Table 1-4).   

Other potentially significant impacts that might be associated with Alternative 2b are fully described 
and evaluated in the Draft Program EIR, and there are no new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts associated with this alternative that are not already addressed in the Draft Program EIR.  In 
summary, for issues where differences between the Alternative 2b and the other BART extension 
alternatives were identified above, these differences represent impacts that either would be reduced or 
avoided by Alternative 2b, or would be comparable in magnitude for Alternative 2b and the other 
alternatives and would be addressed by the same mitigation measures already analyzed in the Draft 
Program EIR. 
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Table 1-4 
Beneficial Effects of the BART Extension Alternatives 

Issue 

Alternative 
1  

Greenville 
East 

Alternative 
1a 

Downtown- 
Greenville 
East via 
UPRR 

Alternative 
1b 

Downtown- 
Greenville 
East via 
SPRR 

Alternative 
2  

Las Positas 

Alternative 
2a 

Downtown-
Vasco 

Alternative 
2b Portola 

-Vasco 

Alternative 
3 

 Portola 

Alternative 
3a 

 Railroad 

Alternative 
4  

Isabel/ 
I-580 

Alternative 
5 

 Quarry 

Transportation 

Increase in BART System  
Ridership (daily riders) 

31,700 30,900 30,900 29,800 31,600 31,900 29,900 29,700 19,900 20,800 

Reduction in Vehicle Miles  
Traveled (per day)  

687,877 742,836 742,836 742,494 860,211 868,370 
 

704,246 633,485 404,159 620,992 

# of Improved Segments along  
I-580  (in  Peak Hour)  

7 7 7 6 7 7 5 6 5 4 

# of Improved Local  
Intersections (in Peak Hour) 

8 8 8 6 8 8 8 7 8 7 

Possible Station Connection to 
ACE  

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

Air Quality 

Reduction in Regional  
Emissions (lbs/day) 

          

NOx 267 287 287 290 339 342 273 243 149 247 

ROG 46 50 50 49 57 57 47 42 27 41 

Reduction in Greenhouse Gas  
Emissions (lbs/day) 

429,694 459,473 463,658 493,946 591,522 597,138 483,098 412,010 261,429 468,866 

Energy 

Reduction in Regional Energy 
Consumption (Billion BTUs/year) 

628 668 678 754 919 928 756 624 402 770 
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Section 2 
List of Commentors 

2.1 WRITTEN COMMENTS 

Twenty-two comment letters on the Draft Program EIR were received from public agencies, 18 
comment letters on the Draft Program EIR were received from organizations, and 91 comment letters 
on the Draft Program EIR were received from the general public.   Responses to these written 
comments have been provided in Section 4, Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program 
EIR.  Refer to Section 2.3, below, for a list of commentors that provided non-CEQA-related 
comments. 

Public Agencies 

1. Chris Nagano, Division Chief, United States Department of the Interior: Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Endangered Species Program (letter dated January 12, 2010) 

2. Scott Morgan, Acting Director, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 
and Planning Unit (letter dated December 22, 2009) 

3. Scott Morgan, Acting Director, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 
and Planning Unit (letter dated December 28, 2009) 

4. Scott Morgan, Acting Director, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 
and Planning Unit (letter dated December 31, 2009) 

5. Lisa Carboni, District Branch Chief, California Department of Transportation (letter dated 
January 21, 2010) 

6. Dan Leavitt, Deputy Director, California High-Speed Rail Authority (letter dated January 21, 
2010) 

7. Moses Stites, Rail Corridor Safety Specialist, State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rail 
Transit and Crossings Branch, Consumer Protection and Safety Branch (letter dated December 9, 
2009) 

8. Brian K. Wines, Water Resources Control Engineer, South and East Bay Watershed Section, 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (letter dated 
December 30, 2009) 

9. Scott Haggerty, First District Supervisor, County of Alameda Board of Supervisors (letter dated 
January 20, 2010) 

10. Albert Lopez, Planning Director, Alameda County Community Development Agency, Planning 
Department (letter dated January 21, 2010) 

11. Diane Stark, Senior Transportation Planner, Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 
(letter dated January 21, 2010) 
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12. G.F. Duerig, Zone 7 Water Agency, Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District, Zone 7 (letter dated January 20, 2010) 

13. Dick Quigley, Board President Zone 7 Water Agency, Alameda County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District, Zone 7 (letter dated January 21, 2010) 

14. Kwablah Attiogbe, Environmental Services Manager, County of Alameda Public Works Agency 
(letter dated December 18, 2009) 

15. Joel L. Kinnamon, Chancellor, Chabot-Las Positas Community College District (web form 
January 20, 2010) 

16. Melissa A. Morton, Public Works Director, City of Dublin (letter dated December 17, 2009) 

17. Nelson Fialho, City Manager, City of Pleasanton (letter dated January 19, 2010) 

18. Nelson Fialho, City Manager, City of Pleasanton (letter dated January 19, 2010) 

19. John Greitzer, Senior Transportation Planner, Contra Costa County, Department of Conservation 
and Development (letter dated December 28, 2009) 

20. Chris Barton, Senior Planner, East Bay Regional Parks District (letter dated January 20, 2010) 

21. Paul Matsuoka, Executive Director, Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority (LAVTA) (letter 
dated January 20, 2010)  

22. Doug Kimsey, Planning Director, Metropolitan Transportation Commission (letter dated January 
21, 2010) 

Organizations 

23. Ralph Kanz, Conservation Director, Alameda Creek Alliance (letter dated January 21, 2010) 

24. Andy Chow, President, BayRail Alliance (letter dated January 21, 2010) 

25. Lech Naumovich, Conservation Analyst, East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant Society 
(letter dated January 21, 2009) 

26. Tobias Mellows, Continuing Life Communities (letter dated January 20, 2010) 

27. Greg Betty, Board of Directors, Dublin Chamber of Commerce (letter dated January 14, 2010) 

28. David Stark, Public Affairs Director, Bay East Association of Realtors (web form letter dated 
January 21, 2010) 

29. Debbie Peterson, Member, Steering Committee, Friends of Springtown Preserve (web form dated 
January 21, 2010) 

30. Dale Kaye, President/CEO, Livermore Chamber of Commerce (letter dated January 21, 2010) 

31. Charles Hatwig, President, Livermore Cultural Arts Council (web form dated January 6, 2010) 

32. Richard S. Cimino, Ohlone Audubon, Ohlone Conservation Chair, Eastern Alameda County 
(letter dated January 18, 2010) 

33. Scott Raley, CEO, President, Pleasanton Chamber of Commerce (web form dated December 15, 
2009) 

34. Marshall C. Wallace, Reed Smith (letter dated January 21, 2010) 

35. Robert W. Taylor, Retzlaff Winery (letter dated January 20, 2010) 
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36. Donald D. Gralnek, EVP/General Counsel, San Jose Sharks LLC (letter dated January 21, 2010) 

37. Troy Bristol, Land Conservation Associate, Save Mount Diablo (letter dated January 21, 2010) 

38. David Schonbrunn, President, Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund (letter dated 
January 21, 2010) 

39. Jerry Wilmoth, General Manager Network Infrastructure, Union Pacific (letter dated January 15, 
2010) 

40. R. Stephen Grace, Business Development and Land Resources Manager, Vulcan Materials (letter 
dated January 21, 2010) 

General Public 

41. Nancy Allen (web form dated January 4, 2010) 

42. Robert Allen (letter dated November 6, 2009) 

43. Robert Allen (letter dated November 12, 2009) 

44. Robert Allen (letter dated December 2, 2009) 

45. Robert Allen (letter dated December 4, 2009) 

46. Robert Allen (letter dated December 10, 2009) 

47. Robert Allen (letter dated December 15, 2009) 

48. Robert Allen (letter dated January 9, 2010) 

49. Robert Allen (letter dated January 19, 2010) 

50. Robert Allen (letter dated January 22, 2010) 

51. Robert Allen (letter dated January 26, 2010) 

52. Robert Allen (letter dated January 27, 2010) 

53. Ed Alley (letter dated December 16, 2009) 

54. Melanie Alley (comment card with no date)  

55. Melanie Alley (web form dated November 19, 
2009) 

56. James and Karla Armstrong  
(letter dating January 18, 2010) 

57. Harry Babb (web form dated November 30, 
2009) 

58. Jonathan Bair (web form dated December 19, 
2009) 

59. Jonathan Bair (web form dated December 19, 
2009) 

60. Bob Baltzer (letter undated) 

61. Priya Basu (web form dated November 25, 
2009) 

62. Larry Berger (web form dated December 18, 
2009) 

63. Jason Bezis (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

64. Linda Bloomfield and Pamela Baak  
(web form dated January 18, 2010) 

65. Ken Bradley (comment card undated) 

66. Bob Brignano (web form dated January 21, 
2010) 

66A. Ted Brownlee (comment card undated) 

67. David Brusiee (web form dated November 17, 
2009)) 

68. Rich Buckley (web form dated December 8, 
2009) 

69. Rich Buckley (web form dated January 15, 2010) 

70. Alan Burnham (web form dated November 28, 
2009) 

71. Robert Canning (web form dated January 20, 
2010) 

72. Alen and Julia Casamajor  
(web form dated January 7, 2010) 

73. Julia Casamajor (web form dated January 7, 
2010) 

74. Eric Chase (web form dated November 11, 
2009) 

75. Wilson Cooper (web form December 16, 2009) 

76. Jim Corkery (web form November 25, 2009) 

77. Daniel (no last name)  
(web form dated November 20, 2009) 

78. Sean Dorman (web form dated January 13, 
2010) 

79. Peter D’Souza (web form dated January 4, 2010) 

79A. Michael Evans (web form dated January 6, 
2010) 
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80. Casey Fargo (web form dated December 12, 
2009) 

81. William Fitzwater (web form dated November 
18, 2009) 

82. Brian Hall (web form dated January 3, 2010) 

82A. Bonnie Hamilton (web form dated December 3, 
2009) 

83. J. Haslam (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

84. Clarence Hoenig (letter dated November 17, 
2009) 

85. Clarence Hoenig (letter dated December 17, 
2009) 

86. Jill Hornbeck (letter dated November 19, 2009) 

87. S.V. Huerta (letter dated December 29, 2009) 

88. Roxanne Huguet (letter dated November 22, 
2009) 

89. Carolyn Hunt (web form dated November 23, 
2009) 

90. Genoveva Jones (comment card undated) 

91. William Junk (web form dated December 26, 
2009) 

92. James Kelly (web form dated December 28, 
2009) 

93. Paul Kendall (web form dated January 3, 2010) 

94. Bradley Kurtzer (web form dated January 19, 
2010) 

95. Eamsee Lakamsani (web form dated January 
23, 2010) 

96. Freddy Lewis (web form dated December 16, 
2009) 

97. Sandy Li (web form dated December 27, 2009) 

98. Carolyn Lord (web form dated January 20, 
2010) 

99. Randy Masker (web form dated December 7, 
2009) 

100. Jeff McAuliff (web form dated December 2, 
2009) 

101. Daniel McInerney (web form dated January 19, 
2010) 

102. Roy Nakadegawa (web form dated January 21, 
2010) 

103. Gary Oehrle (comment card undated) 

104. Gary Oehrle (web form dated November 19, 
2010) 

105. Merle Ohlhauser (web form dated January 5, 
2010) 

106. Valerie Raymond (web form dated January 1, 
2010) 

106A. George Reid (comment card undated) 

107. Jennifer Rieble (web form dated January 4, 
2010) 

108. Dan Sapone (web form dated January 3, 2010) 

109. Paul Schaich (letter dated January 19, 2010) 

110. Joan Seppula (comment card undated) 

111. Henry Shay (letter dated November 18, 2009) 

112. Henry Shay (letter dated December 2, 2009) 

113. Becky Simpson (web form dated November 12, 
2009) 

114. Paul Smith (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

115. Tracy Smith (comment card undated) 

116. Erin Spoden (web form dated November 17, 
2009) 

117. John Stein (letter dated January 20, 2010) 

118. Mathew Steinberg (web form dated January 20, 
2010) 

119. Michelle Steward (web form dated December 
28, 2009) 

120. Muljadi Sulistio (web form dated January 20, 
2010) 

121. Mary Travers (web form dated November 21, 
2009) 

122. Patricia Uhlich (web form dated November 21, 
2009) 

123. Carl Walter (comment card undated) 

124. Dana and Gloria Warren  
(letter dated December 8, 2009) 

125. Jim Wasilausky (letter dated November 25, 
2009) 

126. Chuck Weir (web form dated December 26, 
2009) 

127. David Williams (letter dated January 19, 2010) 
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2.2 COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Comments were received at the public hearings on the BART to Livermore Extension, held on 
November 18, 2009 and December 2, 2009 in the City of Livermore, and on January 6, 2010 in the 
City of Pleasanton.  Those who provided comments directly to the court reporter and during the public 
hearing are listed below.  In delineating the discrete comments received at the public hearings, the 
following codes have been used to identify commentors and comments; these codes are reflected in the 
transcripts from the public hearings: 

PH#: delineates the public hearing number; 

S#: delineated the speaker number; and 

PH#-S#.#: delineates the discrete comment of a speaker at a public hearing 

Responses to these oral comments have been provided in Section 5, Responses to Oral Comments on 
the Draft Program EIR. 

BART Public Hearing in the City of Livermore (November 18, 2009) 

Commentors below spoke publicly during the November 18, 2009 City of Livermore public hearing on 
the BART to Livermore Extension: 

PH1-S1 Robert Martin 

PH1-S2 Larry Berger 

PH1-S3 Christine Lillie 

PH1-S4 Bonnie Hamilton 

PH1-S5 Gary Oehrle 

PH1-S6 Kent Franklin 

PH1-S7 Bob Allen 

PH1-S8 Linda Jeffrey Sailors 

PH1-S9 David Williams 

PH1-S10 Shirley Stribling 

PH1-S11 Michelle Burkett 

PH1-S12 Clarence Hoening 

PH1-S13 Stacey Miller 

PH1-S14 Henry Shay 

PH1-S15 Jack O’Connor  

PH1-S16 Martin Isenburg 

PH1-S17 Valerie Raymond 

PH1-S18 Bob Baltzer 

PH1-S19 Paul Daniel 

PH1-S20 Angelina Summers 

PH1-S21 Mathew Steinberg 

PH1-S22 Clark Streeter 

PH1-S23 Ed Mathias 

PH1-S24 Kathy Streeter 

PH1-S25 Robert Martin 

PH1-S26 Robert Allen 

PH1-S27 David Williams 

PH1-S28 Mara Dobbins 

PH1-S29 Martin Isenburg 
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BART Public Hearing in the City of Livermore (December 2, 2009) 

Commentors below spoke publicly during the December 2, 2009 City of Livermore public hearing on 
the BART to Livermore Extension: 

PH2-S1 Jean King 

PH2-S2 Jim Schmidt 

PH2-S3 Len Alexander 

PH2-S4 Christopher Hiller 

PH2-S5 Nancy Bankhead 

PH2-S6 John Stein 

PH2-S7 Denise Lenz 

PH2-S8 Paul Weiss 

PH2-S9 Anthony Godrich 

PH2-S10 Clay Widmayer 

PH2-S11 Dave Williams 

PH2-S12 Ed Hallie 

PH2-S13 Tracy Cunningham 

PH2-S14 Bob Baltzer 

PH2-S15 Kirsten Whitlock 

PH2-S16 Robert Allen 

PH2-S17 Tom O’Neill 

PH2-S18 Esther Waltz 

PH2-S19 Valerie Raymond 

PH2-S20 Carol Mahoney 

PH2-S21 Sarah Palmer 

PH2-S22 Martin Isenburg 

PH2-S23 Gary Oehrle 

PH2-S24 Dennis Manzo 

PH2-S25 Chris George 

PH2-S26 Francisco Diemond  

PH2-S27 John Shirley 

PH2-S28 Mike Ansell 

PH2-S29 Neil Smith 

PH2-S30 Tamara Reus 

PH2-S31 Susie Edgar-Lee 

PH2-S32 Vamsee Lakamsani 

PH2-S33 Jeff Kaskey 

PH2-S34 Rushell Saedecor 

PH2-S35 Rebecca Harris 

PH2-S36 Henry Shay 

PH2-S37 Jim Hamilton 

PH2-S38 Bill Zagotta 

PH2-S39 Darryl Wood 

PH2-S40 Steve Plummer 

PH2-S41 Stanley Bishop 

PH2-S42 Joseph Rard 

PH2-S43 Harry Briley 

PH2-S44 Marcha Futch 

PH2-S45 Jim Waldron 

PH2-S46 Clyde Hoenig 

PH2-S47 Ron Acciaioli 

PH2-S48 John Shirley 

PH2-S49 Robert Allen 

PH2-S50 Dave Williams 

PH2-S51 Esther Waltz 

PH2-S52 Virgil Stranger 

BART Public Hearing in the City of Pleasanton (January 6, 2010) 

Commentors below spoke publicly during the January 6, 2010 City of Pleasanton public hearing on the 
BART to Livermore Extension: 

PH3-S1 Victor Bailey 

PH3-S2 Bob Baltzer 

PH3-S3 Jim Sandler 

PH3-S4 Paul Weiss 

PH3-S5 Nick Tynan 

PH3-S6 Clay Widmayer 

PH3-S7 Chris Moore 

PH3-S8 Nancy Allen  

PH3-S9 Heidi Massie 

PH3-S10 Dave Williams 

PH3-S11 Mary Ann Brent 

PH3-S12 Paul Kendall 

PH3-S13 Doug Mann 

PH3-S14 Terese Cunningham 
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PH3-S15 Dave Lowell 

PH3-S16 Joel Villasenor 

PH3-S17 John Butera 

PH3-S18 Heather Truro 

PH3-S19 Corinna Wise 

PH3-S20 Chuck Weir 

PH3-S21 Alejandro Perez 

PH3-S22 AJ Machaevich 

PH3-S23 Gary Mello 

PH3-S24 Robert Allen 

PH3-S25 Herb Ritter 

PH3-S26 David Lackey 

PH3-S27 Jim Lenz 

PH3-S28 Don Kahler 

2.3 NON-CEQA-RELATED COMMENTS 

In addition to the written comments listed under Section 2.1, above, a large number of written 
comments were received that did not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or to CEQA 
issues.  The names of those commentors have been included in this section of the document and copies 
of their comments have been provided in Appendix A, for the purpose of informing decision-makers 
and the public of the commentors' concerns.  However, no response to these comments is required 
pursuant to CEQA.   

Ronald Acciaioli (letter dated November 28, 2009) 

Lorraine Aflague (web form dated January 20, 2010) 

Ethan Aines (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

Roger Aines (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

Len Alexander (comment card undated) 

Colleen Alford (web form dated November 10, 2009) 

Agnes Anaya (web form dated November 10, 2009) 

Mark Angel (comment card undated) 

Cindy Angers (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Anonymous (annotated postcard January 5, 2010) 

Robyn Anzelon (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Joe Arluck (comment card undated) 

James Arnold (web form dated January 8, 2010) 

Saundra Ashburn (web form dated January 20, 2010) 

Brian Atchinson (web form dated January 20, 2010) 

Aileen Avila (web form dated December 7, 2009) 

Robert Babb (web form dated January 5, 2010) 

Jorge Barrantes (web form dated November 17, 2009) 

Paul Barrow (web form dated November 17, 2009) 

Oscar Bartolo (web form dated January 11, 2010) 

Karen Bauman (web form dated January 3, 2010) 

Dorothy Behrin (comment card undated) 

Ervin Behrin (comment card undated) 

Ronald Bernhardt (web form dated November 20, 2009) 

Joanne and Dale Berven (web form dated December 31, 
2009) 

Kristine Biehl (web form dated December 30, 2009) 

Mary Jo Bierman (web form dated December 10, 2009) 

David Boitano (web form dated January 4, 2010) 

Robert Boultier (web form dated December 31, 2009) 

Darlene Bradley (web form dated December 30, 2009) 

Danelle Brady (web form dated November 18, 2009) 

Maryann Brent (web form dated January 20, 2010) 

Virginia Brown (web form dated January 10, 2010) 

Bill Buecker (web form dated December 19, 2009) 

Lee Busby (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Roman Bystroff (letter dated January 0, 1900 

Mearl Campbell (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

Debbie Carey (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

Brian and Joyce Cartier (web form dated January 20, 
2010) 

Katie Caulk (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

Alma Cavite (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

Teresa Ciarfaglio (web form dated November 16, 2009) 

Megan Clappin (web form dated December 26, 2009) 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2  List of Commentors 
 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 2-8 
June 2010 

Gail Cobe (web form dated January 2, 2010) 

Vira Confectioner (comment card undated) 

KM Connolly (web form dated January 22, 2010) 

Kenneth Cook (web form dated January 18, 2010) 

Sheila Cooper (web form dated January 18, 2010) 

Dick Corso (web form dated December 10, 2009) 

Glenn and Julie Cox (web form dated December 21, 
2009) 

William Daily (web form dated January 20, 2010) 

Cecilia D'Ambrosio (web form dated November 30, 
2009) 

Warren Davis (web form dated January 22, 2010) 

Patty DeBenedetto (web form dated November 20, 2009) 

Patty DeBenedetto (web form dated November 20, 2009) 

Konstantine Demiris (web form dated November 12, 
2009) 

Niki Demiris (web form dated November 12, 2009) 

Peter Demiris (web form dated November 12, 2009) 

Dana Denardo (web form dated November 17, 2009) 

Jill Denton (web form dated January 3, 2010) 

Ajay Dhillon (web form dated December 28, 2009) 

David Dial (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Janice Diane (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Susan Diaz (web form dated November 23, 2009) 

Paolo Dicandia (comment card undated) 

Franciska Diemont (comment card undated) 

Mara Dobbins (web form dated November 6, 2009) 

Chris Duncan (web form dated December 31, 2009) 

Mark and Judy Eckart (web form dated December 13, 
2009) 

Tom Edmunds (comment card undated) 

Kim Egbert (web form dated November 20, 2009) 

Suzanne and David Eggers (web form dated January 11, 
2010) 

Dennis Elchesen (web form dated January 6, 2010) 

Dennis Elchesen (web form dated January 17, 2010) 

Kristen Emery (web form dated November 6, 2009) 

Patrick Emmert (web form dated November 20, 2009) 

Beth Erbert (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

G. Farmer (web form dated January 8, 2010) 

Margaret Fazio (web form dated December 7, 2009) 

Bob Ferro (web form dated December 28, 2009) 

Raymond Fischer (web form dated December 29, 2009) 

James and Peggy Folta (web form dated January 12, 
2010) 

James and Peggy Folta (web form dated January 19, 
2010) 

James Fong (web form dated December 8, 2009) 

Anne Fox (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Gary Franklin (web form dated November 18, 2009) 

Gary Franklin (web form dated December 29, 2009) 

Kent Franklin (web form dated November 18, 2009) 

Fred Fritsch (web form dated January 18, 2010) 

Heather and Albert Fuchslin (web form dated January 13, 
2010) 

Luis Fuentes (web form dated November 30, 2009) 

Donna Funk (web form dated January 20, 2010) 

Gretchen Gallegos (comment card undated) 

George Garbarino (web form dated January 11, 2010) 

Linda Garbarino (web form dated January 11, 2010) 

Doug Garcia (web form dated November 16, 2009) 

Julie Garcia (web form dated December 7, 2009) 

Sharon Garcia (web form dated January 16, 2010) 

D. Garnhart (web form dated November 16, 2009) 

Paul Gerdes (web form dated December 11, 2009) 

Paul Gerdes (web form dated December 11, 2009) 

George Getgen (web form dated November 27, 2009) 

Charles Gibson (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

GMTalk (web form dated November 5, 2009) 

GMTalk (web form dated November 16, 2009) 

GMTalk (web form dated November 21, 2009) 

Mary Gonzalez (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

Cameron Graham (letter dated January 20, 1900) 

Louise Gray (web form dated January 20, 2010) 

Elizabeth Green (web form dated December 30, 2009) 

Rita Gruszkowski (web form dated January 20, 2009) 

Ron Hague (web form dated January 14, 2010) 
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Lynn Hales (web form dated January 1, 2010) 

Gary and Deborah Hall (web form dated December 25, 
2009) 

Pat Hallahan (web form dated November 11, 2009) 

Bonnie Hamilton (comment card undated) 

Kerri Hamilton (web form dated November 16, 2009) 

Dale Hammerel (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

Nancy Harrington (web form dated January 11, 2010) 

Michaela Harrison (web form dated December 28, 2009) 

Joan Hartman (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

Donna Hazelton (web form dated January 6, 2010) 

Hugh Hempill (letter dated January 15, 2010) 

Barbara Hickman (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

Bob Hickman (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Edward Hightower (web form dated January 17, 2010) 

Chris Hiller (comment card undated) 

Clarence Hoenig (letter dated January 20, 2010) 

Beverly Hoey (web form dated December 3, 2009) 

Jason Hoffman (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Raquel Holt (web form dated December 9, 2009) 

Victoria Holt (web form dated December 24, 2009) 

Kathy Howard (web form dated January 7, 2010) 

Zirong Hu (web form dated December 28, 2009) 

Zirong Hu (web form dated December 28, 2009) 

Stacy Hughes (web form dated December 31, 2009) 

Authur Hull (web form dated January 3, 2010) 

Dave Hunt (web form dated December 31, 2009) 

Leigh Anne Hunt (web form dated December 30, 2009) 

Richard Hurtz (web form dated December 25, 2009) 

Martin Isenburg (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

Daniel Jacobson (web form dated November 11, 2009) 

Meera Jaeel (web form dated January 14, 2010) 

Rachelle Jeppson (comment card undated) 

Jo (web form dated November 30, 2009) 

Dorothy Johnson (web form dated January 18, 2010) 

Neal Johnson (web form dated January 7, 2010) 

Wayne Johnson (comment card undated) 

Jack and Karen Johnston (web form dated November 19, 
2009) 

Darcy Jones (web form dated January 18, 2010) 

Reba Jones (web form dated December 16, 2009) 

Steve and Kathy Jones (web form dated December 20, 
2009) 

Susan Junk (web form dated January 3, 2010) 

Peter and Stella Kachel (web form dated December 24, 
2009) 

Ralph Kalibjian (web form dated January 11, 2010) 

Alfredo Kawas (web form dated December 30, 2009) 

Denise Kellom (web form dated November 22, 2009) 

James Kelly (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Mary Kidwell (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

Jeanette King (web form dated January 17, 2010) 

Moiz Kitabwalla (web form dated November 29, 2009) 

Mona and Chris Knock and Kunz (letter dated December 
5, 2009) 

Carolynn Kohn (web form dated December 7, 2009) 

John Kopp (web form dated December 2, 2009) 

Mark Kosenski (web form dated January 1, 2010) 

Jake Krakauer (web form dated December 6, 2009) 

Art and Carol Krakowsky (web form dated January 22, 
2010) 

Julie Kraybill (web form dated January 2, 2010) 

Mani Krishnan (web form dated January 2, 2010) 

Kurt Kummer (web form dated December 19, 2009) 

Mr. and Mrs. Daniel Kwan (web form dated December 
28, 2009) 

Vamsee Lakamsani (web form dated November 13, 
2009) 

Fortunato Lapina (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

Sean Lehman (comment card undated) 

Les Leibovitch (web form dated January 19, 2009) 

Les and Rena Leibovitch (web form dated January 19, 
2010) 

Sally Leonard (web form dated December 14, 2009) 

Linda Leonardini (web form dated December 30, 2009) 
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Phyllis Lewis-Evans (web form dated November 18, 
2009) 

Edward Lindsey (web form dated December 23, 2009) 

Ron Liu (web form dated December 31, 2009) 

William Loewe (web form dated November 20, 2009) 

Denise Lowe (web form dated November 17, 2009) 

Denise and Lloyd Lowe (web form dated November 20, 
2009) 

David Lowell (comment card undated) 

Diane Major (web form dated January 15, 2010) 

James Malloni (letter dated December 27, 2009) 

Ying Sang Man (comment card undated) 

Joe Mangan (comment card undated) 

Susan Mangels (web form dated January 20, 2010) 

Patricia Mann (letter dated December 3, 2009) 

Nancy Marling (letter dated January 0, 1900 

Max (no last name) (web form dated December 25, 2009) 

mcadam (web form dated January 9, 2010) 

Bob McCoy (web form dated November 17, 2009) 

Kent McDonnell (web form dated November 22, 2009) 

Tom McGeechan (web form dated December 14, 2009) 

Mary McInerney (web form dated December 18, 2009) 

Mike McKee (web form dated November 30, 2009) 

Carla McRee (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

Janice and Gerald Meamber (web form dated December 
29, 2009) 

Paul Medina (web form dated November 20, 2009) 

Gary Mello (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Paul Mercurio (web form dated December 2, 2009) 

James Messina (web form dated December 17, 2009) 

Sonya Messina (web form dated December 17, 2009) 

Jennifer Michaels (web form dated November 24, 2009) 

Miriam Miller (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Joanne Minahan (web form dated December 28, 2009) 

Barbara and Alex Mitchell (web form dated November 
19, 2009) 

Elizabeth Mitchell (web form dated January 13, 2010) 

John Mitchell (web form dated January 15, 2010) 

Ken Mitchell (web form dated January 1, 2010) 

Joanne Moody (web form dated December 28, 2009) 

Claire and Bill Moran (web form dated December 30, 
2009) 

Mas Morimoto (web form dated November 22, 2009) 

Jonathan Moss (web form dated November 16, 2009) 

Nancy Mulligan (web form dated January 20, 2010) 

Multiple (Mayall): petition January 17, 2010) 

Multiple (Rodriguez): petition January 17, 2010) 

Multiple (Strunk): petition January 17, 2010) 

Multiple (Van Dreser): petition January 17, 2010) 

Multiple (Weiskauf): petition January 17, 2010) 

Tony Narduzzi (web form dated November 20, 2009) 

Lorna Naugle (web form dated November 20, 2009) 

Melba Nobriga (web form dated December 4, 2009) 

Hal Nygaard (letter dated January 7, 2010) 

Harold Nygaard (comment card undated) 

Robert Olness (web form dated January 18, 2010) 

Dave Osterman (web form dated January 18, 2010) 

Lisa Osterman (web form dated January 18, 2010) 

Chris Ostlund (web form dated November 18, 2009) 

Billie Otis (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

Steve and Sue Page (web form dated December 31, 2009) 

Clarence Parkison (web form dated January 20, 2010) 

Pamela Passanisi (web form dated January 3, 2010) 

Michele Paulo (web form dated December 8, 2009) 

George Pavel (web form dated January 14, 2010) 

Lindsay Pavel (web form dated January 14, 2010) 

Michael Peel (web form dated December 17, 2009) 

Ken Perine (web form dated November 30, 2009) 

John Perreira (comment card undated) 

Paul Petach (web form dated November 17, 2009) 

Christine Petro (web form dated January 2, 2010) 

Anne Pfaff-Doss (web form dated December 16, 2009) 

John Phillips (web form dated December 25, 2009) 

Don Pickett (web form dated December 3, 2009) 

Lawrence Pingree (web form dated December 22, 2009) 

John Pitts (comment card undated) 
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John and Sharon Pizer (web form dated January 20, 
2010) 

John Plummer (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Roland Portman (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

Marge and Bruce Potter (web form dated November 19, 
2009) 

Barbara Proctor (web form dated January 6, 2010) 

Richard Pugh (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Michael Radovolsky (web form dated December 29, 
2009) 

Mauro Ramirez (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Thomas Ramos (letter dated December 2, 2009) 

Stephanie Rebiejo (web form dated January 14, 2010) 

Luana Reichard (web form dated December 28, 2009) 

Susan Reid (comment card undated) 

RKP (web form dated November 25, 2009) 

Robert Robb (web form dated November 30, 2009) 

Dave Robinson (web form dated December 9, 2009) 

Rocketman (no other name provided) (web form dated 
December 31, 2009) 

Scott and Ann-Marie Rohe (web form dated November 
17, 2009) 

Brenda Rose (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Albert Rothman (web form dated January 15, 2010) 

Wendy Rovira (web form dated January 6, 2010) 

Cory Rutherglen (web form dated November 12, 2009) 

Ruth Ryan-Hanlon (letter dated December 31, 2009) 

Richard Ryon (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Amit Saini (web form dated November 12, 2009) 

Patty Santin (web form dated January 12, 2010) 

Carlotta Schauer (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Carlotta Schauer (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Dale Schauer (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Jim Schmidt (web form dated January 17, 2010) 

Jim Schmidt (comment card undated) 

Susan Schmidt (web form dated December 10, 2009) 

Tania Selden (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Sobhy (no last name) (web form dated January 8, 2010) 

Henry Shay (web form dated November 12, 2009) 

Michael Sheaffer (web form dated November 20, 2009) 

Gregg Shephard (web form dated January 23, 2010) 

Ralph Sherman (web form dated January 19, 2010) 

Kirk Short (web form dated November 29, 2009) 

Doris Sidwell (letter dated January 1, 2010) 

Annie Smith (letter dated January 2, 2010) 

Judith Smith (web form dated January 4, 2010) 

Lee Smith (web form dated January 20, 2010) 

Mike Smith (letter dated January 0, 1900 

Neil Smith (web form dated January 3, 2010) 

Richard Smith (web form dated January 16, 2010) 

Vanessa Smith (web form dated November 9, 2009) 

Walter Sokoloski (web form dated January 20, 2010) 

Ann Sorensen (web form dated January 18, 2010) 

Paul Sorensen (web form dated January 18, 2010) 

Clark Streeter (web form dated January 16, 2010) 

Kathleen Streeter (web form dated January 16, 2010) 
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Section 3 
Master Responses 

This section provides Master Responses to comments that were raised on multiple occasions and 
warrant a single comprehensive response to address the following issues: 

Master Response 1:  Purpose of a Program EIR Compared to a Project EIR 

Master Response 2:  Ridership and Vehicle Miles of Travel Projections 

Master Response 3:  Chain of Lakes/El Charro Road Alignment  

Master Response 4:  Staples Ranch  

Master Response 5:  Downtown Livermore Station 

Master Response 6:  Safety and Security around BART Stations 

Master Response 7:  Biological Sensitivity of the Greenville Yard Area 

Master Response 8:  Funding the BART to Livermore Extension.   

MASTER RESPONSE 1:  PURPOSE OF A PROGRAM EIR COMPARED TO A PROJECT EIR 

A number of comments concern the appropriate level of detail for analysis of impacts and mitigation 
measures in a programmatic environmental document.  This Master Response addresses those issues. 

BART has elected to undertake a tiered analysis of the extension of transit service to Livermore, 
commencing with the preparation of this Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to assist 
decision-makers and the public in evaluating various alternative routes and station locations.  The Draft 
Program EIR examined nine different alignment alternatives, and the Final Program EIR adds a tenth 
“hybrid” alternative combining portions of the alignments from two alternatives in the Draft Program 
EIR (see Section 1.4, New Alternative 2b – Portola-Vasco).  The information and analysis contained in 
this Final Program EIR will be considered by the BART Board of Directors in evaluating and selecting 
a preferred alternative that best serves the objectives of the BART to Livermore Extension Program.  

Preparation of a program EIR is expressly authorized by the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and is particularly useful for evaluating the environmental impacts of broad policy-level 
decisions early in the project development process, at a point in time when the impacts of such 
decisions need to be understood before further commitment of public resources is made.  A first-tier or 
program EIR generally is limited to the analytical information needed to make a general decision, such 
as a preferred alignment within a wide corridor.  More detailed analysis can be deferred to a second-
tier or project-level EIR, which incorporates by reference the discussion in the prior program EIR and 
adds further analysis of impacts and mitigation measures as appropriate for a more advanced stage of 
project development.  Examples of such project-level analysis include impacts and mitigation measures 
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that are site-specific or tailored to a more refined project description than that available at the program 
stage.  Such tiered review helps an agency to focus on the issues which are ripe for decision and 
reserve for later consideration issues that are not yet ripe, as well as avoiding repetition by reserving 
discussion of more specific issues to the project-level EIR. 

In this case, BART is using the Program EIR to evaluate, at a broad level, the environmental 
consequences of selecting a general alignment and station locations for extending transit service to 
Livermore.  Accordingly, the scope of the Program EIR is tailored to the nature of the decision to be 
made among potential alignments, consistent with the concept of tiering under CEQA.  In particular, 
the Program EIR focuses most closely on impacts specific to some alignment alternatives or station 
locations and not others, to help decision-makers and the public discriminate among the alternatives.  
These key differences provide the type of information that is needed to make the overall choice of a 
preferred alignment.  In order to do so, the alignment alternatives include conceptual locations for 
stations and yard facilities.  However, BART is not yet selecting a precise footprint for improvements, 
and the preferred alignment selected through the Program EIR process will be subject to further 
refinement.  Similarly, the station and maintenance facility locations delineate large areas that are 
sufficient to accommodate the activities and functions that occur at these facilities (e.g., station, entry 
plaza, parking, ingress and egress points, etc.), but do not specify where within those large footprints 
the different activities and functions would be sited.  As provided by CEQA Section 21068.5, the 
future project-level EIR will “concentrate on the environmental effects which (a) are capable of being 
mitigated, or (b) were not analyzed as significant effects on the environment in the prior environmental 
impact report.”  The project EIR will consider impacts and mitigations related to specific locations and 
designs for station and yard facilities, as well as alternative technologies such as standard BART trains 
and bus service, and may consider other issues as appropriate based on circumstances and available 
information at that time.   

The Program EIR similarly identifies mitigation measures at a broad level, to be further refined in the 
project EIR based on a more detailed and specific project design.  Some comments suggest that the 
mitigation strategies in the Program EIR are too general and that the Final Program EIR should be 
revised to make them more specific.  The Program EIR identifies general mitigation strategies intended 
to avoid or reduce potentially significant environmental impacts.  BART will consider and refine these 
general strategies into more specific mitigation measures in the future project-level EIR, prior to 
constructing a BART to Livermore extension.  In many cases, the mitigation strategies identified have 
been utilized effectively by BART when implementing other projects, justifying reliance on such 
actions in the Program EIR.  However, while a program EIR should not defer analysis of reasonably 
foreseeable impacts, the level of detail of impact analysis and proposed mitigation measures should 
correspond to the level of detail of the program under consideration.1  At the program stage, it would 
be premature to develop highly detailed, site-specific mitigation measures, which must be tailored to 
the project as ultimately proposed.  In such instances, the Program EIR identifies the issue and 
provides for more detailed mitigation measures to be determined at the project level, when more 
detailed engineering and environmental analysis on the preferred alignment is available.  In addition, 

                                              
1  CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs.) Section 15152(b).   



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 3  Master Responses 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 3-3 
June 2010 

the project EIR will re-evaluate all impacts identified as potentially significant and unavoidable in the 
Program EIR and consider whether mitigation for such impacts may be feasible under the project-
specific circumstances. 

This approach does not represent improper “deferred mitigation” as suggested by some commentors.  
It is inherent in the concept of tiering that detailed analysis and identification of mitigation measures 
will be left to project EIRs prepared after the programmatic policy decision has been determined.  The 
California Supreme Court recently upheld this principle in In re Bay-Delta Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1176, concluding that 
it is appropriate at a programmatic level to identify and analyze environmental effects in general terms, 
and to identify broadly-defined mitigation measures in the program EIR which can be incorporated 
into and refined by later-tier, project-level analysis.  Requiring a greater level of detail at the 
programmatic level would undermine the purpose of tiering and burden the program EIR with 
speculation on details that cannot feasibly be determined with reasonable specificity until the project 
stage, when a specific project can be more fully described and considered.   

MASTER RESPONSE 2: RIDERSHIP AND VEHICLE MILES OF TRAVEL PROJECTIONS 

A number of the comments received were concerned the methodology used to estimate ridership on the 
BART extension alternatives, as well as how related measures of travel demand such as vehicle miles 
of travel were calculated.  This Master Response addresses those issues. 

The Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) countywide transportation model 
was used to develop the ridership forecasts for each of the extension alternatives and for the No Build 
Alternative.  The year 2007/2008 version of the model was used and refined to capture travel patterns 
in the BART to Livermore Extension study area.  This is the latest version of the model.  The ACCMA 
model includes San Joaquin County.  As such, the forecasts in the Draft Program EIR accounted for 
the future travel demand by both auto and transit from San Joaquin County via the Altamont Pass.  The 
model is an adaptation of the regional Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) travel model, 
so that it also includes the other eight Bay Area counties including Contra Costa County.  In particular, 
this means that travel demands between Eastern Contra Costa County and the Tri-Valley via Vasco 
Road are also fully represented in the model. 

A more detailed discussion of the model and the modeling techniques that were used to produce the 
travel demand forecasts is provided in the BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR 
Transportation Technical Report dated November 18, 2009.  Some of that information is provided here 
to respond to comments regarding the model assumptions, the ridership forecasts, the traffic forecasts, 
and the forecasts of vehicle miles of travel. 
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Model Overview 

The ACCMA countywide travel demand model is based on the regional travel model for the Bay Area 
maintained by the MTC. The model was created in 2005/2006 and updated in 2007/2008. The 
ACCMA countywide model uses the Cube/Voyager/TP+ software system. The travel demand model 
is comprised of the nine Bay Area counties plus San Joaquin County. The nine Bay Area counties 
include: Marin, Napa, Sonoma, Solano, Contra Costa, Alameda, Santa Clara, San Mateo, and San 
Francisco.  

The ACCMA model is a conventional four step travel demand model which includes the standard four 
steps: 

1. Trip generation, 
2. Trip distribution, 
3. Mode choice, and  
4. Trip assignment. 

The mode choice model uses a feedback process to evaluate the congestion levels from the initial AM 
peak two-hour traffic assignment.  This information is then used to estimate the roadway travel times 
compared to the transit travel times for the mode choice process.  The model then adjusts the transit 
forecast to reflect the updated highway congestion information.  The model consists of 2,691 traffic 
analysis zones with 1,403 zones in Alameda County and 26 zones in San Joaquin County.  The zonal 
structure outside Alameda County is based on the original MTC model zonal structure.  San Joaquin 
County was included as an internal area in the ACCMA model, while the MTC model considers trips 
from San Joaquin County as external trips only.  By making the trips from San Joaquin County internal 
to the model, a higher degree of accuracy is achieved, as interactions between San Joaquin County and 
the Bay Area can be simulated in the model.  

Model Validation 

The travel demand model has been validated to ensure that the model volumes and other Measures of 
Effectiveness outputs are consistent with the real world situation.  Model calibration compares model 
outputs (auto ownership, trip generation, trip distribution, and mode choice) to observed conditions 
(traffic/transit ridership counts) and to the MTC Regional Model (trip summaries by County).  During 
calibration, adjustments are made to the calibrated parameters such as auto ownership, trip generation 
rates, and distribution factors to more closely match observed and MTC Regional Model results.  Once 
validated, the model can be used to predict future travel patterns with a high degree of confidence.  As 
such, the ACCMA model went through several rounds of calibration, validation, and review by the 
ACCMA Model Task Force, starting October 26, 2006 and finishing on February 7, 2007.  For more 
detail on the specific model validation results and statistics, see the BART to Livermore Extension Draft 
Program EIR Transportation Technical Report. 
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Land Use Assumptions 

Travel forecasts were prepared for a 2035 forecast year.  The land use forecasts for the Bay Area that 
are used in the ACCMA model were based on ABAG Projections 2007 for the 2035 forecast year.  
These projections were developed through an extensive review of land uses and socioeconomic data by 
local jurisdictions.  Specifically, local jurisdictions in Alameda County provided geographic 
reallocations of growth assumptions within their jurisdictions to ABAG to be consistent with their local 
General Plans.  Land use forecasts in San Joaquin County were provided by the San Joaquin County 
Council of Governments. 

Several commentors noted that the land use projections for the year 2035 assumed that growth would 
be limited to the areas within the designated Livermore Urban Growth Boundaries (UGB), and that 
growth would not be assumed outside these boundaries.  The concern was that potential development 
beyond the UGB which might be stimulated by the presence of a nearby BART station was not taken 
into account.  Changing the UGB requires approval of a ballot measure by Livermore voters.  
Therefore, for transportation modeling purposes, it would not be prudent to assume that because a 
BART station is proposed next to the UGB that the voters would support moving the boundary to 
accommodate potential growth.  This approach to handling potential growth around the future BART 
station sites is also consistent with the land use analyses presented in Section 3.3, Land Use, in the 
Draft Program EIR.  Under Impact LU-4, beginning on page 3.3-55, it is recognized that a BART 
station has the potential to attract additional development, but there are a number of steps that must 
occur before such growth could be realized.  The outcome of whether the requisite approvals are 
obtained is speculative and to include such potential growth would overestimate potential ridership. 

Transit and Highway Network  

The transit ridership and highway travel forecasts were based on the existing BART network plus the 
BART projects contained in MTC’s financially constrained Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
prepared in 2002.  The RTP included the BART extension from Fremont to the Warm Springs Station.  
However, MTC excluded the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Project from the network assumptions 
because it was unfunded.  MTC’s current RTP is the Transportation 2035 Plan adopted in April 2009; 
the 2035 network in this financially constrained RTP includes the BART extensions from Fremont to 
Warm Springs and from Warm Springs to San Jose/Santa Clara.  An updated, validated ACCMA 
model was not available when the BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR was issued in 
November 2009, and is still not available.  Moreover, in April 2010, the Federal Transit 
Administration and Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority issued a Final Environmental Impact 
Statement which evaluates a shorter Berryessa Extension Project in addition to the extension to San 
Jose/Santa Clara, suggesting that the project may not extend to downtown San Jose in its initial phase.  

It is important to note that for a program EIR the objective is to provide a fair comparison of the 
alternatives under consideration.  As all the alternatives were tested using the same transit network, the 
fact that the BART extension to San Jose/Santa Clara was not included should not have any impact on 
the findings of the comparative analysis.  A BART extension to San Jose/Santa Clara could feasibly 
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draw some ridership away from the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE), since ACE services currently 
extend to San Jose.  However, ACE serves a different portion of Santa Clara County from that which 
would be served by BART, so it is unlikely that the impact on the ACE ridership would be great.  All 
of the alternatives for the BART to Livermore have an ACE connection, with the exception of 
Alterative 4 — Isabel/I-580, so any ridership impact would be similar for each of them.  For 
Alternative 4, ACE riders would not be able to transfer to BART which could result in slightly lower 
ridership gain from a BART to San Jose/Santa Clara extension than for the other alternatives.  In 
comparison to the total ridership on this alternative, the expected change would be minor and would 
not affect the relative ranking of the alternatives and, thus, the ability of the BART Board of Directors 
to select a preferred alignment. 

Incremental Transit Assignment 

The ACCMA travel model (as well as the MTC model and many other travel models) uses an “all-or-
nothing” transit assignment.  All transit trips between an origin and a destination are assigned to the 
single shortest path.  This means that, once a certain number of BART riders decide to go from their 
points of origin to BART by driving, the model assumes that they will all drive to the nearest station.  
This approach can result in significant overloading at one station and no trips through another station, 
with no regard for the effect on parking at the overloaded station. 

In reality, the trip distribution is a dynamic process, which is affected by both the travel time to the 
BART station and the time needed to access parking once the driver arrives there.  The parking time at 
a station is a component of the total trip time.  When many vehicles park at a certain station, the 
parking time increases as the parking distance from the station increases.  The result is that the later-
arriving riders will redirect to stations further away, where the increased time to drive there is less than 
the increased time to park at the closest station.  This point was made by a number of commentors who 
questioned how riders were assigned to particular stations and whether parking availability was 
considered in the assignment. The modeling process did not place any constraint on the availability of 
parking at a given station.  This provides an estimate of ridership demand which is not limited by the 
amount of parking.  In turn, this approach provides an estimate of how much parking would be needed 
to accommodate the forecast demand at each station. 

To better represent the trip allocation associated with parking access times, the transportation modelers 
for the BART to Livermore Program EIR developed an incremental transit assignment for park-and-
ride trips.  The incremental transit assignment divides the park-and-ride trips between each origin and 
destination into a series of time periods, assuming that the earlier drivers will go to the closest BART 
station and the later drivers will go to more distant stations, in proportion to the number of vehicles 
already parked at the closer stations.  This method was applied to peak period park-and-ride trips to the 
BART stations in the study area (Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore), in order to forecast the ridership 
by station in a more realistic way.  
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Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT)  

Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) is calculated as the number of vehicles on a roadway segment 
multiplied by the length of the segment, summed over all road segments in a certain geographic area.  
For ACCMA modeling purposes, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Highway 
Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) estimates daily VMT for each county throughout California 
based on a sample of traffic counts on various roadway types.  VMT is calculated from the ACCMA 
model by multiplying link volumes (the number of vehicles on a given roadway link) by link distances 
(the length of the roadway link).   

Generally, a transit improvement such as the BART to Livermore Extension Program will result in a 
reduction in the total VMT compared to the No Build Alternative, because auto drivers and passengers 
elect to use the new transit service instead of driving.  These VMT savings may be somewhat offset by 
drivers who have to drive out of their normal commuter direction in order to use one of the stations.  
For example, if a driver from Livermore were to use the Greenville East Station (Alternative 1) instead 
of driving from home to work in Downtown Oakland, there would be a savings in VMT for their trip 
on BART.  However, there would also be a smaller increase in VMT for the added distance they would 
drive from home to reach the Greenville East Station, reducing the total amount of VMT savings.  The 
modeling for the BART to Livermore Program EIR takes such offsets into account, in order to 
accurately present the expected VMT reductions from extending BART service to this region.  

MASTER RESPONSE 3: CHAIN OF LAKES/EL CHARRO ROAD ALIGNMENT 

Five of the extension alternatives analyzed in the Draft Program EIR would traverse El Charro Road, a 
private road providing truck access between I-580 and Stanley Boulevard for surrounding quarry 
operations.  The BART extension alternatives (specifically, Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5) propose 
an aerial structure through an area known as the Chain of Lakes.  The Chain of Lakes is composed of 
aggregate pits (sand and gravel mining), which are located both east and west of El Charro Road.  The 
quarried pits are gradually being filled with water, providing a surface water storage and conveyance 
system and flood control for the County of Alameda Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
Zone 7 (Zone 7). 

Several commentors questioned the viability of a Chain of Lakes/El Charro Road alignment due to 
concerns about engineering feasibility, environmental impacts, and conflicts with future plans and 
mineral extraction.  In fact, because of these considerations, many of these commentors, including 
several public agency stakeholders, have expressed opposition to this alignment.  This Master Response 
addresses these concerns about the Chain of Lakes/El Charro Road alignment. 

For those comments that are concerned about the degree of detail in the analysis in the Draft Program 
EIR, please refer to Master Response 1, Purpose of a Program EIR Compared to a Project EIR, which 
discusses the degree of detail appropriate for a program-level document compared to the level of 
analysis that will be provided in a subsequent, project-level document.  For those comments regarding 
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the effects of a BART extension alternative on the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan Amendment/Staples 
Ranch Project, which borders El Charro Road, please refer to Master Response 4. 

Engineering Feasibility and Design 

While further geotechnical investigations will be necessary for project-level design if this alignment 
were selected as the preferred route, the alignment through the Chain of Lakes is feasible from an 
engineering and constructability perspective.  This assessment is based on available geologic and 
seismic data, including current site reconnaissance and information from earlier, numerous site borings 
throughout the Chain of Lakes area. 

All alignments traversing the Chain of Lakes area are anticipated to be in a 3.3-mile aerial structure.  
The aerial segment would begin where the alignment departs I-580 just west of El Charro Road, extend 
along existing El Charro Road and Quarry Road alignments southeasterly through the Chain of Lakes, 
and then turn easterly adjacent to the UPRR rail line paralleling Stanley Boulevard.  The sandy soil 
throughout this area would necessitate employing subsurface, steel-pipe piles (different from the 
standard concrete piles) in the below-grade footings to support the columns and aerial guideway.  
These steel-pipe piles would be the same 70-foot length as standard BART concrete piles.  Liquefaction 
susceptibility was fully considered in the selection of these non-standard piles. 

The entire foundation comprised of these non-standard piles would be below grade just like the 
foundation for a standard BART column.  The average spacing between the columns using the non-
standard piles would be 80 feet, just like with standard columns.  Therefore, the columns and the entire 
aerial structure in the Chain of Lakes area would present the exact same appearance as would an aerial 
structure using standard piles for the foundation system. 

Side slopes for the column foundations in the Chain of Lakes area are required to be 1:2 (vertical to 
horizontal).  The horizontal distances between the column foundations and the bottom of the quarry pits 
are sufficient to achieve these required slopes.  Therefore, the aerial alignment through the Chain of 
Lakes area would not require retaining walls. 

The aerial alignment leaving I-580 would be on the west side of El Charro Road, passing over 
Stoneridge Drive before crossing over to the east side of El Charro Road and continuing through the 
quarry.  This alignment would avoid the complexities of the intersection of El Charro Road, Stoneridge 
Drive, and Jack London Boulevard.  Stoneridge Drive will be from 80 to 110 feet wide at this point, so 
that a BART aerial alignment through this section would most likely cross with a single, pre-cast-
concrete span with supporting bents on each side of Stoneridge Drive.  Further south, the alignment 
would cross El Charro Road at a skew angle, which may necessitate two spans, supported by a column 
in the median of El Charro Road, or a longer, more costly, single span. 

In summary, the aerial alignment proposed along El Charro Road can be feasibly constructed, and 
despite geotechnical and soil limitations, they can be addressed through proper design.  Notably, the 
design of the BART aerial guideway through the Chain of Lakes area for Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, 
and 5 assumes that by the time a BART extension alternative is implemented, the mineral resources 
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will have been removed and El Charro Road will have become a public street approximately along its 
present alignment.  Under these conditions, no mineral resources along the present alignment of El 
Charro Road would be affected, because they would have already been extracted.  If mineral resources 
remain along the present alignment of El Charro Road or in areas where the aerial structure diverged 
from the present alignment of El Charro Road, there could be mineral resources impacts, as more fully 
described below.   

Environmental Impacts  

Comments received on the environmental impacts of an aerial alignment along El Charro Road mostly 
concerned noise, vibration, and aesthetics. 

Noise.  Future noise level predictions were completed along the El Charro Road alignment for existing 
residential uses in the Draft Program EIR.  Specifically, noise predictions along El Charro Road were 
completed at locations P14 and P15, which are located along El Charro Road, between I-580 and 
Stanley Boulevard, approximately 100 feet from the alignment (see Figures 3.10-7, 8, 10, 12, and 14, 
and Table 3.10-11).  These locations acknowledge that there are two to three single family homes along 
this portion of the alignment and represent the only sensitive receptors along the El Charro Road 
alignment.  The Draft Program EIR acknowledges an increase in the noise levels, which would exceed 
the established threshold for sensitive receptors.  This is due mainly to the alignment departing from 
the I-580 median and entering into an area with a much quieter existing noise level (see page 3.10-43, 
paragraph 3). 

With construction of the proposed alignment along El Charro Road, noise levels are predicted to 
increase 7.3 dBA Ldn and 16.5 dBA Ldn at locations P14 and P15, respectively.  Mitigation Measure 
NO-1.1 is proposed, which includes installation of noise attenuation measures by BART to substantially 
reduce or avoid impacts related to noise; however, sufficient information is not available at the 
program-level to conclude with certainty that mitigation is feasible, or if measures are available to 
reduce all impacts to a less-than-significant level.  Therefore, the noise impacts along the El Charro 
Road alignment are considered potentially significant and unavoidable (see page 3-10-52, paragraphs 2 
and 3). 

Master Response 4, Staples Ranch, discusses the potential for noise impacts to future residential 
receptors at the Staples Ranch site.  Staples Ranch is a foreseeable future project, for which the City of 
Pleasanton certified an EIR in February 2009, and a Final Supplemental EIR is scheduled to be 
certified in June 2010, providing considerable detail on the planned development.  By contrast, because 
there are no specific recreational plans known at this time through the Chain of Lakes area, the Draft 
Program EIR does not include a discussion of noise impacts on such future activities in the Chain of 
Lakes area.   

Vibration.  The Draft Program EIR acknowledges that along certain portions of the BART extension 
alternatives, groundborne vibration would be generated that could annoy nearby sensitive receptors.  
This is of particular concern where BART trains cross a “switch.”  Railroad switches allow trains to 
cross from one track to another, and these switches have gaps that increase vibration levels as a vehicle 
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crosses over the gaps (see page 3.10-65, paragraph 6).  These switches are usually located near stations 
and maintenance facilities.  As the El Charro Road alignment would traverse El Charro Road in an 
aerial structure, and would not be near a station or maintenance facility, the BART trains would not 
cross a switch along El Charro Road.  Vibration impacts would be less than significant along El Charro 
Road. 

Aesthetics.  Comments on the Draft Program EIR analysis of visual quality along El Charro Road can 
generally be broken into two categories: 1) comments questioning whether the aerial structure would 
have a significant impact on the Staples Ranch area; and 2) comments questioning whether the aerial 
structure would have a significant impact on the visual quality of existing conditions along El Charro 
Road.  For those comments on the Staples Ranch area, please refer to Master Response 4, Staples 
Ranch. 

The Draft Program EIR acknowledges that the proposed aerial structure would be a large structure and 
noticeable; however, the aerial structure in the stretch where it is within and proximate to I-580 would 
be visually compatible with the existing overpasses and ramps associated with I-580.  Further south 
along El Charro Road, the area adjacent to the alignment is sparsely vegetated and surrounded by flat 
quarry land with low visual quality (see page 3.5-25, paragraph 1, of the Draft Program EIR).  To 
clarify the impact of the aerial structure along El Charro Road, the fifth and sixth sentences of the first 
paragraph of page 3.5-25 are revised as follows: 

The aerial structure would be visually prominent obtrusive due to the fact that, unlike the area 
around the intersection of El Charro Road and I-580, there is no existing transportation 
infrastructure of similar visual quality in the immediate area in an environment where no such 
existing structures exist.  However, because this area the aerial structure would be located in an 
area where the is of low overall existing visual quality and largely devoid of built and natural 
features and scenic vantage points is low, the aerial structure along El Charro Road would not 
result in a significant impact for this alternative. 

As stated subsequently in the same section (Section 3.5, Visual Quality), the aerial structure would not 
obstruct views (see page 3.5-39, paragraph 3).  The Draft Program EIR provides illustrations in Figure 
3.5-12 and Figure 3.5-13 (see pages 3.5-26 and 3.5-27), which depict a conceptual rendering of the 
proposed aerial structure at El Charro Road and I-580, and El Charro Road and Stanley Boulevard, 
respectively.  Due to the low visual quality of the area adjacent to El Charro Road, the aerial structure 
would not change or remove visually important landscaping or existing structures that would detract 
from the existing visual quality of the area along El Charro Road (see page 3.5-42, paragraph 4). 

Visual Compatibility with Future Development Plans.  Under CEQA, the visual impact analysis is 
concerned with alterations to public views and vantage points, rather than loss or obstruction of private 
views.  Views of privately planned development are not considered scenic views protected by CEQA; 
however, the Draft Program EIR describes the effects of the aerial alignment on proposed commercial 
development at Staples Ranch because this concern was raised during the scoping meeting for the 
Program EIR (see page 3.5-39, paragraph 3). 
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In addition, many of these comments focused on how these impacts could affect planned and future 
developments along El Charro Road (i.e., Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan/Staples Ranch).  Please see 
Master Response 4, Staples Ranch, for a discussion of the consideration of Staples Ranch, both as a 
cumulative project, and as a “future existing condition” with the potential for impacts to residents at 
the Staples Ranch site. 

Compatibility with Future Recreational Plans.  With regard to future recreational uses at the Chain 
of Lakes, BART acknowledges Zone 7’s present and future ownership interests in the Chain of Lakes 
area; the Draft Program EIR notes the area’s land use designation of Aggregate/Water Resource (see 
Figure 3.3-1 on page 3.3-5).  In addition, BART acknowledges a present and future trail network at or 
near the Chain of Lakes/El Charro Road alignment. 

As noted on page 3.3-1, paragraph 4, of the Draft Program EIR, the California Government Code, 
Section 53090, exempts BART from complying with local land use policies and plans.  As a result of 
this exemption, inconsistencies with such policies would not be considered significant impacts under 
CEQA.  However, BART has made an effort to include descriptions of all relevant county and city 
planning documents in Section 3.3, Land Use, of the Draft Program EIR (see pages 3.3-19 to 3.3-33).  
Zone 7 noted in its comments that there is a 1981 Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry 
Area Reclamation (LAVQAR) that should be described in the Draft Program EIR.  In response, the 
following text is inserted before the second paragraph of page 3.3-23 of the Draft Program EIR: 

Alameda County Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation 
(LAVQAR).  Adopted in November 1981, LAVQAR is a plan for the reclamation, reuse, and 
rehabilitation of the 3,820-acre area between Pleasanton and Livermore designated for sand and 
gravel quarrying.  LAVQAR was developed in response to the State Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act of 1975, which requires reclamation plans for all mining operations conducted 
after January 1, 1976.  The central concept of LAVQAR is the gradual transformation of 
quarried pits into a “chain of lakes” that will provide a surface water storage and conveyance 
system and flood control strategy for Zone 7.  Under the terms of this reclamation agreement, 
quarry operators must dedicate mined-out pits, water management facilities, and supporting 
land areas to Zone 7 for ownership and management.  Although some portions have already 
been dedicated to Zone 7, LAVQAR is a staged reclamation process by which mined-out lands 
will be dedicated to Zone 7 until the year 2030, when reserves are expected to be depleted.   

Although station areas or yards would not encroach into this area, the El Charro Road 
alignment of Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would traverse a part of this area.  While the 
specific details of the future uses and activities envisioned by the LAVQAR remain speculative 
at this time, an aerial structure would not necessarily detract from the proposed water storage 
and flood control facility nor conflict with possible recreational uses considered for the mined-
out quarry pits.  However, this issue would be reevaluated in a BART to Livermore project 
EIR, if this alignment alternative is selected and the water storage and flood control facilities 
and recreational uses are in place at that time. 
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Study area land uses designated for resource management are identified in Figure 3.3-5 of the Draft 
Program EIR.  The majority of land surrounding El Charro Road, from I-580 to the UPRR alignment, 
is designated for resource management in the East County Area General Plan (see page 3.3-31, 
paragraph 3).  Currently, Zone 7 does not have any specific plans for recreational uses of the Chain of 
Lakes.  As stated previously, the Program EIR properly addresses the impacts of a BART extension on 
existing conditions. 

Page 3.3-19 of the Draft Program EIR, under Applicable Plans and Policies, is revised with the 
following text, and inserted after the second paragraph, to include a description of the East Bay 
Regional Parks District (EBRPD) Master Plan Map: 

East Bay Regional Parks District (EBRPD) 2007 Master Plan Map.  The EBRPD is currently 
updating the written portion of its 2007 Master Plan, which will ultimately define the District’s 
vision, prioritize future expansion, and provide policies and guidelines to implement that 
expansion.  Although the written portion of the Master Plan is not complete, the 2007 Master 
Plan Map has been officially adopted by the EBRPD Board of Directors.  This map identifies 
potential future EBRPD parklands and trails, including several potential regional trails that 
would intersect the Chain of Lakes area.  The El Charro aerial structure included in 
Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would pass over these future trails and would not impede 
movement along the trails. 

Future regional trails identified on the EBRPD 2007 Master Plan Map in proximity to the potential 
aerial BART structure along El Charro Road include the Doolan Canyon to I-580 trail, Arroyo Mocho 
trail, San Joaquin County to Shadow Cliffs trail, and Shadow Cliffs to Morgan Territory trail.  
Although the exact design and visual quality of these trails cannot be assessed since the 2007 Master 
Plan has not been adopted, it is assumed that the visual resources along these future trails would be 
generally equivalent to the existing visual resources in the area, as assessed in the Draft Program EIR.  
As indicated by Mitigation Measures TR-8.1 and TR-8.2, if the selected alignment analyzed in the 
project-level environmental review document is found to impact an existing or reasonably foreseeable 
trail, BART will adopt measures to reduce this impact. 

Conflicts with Access to Mineral Extraction.  Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would pass through 
lands designated by the State and the County as regionally significant sources of construction-grade 
aggregate, and recognized by Livermore and Pleasanton as part of the LAVQAR, adopted in 1981.  
The analysis in Impact GEO-5, Loss of a Mineral Resource or Mineral Resource Recovery Site, 
beginning on page 3.7-46 of the Draft Program EIR, recognizes a potentially significant and 
unavoidable impact for Alternatives 3a and 5 due to loss of access to mineral resources within the 
Isabel/Stanley Station footprint.   

The engineering design and the analysis in the Draft Program EIR assumes that by the time a BART 
extension alternative is implemented, the mineral resources will have been removed and El Charro 
Road will have become a public street approximately along its present alignment.  Under these 
conditions, no mineral resources along the present alignment of El Charro Road would be affected, 
because they would have already been extracted.  However, if a BART extension alternative were to be 
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constructed in this area prior to 2030, when the resources are expected to be mined out, or mineral 
resources remain along the present alignment of El Charro Road or in areas where the aerial structure 
diverged from the present alignment of El Charro Road (an area roughly estimated to be about 4 
acres), there could be mineral resources impacts.  The loss of access to these mineral resource areas 
under these scenarios would need to be assessed in a project-level environmental review document if 
any of the alternatives along El Charro Road were selected for further engineering development and 
environmental review.  Although the actual loss of access to recoverable mineral resources would be 
relatively minor compared to the remaining resources in the Livermore-Amador Valley, there could be 
a significant impact, based on the area’s being in a designated Resource Sector.  If the BART Board 
selects one of these five alternatives as its preferred alternative, then further consultation with the 
quarry owners and the agencies involved in the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act and the LAVQAR 
Specific Plan would be warranted to determine the feasibility of mitigating the impacts.   

MASTER RESPONSE 4: STAPLES RANCH   

A number of comments raised concerns regarding the potential impacts that some BART to Livermore 
extension alignment alternatives could have on future development at Staples Ranch.  As described in 
the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.1-10, paragraphs 2 and 3), Staples Ranch is a 124-acre undeveloped 
site just south of I-580 and west of El Charro Road, within Pleasanton’s Sphere of Influence in 
unincorporated Alameda County.  The Staples Ranch site was proposed for development under the 
Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan, which was adopted by the City of Pleasanton in 1989.  At that time, 
the Staples Ranch site was designated for a mix of uses including service commercial/light industrial, 
commercial, and park uses.   

Status of Staples Ranch Plans 

The Draft Program EIR notes on page 3.1-10, that an amendment to the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan 
was approved and an EIR was certified for the Staples Ranch project in February 2009 by the City of 
Pleasanton.  The project EIR and amended plan allows for development of an auto mall, a senior care 
community, retail and commercial uses, and a community park on the Staples Ranch site.  However, in 
response to new information obtained since certification of the Staples Ranch EIR, Pleasanton 
determined that it was necessary to prepare a Draft Supplemental EIR (SEIR) before adopting the 
project.  The Staples Ranch Draft SEIR was released for public review in November 2009 and the 
review period closed in December 2009. The Final SEIR is scheduled to be certified in June 2010.  

CEQA Definition of Baseline Conditions 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) states that the environmental setting or “baseline” for an EIR 
normally consists of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project site as they 
exist at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published.  The NOP for the BART to Livermore 
Draft Program EIR was released in June 2008, prior to certification and approval of the Staples Ranch 
SEIR in February 2009.  At that time, the Staples Ranch site was vacant, as it remains today.  
Moreover, as of June 2008, the adopted Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan identified only commercial and 
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light industrial land uses for the Staples Ranch site.  Accordingly, strictly speaking, the Draft Program 
EIR was not required to consider impacts of extending BART to Livermore on potential future 
development at Staples Ranch, which is not yet part of the existing environment. 

Nevertheless, in response to comments and under the circumstances, BART believes it is appropriate to 
discuss the potential for impacts to future occupants of Staples Ranch for the benefit of decision-makers 
and the public.  From the comments received on the Draft Program EIR and discussions among BART 
and City of Pleasanton staff, it is clear that there is a high degree of interest and concern regarding this 
issue.  Moreover, in light of the City’s recent approval of the Staples Ranch SEIR and project, it 
appears likely that development may occur by the time BART prepares a project-level EIR and adopts a 
project extending BART to Livermore.  However, by that time BART will have selected the preferred 
alignment alternative, and it will be too late for a project-level analysis of impacts on Staples Ranch to 
inform the choice of alignment.  Recent CEQA cases, including the California Supreme Court’s 
decision in Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management District, 
emphasize that an EIR should not mechanically rely on a “snapshot” of conditions at the time of the 
NOP to provide the baseline, if those conditions are not representative of expected conditions based on 
longer term information.  In particular, the cases suggest that when existing conditions are expected to 
change during the period of environmental review, it may be more appropriate to compare the project’s 
impacts to predicted conditions as of the expected date of project approval, rather than to conditions at 
the time CEQA review began.  Therefore, in order for the Final Program EIR to provide a basis for an 
informed decision on the environmental consequences of selecting a preferred alignment alternative, the 
discussion below addresses the Staples Ranch development as if it were a “future existing condition.”  
However, it should be emphasized that these are unusual circumstances, resulting from the nearly 
coinciding timing of the City’s SEIR and project adoption with BART’s Program EIR and preferred 
alignment selection.  It remains true that, generally, potential future development that may be in the 
planning stage, but does not yet exist, does not form part of the environmental setting or baseline for 
analysis of project-level impacts. 

It is important to note that, separate from the concept of “baseline” or existing conditions, CEQA also 
requires reasonably foreseeable future projects to be considered in the analysis of cumulative impacts.  
In other words, BART must consider the cumulative effects of an extension to Livermore, together 
with reasonably foreseeable future development, on other receptors and land uses which already exist 
in the study area.  Since a proposal was in place to amend the Specific Plan and land uses at the Staples 
Ranch site, the Specific Plan Amendment and associated land uses were considered to be a reasonably 
foreseeable project under CEQA for the BART to Livermore Extension Program EIR.  Accordingly, 
the Staples Ranch project is listed as a “cumulative project” on page 3.1-10 in the Draft Program EIR 
and is among the reasonably foreseeable future projects included in the cumulative impacts analysis 
throughout the document.  In addition, the Staples Ranch project is considered part of the No Build 
Alternative, which also includes reasonably foreseeable future projects.  In addition, as noted on pages 
3.2-36 and 3.2-37 of the Draft Program EIR, the Stoneridge Drive extension, which would extend 
through the Staples Ranch site, was included in the No Build Alternative. 
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Impacts on Future Staples Ranch Development 

Consistent with the foregoing discussion, the following information about potential impacts from the 
BART to Livermore extension alternatives on future receptors at the Staples Ranch site is presented to 
provide a basis for an informed decision on the environmental consequences of constructing the 
extension alternatives and the selection of a preferred alternative.  The analysis of impacts at the 
Staples Ranch site are based on comments received on the BART to Livermore Extension Draft 
Program EIR related to the Staples Ranch site from the City of Pleasanton, Pleasanton Chamber of 
Commerce, and future developers at the Staples Ranch site.  In particular, the concerns raised are 
related to land use, visual quality, traffic, noise, and air quality.  Each of these topics, as they relate to 
the comments received on the Draft Program EIR, are briefly discussed below.  For reference, Figure 
3-1 presented below, has been created to show the El Charro Road alignments in relation to the 
conceptual site plan presented in the Draft Program EIR for the Staples Ranch site.  As shown, the 
BART alignment would cross the Staples Ranch site in the northwest corner of the site, in an area 
designated for parking and landscaping at the proposed auto mall.  

Land Use.  The Draft Program EIR Section 3.3, Land Use, provided figures showing the existing land 
uses in the study area, special planning areas, and General Plan designations.  The figures in Section 
3.3, Land Use, of the Draft Program EIR reflect the adopted land use designations at the time of the 
NOP and show the Staples Ranch site to be vacant.  However, since the time of the NOP the 
Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan has been amended and approved by the City of Pleasanton.  Therefore, 
to reflect the most current amendments to the land use designations by the City of Pleasanton, Figure 
3.3-5 from the Draft Program EIR has been updated to reflect the changes to the Staples Ranch site.  
(See Section 6, Revisions to the Draft Program EIR.)   

Visual Quality.  Comments received on visual quality included concerns about potential impacts to 
visual resources at Staples Ranch and impacts to views for future Staples Ranch continuing care 
community residents, pedestrians, and trail and park users.  Under Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5, 
BART would transition from an at-grade configuration in the I-580 median into an aerial configuration 
adjacent the Staples Ranch continuing care community site.  These alternatives would continuing in a 
3.3-mile continuous aerial structure from the I-580 break-out just west of El Charro Road, around the 
planned Staples Ranch auto mall, and then continue southeasterly above the existing El Charro Road, 
over the Chain of Lakes.  The following analysis presents visual impacts to the Staples Ranch site 
associated with this aerial configuration.   

Visual Compatibility.  As explained on page 3.5-14 of the Draft Program EIR (first bullet point), 
factors that influence the CEQA visual compatibility analysis include the physical layout and scale of 
constructed features as compared to that of existing features, differences in building mass and form, 
and the introduction of obtrusive elements that are substantially out of character with the surrounding 
setting.   
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The Draft Program EIR discusses potential impacts associated with visual compatibility of the aerial 
configuration along El Charro Road on pages 3.5-25 through 3.5-36.  For each of the five alternatives 
that contain the aerial structure, the Draft Program EIR states that the proposed aerial structure would 
be visually prominent, yet compatible with existing highway overpasses and ramps.  Buildout of 
Staples Ranch would not increase the visual incompatibility or prominence of the aerial structure.  
Although the rise in the aerial structure would begin adjacent to the Staples Ranch residential 
continuing care community, its approximately 30-foot height at this point, combined with its location in 
the median and behind the 28-foot tall sound wall structure (to be developed as part of Staples Ranch), 
would prevent it from appearing significantly out of scale or visually dominant.  Further east, the aerial 
structure would increase in height to approximately 40-feet high to the west of the existing El Charro 
overpass.  Here, the 37-acre auto mall and 11-acre retail center would be dominated by hardscaped 
surfaces; parking lots full of new automobiles; tall, freeway-oriented signage and large, boxy auto 
showroom structures.  The aerial transit structure would not be incompatible or out of scale with this 
expansive built landscape.  The Draft Program EIR provided a photo simulation with the auto mall 
signage and freeway overpass in Figure 3.5-19 (page 3.5-41).  Moreover, the aerial structure would 
not run directly over either of these properties, but would skirt their northern and eastern boundaries 
above existing freeway infrastructure and roadways that form the natural boundary of the Staples 
Ranch site.  This layout further ensures that the aerial structure would not be incompatible with or 
visually intrude onto that portion of the Staples Ranch site.   

Finally, the five-acre Staples Ranch neighborhood park would be entirely separated and effectively 
distanced from the aerial structure by the 37-acre auto mall, while the majority of the 17-acre 
community park would be separated from the aerial structure by the 11-acre retail center.  Here, the 
height of the aerial structure would ensure that it is visually striking.  However, the linear form and 
minimal footprint of the structure, its location at the natural boundary of the Staples Ranch site rather 
than directly above either of the parks, and the fact that both parks would be developed immediately 
adjacent to two large, auto-oriented commercial sites, mean that the aerial structure would not result in 
a significant incompatibility impact.   

For these reasons, the analysis of impacts related to visual compatibility for Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 
3a, and 5 are consistent with those originally reported in the Draft Program EIR.  Alternatives 1a, 1b, 
2a, and 3a would have potentially significant and unavoidable impacts related to other sections of their 
alignments, while the impact of Alternative 5 would be less than significant (see Table 3.5-1, page 
3.5-18).  

View Obstruction.  As explained on page 3.5-14 of the Draft Program EIR (second bullet point), view 
obstruction refers to blockage of a natural, scenic vista from a business or residential area.  An impact 
would be considered potentially significant if it were to have a substantial adverse effect on an 
important vista normally experienced by large numbers of people.   

Conclusions of significance for view obstruction are largely the result of adverse affects on designated 
scenic vistas.  The Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 does not identify any scenic routes or views in 
the study area (page 3.5-13, last paragraph) and, as illustrated on Figure 3.5-8 (page 3.5-12), there are 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 3  Master Responses 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 3-18 
June 2010 

no City of Livermore designated scenic vistas from the area of the Staples Ranch site.  The nearest 
designated vistas are south across I-580 from just west of Doolan Road and north from Vineyard 
Avenue just west of Isabel Avenue (page 3.5-11, bullet points).  

As summarized in Table 3.5-1 (page 3.5-18), none of the alternatives were found to have significant 
impacts related to the obstruction of important views or scenic vistas.  View obstruction is analyzed on 
pages 3.5-37 to 3.5-39, and the Draft Program EIR concludes that the El Charro aerial structure of 
Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would not be of sufficiently high profile to affect long-range views to 
the south (page 3.5-38, paragraph 1) and would only intermittently interrupt views through and beneath 
it.  

Development of Staples Ranch would not be located in a designated scenic corridor or vista, and 
therefore, the BART aerial structure would not impact scenic vistas to visitors and residents of Staples 
Ranch.  Although the residential, recreational, and commercial components of the development mean 
that the aerial structure would be visible to large numbers of people, the form and height of the 
structure, combined with its proximity to the Staples Ranch site, preclude the structure from severely 
obstructing long range views.  As noted, the aerial structure would not be at full height at the point 
north of the continuing care community, and would be positioned behind the 28-foot sound barrier.  To 
the northeast and east of Staples Ranch, the structure would be taller and, thus, fully visible from the 
site.  However, as stressed in the Draft Program EIR, visibility through and beneath the aerial structure 
would result in only intermittent view blockage.  Visitors to the Staples Ranch auto mall and retail 
center would be near enough the structure such that views of the hills to the east and northeast would 
be maintained.  While users of Staples Ranch parks would be further from the structure, their views 
would be dominated by the buildings, landscaping, and parking lots associated with the commercial 
components of Staples Ranch, immediately north and east of the parks.  Visitors in the southern portion 
of the community park and those using the regional trail would have unobstructed eastward views of 
the aerial structure.  Still, long range views from these areas would be largely maintained due to the 
spaced, pillared footprint and height of the aerial structure.  

For these reasons, the analysis of impacts related to view obstruction for Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, 
and 5 are consistent with those originally reported in the Draft Program EIR.  All five alternatives 
would have less-than-significant impacts (see Table 3.5-1, page 3.5-18).  

Disturbance to Scenic Resources.  As explained on page 3.5-14 of the Draft Program EIR (third bullet 
point), scenic resource disturbance refers to the disturbance or loss of characteristic visual amenities 
such as vegetation, rock outcroppings, visual landmarks or historic resources.   

The Draft Program EIR discusses potential impacts associated with disturbance of scenic resources 
caused by the El Charro aerial configuration on page 3.5-42.  It concludes that the structure would not 
change or remove visually important landscaping or existing structures that would detract from the 
overall visual quality of the area (paragraph 4).  This conclusion would not change with buildout of 
Staples Ranch.  Although development of Staples Ranch would significantly alter the visual character 
of the area from undeveloped to developed, it would not result in the addition of significant visual 
resources or unique, characteristic visual amenities that would be removed or disturbed by the aerial 
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structure.  The continuing care center, auto mall, retail center, and parks are not unique visual 
amenities of historic or natural significance; similar examples of highway-oriented development and 
public parks can be found throughout the study area.  In addition, as noted, the aerial structure has a 
minimal built footprint and would not pass directly above any of these elements.  Thus, it would not 
result in the disturbance or removal of potential visual resources.   

For these reasons, the analysis of impacts related to disturbance to scenic resources for Alternatives 1a, 
1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 are consistent with those originally reported in the Draft Program EIR.  All five 
alternatives would have less-than-significant impacts (see Table 3.5-1, page 3.5-18).  

Light and Glare.  As explained on page 3.5-15 of the Draft Program EIR (first bullet point), a 
potentially significant light- and glare-related impact would be based on the creation of a new source of 
substantial light or glare which would adversely impact day or nighttime views.  The Draft Program 
EIR states that new sources of light would primarily be added at station areas and yards, and that 
lighting along trackways would not contribute to significant impacts related to light or glare (page 
3.5-43, last paragraph).  Because Staples Ranch is approximately two miles from the nearest station or 
yard, the analysis of impacts related to light and glare for Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 are 
consistent with those originally reported in the Draft Program EIR.  All five alternatives would have 
potentially significant impacts that could be reduced to less-than-significant levels through mitigation, 
in the form of sensitive lighting specification and design (see Table 3.5-1, page 3.5-18). 

Traffic.  As noted the Draft Program EIR did identify the Stoneridge Drive Extension as a significant 
element of Pleasanton’s circulation system.  The development of the scope of the traffic analysis in the 
Draft Program EIR took into careful consideration the potential traffic impacts of the proposed BART 
extension alternatives.  Generally these impacts fall into two categories: 

1. Impacts of the proposed transit improvement on the regional and local traffic facilities in the 
corridor – As compared to the No-Build Alternative, each of the alternatives attract a number 
of auto drivers to use BART, which results in a beneficial effect.  Traffic flows on I-580 and 
other major east-west routes in the Tri-Valley study are would be reduced as compared to the 
No Build Alternative. 

2. Impacts of the traffic activity generated by the proposed new stations – New BART stations 
create a node of transportation activity and the increased traffic around the stations and on the 
key routes leading to and the stations can generate adverse traffic impacts. 

Examining the Stoneridge Drive Extension and the traffic circulation in and around the Staples Ranch 
project area in light of the types of impacts noted above yields the following conclusions: 

Because each of the alternatives would have a beneficial impact on traffic on I-580 and 
Stoneridge Drive would extend parallel to I-580, it is likely that the BART extension 
alternatives would actually have a beneficial effect on future traffic conditions on Stoneridge 
Drive as compared to conditions under the No Build Alternative. 

Stoneridge Drive is not a direct access route to any of the proposed new BART stations 
associated with the alternatives.   The closest BART station to Staples Ranch would be the 
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existing Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station.  Because all of the alternatives result in less traffic 
at the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station than that forecast for the No Build Alternative, it is 
unlikely that there would be any impact on Stoneridge Drive.  It is more likely that given the 
implementation of one of the proposed alternatives, there would be a reduction in the traffic on 
Stoneridge Drive as compared to the No-Build Alternative.    

Noise and Vibration.  Comments received on the Draft Program EIR included concerns about 
potential noise impacts to future residents and park users at the Staples Ranch site.  The Staples Ranch 
development would include residents as part of a senior care community.  The land use map and 
conceptual site plans for the senior care community, as shown in the Staples Ranch EIR, indicate that 
residents at the senior care community would be located adjacent to I-580 and would also include a 
sound barrier consisting of a 20-foot tall berm and 8-foot tall wall constructed adjacent to I-580 to 
reduce traffic noise levels from the freeway.  For the BART to Livermore extension alternatives that 
would run at-grade within the I-580 median near the Staples Ranch site (Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4), 
noise conditions at the senior care community would be similar to those analyzed for receptor P1 (see 
Draft Program EIR Figures 3.10-6, 3.10-9, 3.10-10, and 3.10-13).  Therefore, impacts to receptors at 
Staples Ranch would be less than significant under each of these extension alternatives.   

However, for Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5, BART would be at-grade in the median of I-580 near 
the existing residential receptors west of Staples Ranch (receptor P1), and would transition into an 
aerial configuration adjacent to the Staples Ranch site while still in the median, continuing in an aerial 
configuration onto El Charro Road.  Because the aerial transition involves a relatively tight curve from 
I-580 to El Charro Road, speeds on the aerial curve would be limited to 50 miles per hour.  The 
following analysis presents noise impacts on the Staples Ranch site associated with the aerial 
configuration associated with Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5.   

Predicted future noise levels for the Staples Ranch site near I-580 and El Charro Road are presented in 
Table 3-1.  As shown, future baseline noise levels near I-580 would be approximately 71 dBA Ldn at 
the proposed setback of the residential buildings (without a wall), approximately 58 dBA Ldn near the 
center of the Staples Ranch site (approximates future baseline noise levels for the east side of the senior 
care community facing El Charro Road), and approximately 55 dBA Leq for areas near El Charro Road 
where the community park is proposed.  Given the future baseline noise levels for the Staples Ranch 
site, the addition of BART train noise to baseline noise levels at the proposed residential and park 
locations would be less than the identified significance criteria for three of the four locations, as shown 
in Table 3-1.   
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Table 3-1 
Predicted Noise Levels from BART Trains on Staples Ranch Land Uses  

Along El Charro Road Alignments 

Receptors at Staples Ranch 
Site 

Distance From 
Tracks to 

Receptor (ft) 

Future Baseline 
Noise Levels 

(dBA, Ldn/Leq)a, b 

Acceptable Noise 
(Ldn/Leq

b) 
(Moderate 

Impact, see Table 
3.10-8ac) 

Noise Level 
Generated by 
Alternative at 

Receptor (Ldn/Leq
b) 

(Train noise only) 

Noise at Sensitive 
Receptors 
Exceeding 
Threshold? 

Senior Care Community near 
I-580, no wall 

270 71 <66 63 No 

Senior Care Community near 
I-580, assuming a 28-foot 
wall/berm is constructed 

270 60 <58 63 Yes 

Senior Care Community facing 
El Charro Road to the East 

1600 58 <57 55 No 

Community Park near El 
Charro Road 

300 55 <61 60 No 

Source:  ERM, 2010. 

Notes: 

a. Based on traffic noise levels present in the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan Amendment/Staples Ranch Draft EIR, 2008. 

b. Noise levels for senior care community based are shown in Ldn.  Noise levels for the community park are shown in Leq hourly. 

c. Acceptable Noise Criteria is based on the Federal Transit Administration’s guidance for Category 2 and 3 uses. 

 

The noise levels estimated in Table 3-1 for the senior care community without the proposed wall would 
be representative of the exterior noise levels at the upper stories of the residential buildings.  However, 
because the senior care community also includes construction of a 28-foot sound barrier, it is estimated 
that ground-level noise levels at the senior care community would be reduced by approximately 
11 dBA.2  It is likely that the sound barrier would also result in a reduction of BART train noise at the 
ground level.  However, since the BART alignment would be aerial at that point, the effectiveness of 
the sound barrier is difficult to determine, so to be conservative no reduction in train noise is assumed.  
It should be noted that this does not mean that the sound barriers would not result in any noise 
reductions; this assumption is only being made to provide a worst-case analysis.  With reduced 
background noise levels at the senior care community, the contribution from the BART trains would be 
potentially significant, as shown in Table 3-1. 

Note that for Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5, a significant and unavoidable impact has been 
identified in the Draft Program EIR for noise to residential receptors outside the Staples Ranch site, 
and mitigation has been proposed.  Even with mitigation, the Draft Program EIR notes that noise levels 
may not be able to be reduced below the significance criteria in all areas; therefore, impacts are 
considered potentially significant and unavoidable for these alternatives at the programmatic level of 
analysis.  If an alternative is chosen that includes an aerial configuration along I-580 adjacent to the 
Staples Ranch site, there would be potentially significant impacts to the future residents at the senior 

                                              
2  The Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan Amendment/Staples Ranch Draft EIR estimated that noise levels at the 

Staples Ranch site would be reduced by about 11 to 16 dBA with construction of the 28-foot sound barrier. 
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care community, and Mitigation Measure NO-1.1, on page 3.10-53 of the Draft Program EIR, would 
apply to the Staples Ranch site.  However, similar to other locations along the project corridor even 
with mitigation, noise levels may not be reduced below the significance criteria in all areas, and 
impacts would be potentially significant and unavoidable. 

The Draft Program EIR identifies in Tables 3.10-17 and 3.10-18 that receptors more than 90 feet from 
the tracks (or 125 feet from railroad switches) would not result in significant vibration impacts.  Text 
on page 3.10-66 also notes that aerial structures generally have less vibration impacts than at-grade 
facilities.  Because the proposed residential uses at the Staples Ranch site would be more than 90 feet 
from the proposed BART tracks and no switches would be proposed near the Staples Ranch site, 
vibration impacts would be less than significant for these future residential uses. 

Air Quality.  The Draft Program EIR assumed that the BART to Livermore extension would be 
operated using traditional BART technology, which includes an electrified third rail.  As such, 
operation of the BART trains would not result in emissions of criteria air pollutants or toxic air 
contaminants along the project corridor.  As described on page 3.11-30 of the Draft Program EIR, 
toxic air contaminants associated with the BART to Livermore extension alternatives would be 
associated with maintenance facilities and that these sources would not generate a substantial amount of 
toxic air contaminants.  All BART extension alternatives were identified to result in less-than-
significant impacts associated with toxic air contaminants.  In addition, there are no maintenance 
facilities proposed near the Staples Ranch site under any of the extension alternatives; therefore, no 
impacts from toxic air contaminants would occur at the Staples Ranch site.   

The potential for air quality impacts to future receptors at the Staples Ranch site would be associated 
with construction impacts, such as emissions from construction equipment and fugitive dust.  The 
impacts associated with construction activities are described in Section 3.16, Construction Impacts, in 
the Draft Program EIR.  Mitigation measures proposed as part of the Draft Program EIR for 
construction impacts would apply under all extension alternatives to reduce impacts to a less-than-
significant level, including impacts to the Staples Ranch site. 

MASTER RESPONSE 5: DOWNTOWN LIVERMORE STATION 

A number of comments received during the Draft Program EIR public review process address the 
Downtown Livermore Station, which would be served by six of the ten alignment alternatives, 
including the new hybrid alternative, Alternative 2b, in Section 1.4 of this document.  These comments 
revealed that commentors have strong but varied opinions about the Downtown Livermore BART 
Station.  While many commentors stated their opinion that a downtown station would be detrimental to 
the existing character and quality of downtown, others argued that the station would be an invaluable 
addition to Livermore’s recently improved downtown district.  Comments opposed to the station cited 
impacts assessed in the Draft Program EIR, including parking and traffic, residential displacement, 
visual quality, noise, and crime-related impacts.  Comments in support of the Downtown Livermore 
Station generally cited the economic, cultural, and accessibility benefits of the Downtown Livermore 
Station. 
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Location.  Some comments revealed uncertainty about the exact location of the Downtown Livermore 
Station.  The Downtown Livermore Station site, as shown in detail on Figure 2-7 (see Draft Program 
EIR, page 2-21), is located primarily in the Livermore downtown core area.  It is bounded by 
Livermore Avenue, Chestnut Street, Junction Avenue, and Ladd Avenue.  The Downtown Livermore 
Station footprint also includes the existing Livermore Transit Center/Livermore ACE Station.  The 
footprint of the Portola/Railroad Yard, which would be developed under those alternatives that 
terminate at the Downtown Livermore Station (Alternatives 3 and 3a), is shown in Figure 2-14 (see 
Draft Program EIR, page 2-39).  The maintenance yard is located east of the downtown area, 
immediately north of the existing UPRR right-of-way, south of First Street, and extends eastward to 
Mines Road.  It is important to note that the level of detail developed for the downtown station (and for 
all the stations considered) in the Draft Program EIR was purposely limited to just the identification of 
a general footprint or area within which the station would be located.  This is because the purpose of a 
program-level EIR is to allow for a comparison of alternatives and does not require the level of detail 
that will be necessary once a preferred alternative is selected and a decision is made to move forward 
with a project-level EIR.   

Parking and Traffic.  Numerous comments argued against BART extension alternatives that include 
the Downtown Livermore Station on the grounds that the station would exacerbate the existing parking 
shortfall in the downtown area, resulting in localized traffic congestion and parking overflow into 
already constrained parking lots.  The transportation analysis in Section 3.2, Transportation, of the 
Draft Program EIR, evaluated these issues.  First, the ridership forecasts, which consider all travel 
modes, were developed without any constraint on parking to determine the total demand for parking for 
a BART station in the downtown area.  Then, in the parking analysis, the amount of parking to be 
provided at the Downtown Livermore Station was limited to 2,500 spaces.  These new parking spaces 
would be in excess of existing parking in the city’s three-level parking structure and surface parking 
near the existing Livermore Transit Center/Livermore ACE Station.  The limit of 2,500 spaces was 
intentionally selected in order to limit the impacts of the Downtown Livermore Station on local traffic, 
by providing an amount of station parking that was less than that necessary to accommodate the 
demand from the forecasted ridership.  As a result, as stated on Draft Program EIR (page 3-2.139, 
paragraph 3), there would be a parking supply deficit at the Downtown Livermore Station.  The 
estimated demand for parking for the six alternatives serving the Downtown Livermore Station 
exceeded the 2,500 space supply by 1,284 to 1,900 spaces (see page 3.2-140, Table 3.2-32).  Those 
riders who do not park at the station are expected to redistribute to other stations where parking is 
available, or take the bus, bicycle, or walk to the station.  The excess downtown parking demand 
would be accommodated at the “paired” station (either Vasco, Greenville, or I-580/Isabel).  

To reduce the risk of BART patrons responding to the limited parking supply at the Downtown 
Livermore Station by parking on the streets in the downtown area or in nearby neighborhoods, the City 
of Livermore should adopt parking management controls on the public parking around the Downtown 
Livermore Station site (see page 3.2-143, Mitigation Measure TR-6.2).  These controls would be 
similar to those in place around BART’s existing downtown stations such as Concord, Walnut Creek, 
Hayward, Orinda, and Lafayette.  These cities effectively manage BART-related parking even though 
their BART station parking facilities are filled to near capacity on weekdays. The peak parking demand 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 3  Master Responses 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 3-24 
June 2010 

for Livermore’s downtown occurs after peak hours for BART so that shared parking is possible during 
evening hours.  The types of measures that are commonly used to control parking are parking time 
limits, paid parking, and residential area permit parking.  At the same time, by constraining the amount 
of parking provided at the Downtown Livermore Station, the amount of BART-related traffic in the 
downtown area will be reduced and there will be an incentive for persons to walk, bike, or use transit 
to reach the BART station.  In addition, the less land that is devoted to BART parking, the more land is 
available for additional commercial and residential development in the station area. 

The fact that additional BART parking may eventually be needed is also addressed in the Draft 
Program EIR.  Should there be a need for more BART parking, parking at the stations closer to the 
I-580 freeway (Isabel/Stanley, Isabel/I-580, Vasco Road, or Greenville East depending on the 
alternative), would be expanded rather than building additional parking downtown (see page 3.2-143, 
Mitigation Measure TR-6.1).  This mitigation measure would encourage long distance travelers from 
San Joaquin County and elsewhere to park near the freeway, rather than drive through Livermore to 
the downtown area. 

It is important to note that the objective of a program-level EIR is to provide a fair comparison of the 
alternatives under consideration.  All of the alternatives that include the Downtown Livermore Station 
were evaluated with the same parking supply assumptions.  The constrained parking assumption was 
adopted to be consistent with the city’s planning objectives for the downtown area and support transit-
oriented development.  As noted above, the ridership evaluation at the program level assumes that 
potential transit riders who are unable to locate a downtown parking space for BART would either park 
at one of the other stations where more parking would be provided, shift their mode of travel to the 
station.  Given these options, limiting parking at the Downtown Livermore Station is not expected to 
reduce the overall ridership forecast. 

Ridership and parking forecasts in the Draft Program EIR are for the year 2035.  Parking at the 
Downtown Livermore Station and all other BART stations could be developed in phases.  It would not 
be necessary to build all of the parking lots at once.  This phased development approach would allow 
BART and the City of Livermore to coordinate parking development in a fashion that will address 
traffic circulation issues, meet parking management objectives, and support land use development 
goals. 

Residential Displacement.  Numerous comments stated that bringing BART to Downtown Livermore 
would result in the displacement of downtown residences and businesses.  The Draft Program EIR fully 
evaluated this issue.  As summarized in Table 3.4-5 of Section 3.4, Population and Housing (page 
3.4-12), all of the alignment alternatives would have significant impacts related to the displacement of 
homes and businesses. 

The Draft Program EIR establishes that the Downtown Livermore Station area is the most heavily 
populated of all five station areas, and that property displacement would be concentrated in the area.  
The station area also contains a wide variety of commercial businesses.  
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Property displacement impacts for all alternatives that serve the Downtown Livermore Station are 
outlined in the Draft Program EIR.  Development of Alternative 1a would require the acquisition of 
185 parcels, including residential, industrial, warehouse, retail, and transit parcels downtown (page 
3.4-16, paragraph 3).  The Draft Program EIR states that of the 79 single-family and multi-family 
residential units affected by acquisition along the entire alignment, many are concentrated on Chestnut 
Street and Junction Avenue (page 3.4-17, paragraph 1).  Likewise, the Draft Program EIR identifies 
that although each downtown-serving alignment would affect a different total number of parcels, 
Alternative 1b (page 3.4-17, paragraph 2), Alternative 2a (page 3.4-19, paragraph 2), Alternative 3 
(page 3.4-21, paragraph 1), and Alternative 3a (page 3.4-21, paragraph 4) would result in a similar 
quantity and pattern of displacement in Downtown Livermore.  Finally, as stated in Section 1.4 of this 
document, residential acquisition associated with Alternative 2b would be similar to the other 
alternatives, with the majority of the approximately 99 residential properties acquired to develop the 
entire alignment concentrated in the downtown area.  If BART was not able to use the UPRR right-of-
way, there would be additional property acquisition required north of the existing UPRR with related 
displacements, as outlined on page 3.4-24.   

The Draft Program EIR also states that these impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level 
via the implementation of an acquisition and relocation program that meets the requirements of state 
relocation law (Mitigation Measure PH-2.1).  Such a program includes fair market compensation for 
acquired properties, as well as relocation assistance in the form of down payments, moving costs, and 
business reestablishment reimbursement, among others (page 3.4-23, paragraph 2). 

Visual Quality.  Another set of comments stated that the Downtown Livermore Station would degrade 
the visual quality of the downtown area.  Some of these comments focused on perceived incompatibility 
with the existing downtown aesthetic, others referenced the visual impact of existing elevated freeway 
structures in the Bay Area. 

This issue was also fully addressed in the Draft Program EIR.  The visual impacts of all six alternatives 
serving the Downtown Livermore Station, including alignment and station impacts, are assessed in 
Section 3.5, Visual Quality, and, in the case of Alternative 2b, in Section 1.4 of this document.  As 
discussed on page 3.5-25 (paragraphs 2, 3, and 4), Alternative 1a, runs at-grade in its approach to 
downtown, eventually crossing Livermore Avenue on an existing overpass (Draft Program EIR Figure 
3.5-15, page 3.5-29) to reach an at-grade Downtown Livermore Station platform.  Alternatives 1b and 
2a would approach and serve the Downtown Livermore Station in the same manner. 

Unlike Alternatives 1a, 1b, and 2a, Alternative 3a would approach the Downtown Livermore Station 
on a visually prominent elevated structure above the existing roadway (Draft Program EIR Figure 
3.5-17, page 3.5-35), eventually serving the Downtown Livermore Station on a platform located above 
the existing ACE platform (page 3.5-34, paragraph 3).  Finally, Alternative 3 would approach 
downtown via subway and include a below-grade platform for the Downtown Livermore Station (see 
page 3.5-33, paragraph 3), as would Alternative 2b (see Section 1.4 of this document). 

As summarized in Table 3.5-1 (see Draft Program EIR, page 3.5-18), all of the downtown-serving 
alternatives, with the exception of Alternatives 2b and 3, would have potentially significant and 
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unavoidable impacts due to visual incompatibility with some portion of the study area.  However, 
within the downtown area, these significant visual impacts were found only in the case of Alternative 
3a, whose aerial approach into downtown was identified as a potentially significant and unavoidable 
alteration to the existing visual character around Livermore Avenue (page 3.5-24, paragraph 3).  All 
other alternatives containing the Downtown Livermore Station were found to be visually compatible 
with the existing transit center and urban environment of Downtown Livermore. 

Scenic views were also assessed in the Draft Program EIR, and no designated scenic views were 
identified from the Downtown Livermore Station area (see page 3.5-39, paragraph 2).  As such, none 
of the alternatives that contain the Downtown Livermore Station would result in significant impacts 
related to the obstruction of scenic vistas (see Table 3.5-1 on page 3.5-18). 

Finally, Table 3.5-1 shows that all downtown-serving alternatives would have potentially significant 
visual impacts related to station light and glare.  As stated on page 3.5-44, paragraph 3, the production 
of light and glare at the stations could moderately affect day and nighttime views downtown.  
However, the Draft Program EIR identifies the development of lighting design specifications to reduce 
light spillover and prevent forming significant point sources of light, as a mitigation measure (see 
Mitigation Measure VQ-4.1 in the Draft Program EIR).  The implementation of such specifications 
would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Noise.  A group of comments opposed to the Downtown Livermore Station cited concern with system 
noise impacts to downtown and surrounding residential areas.  The noise-related impacts of all six 
alternatives serving the Downtown Livermore Station are fully assessed in Section 3.10, Noise and 
Vibration and in the case of Alternative 2b, in Section 1.4 of this document.  These assessments are 
based on comprehensive existing noise measurements taken throughout the study area and similarly 
comprehensive noise prediction modeling. 

The document identifies potentially significant impacts from downtown train and station noise for 
Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, and 3a.  As shown in Table 3.10-13 (page 3.10-45 of the Draft Program EIR), 
operation of Alterative 1a would result in a noise level increase that exceeds the threshold for sensitive 
receptors at four of five monitoring points in the downtown area.  Areas that would be impacted by 
noise are illustrated Figure 3.10-7 (page 3.10-31 of the Draft Program EIR).  The figure shows that 
sensitive residential areas immediately west and northeast of downtown were found to be significantly 
impacted by Alterative 1a train noise.  The Draft Program EIR also states that under Alternative 1a, 
noise produced by switches and horns at the Downtown Livermore Station would be more than 
80 dBA, which is above the significance threshold of 66 dBA (see Draft Program EIR, page 3.10-49, 
paragraph 1).  As explained in the Draft Program EIR, the downtown train/station noise impacts of 
Alternatives 1b (page 3.10-49, paragraph 3) and 2a (page 3.10-50, paragraph 3 and 4) would be the 
same as those caused by Alternative 1a.  Alternative 3a would have similar potentially significant 
impacts to the downtown area, with the aerial portion resulting in an additional 4 dBA of noise (see 
Draft Program EIR, page 3.10-52, paragraph 3).  All of these alternatives would result in noise levels 
exceeding 10 dBA and accordingly are considered potentially significant and unavoidable, since proven 
mitigation measures typically do not achieve more than a 10 dBA reduction in noise (see Draft 
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Program EIR, page 3.10-53, paragraph 3).  In addition, if the change in alignments for Alternatives 1a, 
1b, 2, 2a, and 3a to comply with the UP Commuter Access Principles has the effect of shifting BART 
train alignment north of the existing tracks, this would increase noise exposure and impacts for 
sensitive receptors north of the tracks.   

Because of its subway approach and underground Downtown Livermore Station platform, the impact of 
Alternative 3 train/station noise on downtown receptors was found to be less than significant (page 
3.10-52, paragraph 1).  As shown on Figure 3.10-11 (see Draft Program EIR, page 3.10-35), no 
surrounding areas would be significantly impacted by Alternative 3 train noise.  As stated in Section 
1.4 of this document, this would also be the case with Alternative 2b, which would approach 
downtown via the same subway alignment.  Although the Portola/Railroad Yard, an element of 
Alternatives 3 and 3a, would contribute to potentially significant and unavoidable noise impacts to the 
downtown area, these impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation 
of Mitigation Measure NO-2.1 (see Draft Program EIR, page 3.10-56, paragraph 3).  This mitigation 
measure would require the installation of noise attenuation measures or other equivalent measures 
around maintenance yards so that noise level thresholds are not exceeded.  For alternatives with 
underground facilities (Alternative 3 and the new Alternative 2b), noise from ventilation shafts would 
contribute to potentially significant impacts in the downtown area, but these impacts would be mitigated 
to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure NO-3.1 (see Draft Program 
EIR, page 3.10-57) to install noise shielding around ventilation shafts. 

Finally, the Draft Program EIR concludes that noise from substations and increased local traffic 
associated with all six alternatives containing the Downtown Livermore Station would result in 
potentially significant impacts to the downtown and other areas (see Draft Program EIR, pages 3.10-58 
to 3.10-59 and pages 3.10-63 to 3.10-64).  Because sufficient information is not known at the program 
level to conclude that mitigation measures would reduce these impacts significantly, they are 
considered potentially significant and unavoidable (see Draft Program EIR, page 3.10-60, paragraph 1 
and page 3.10-65, paragraph 3). 

Crime.  A number of commentors raised concerns about the potential for increased crime around 
BART stations.  These concerns were directed towards the Downtown Livermore Station, but also 
included other stations as well.  Accordingly, a separate master response has been prepared to address 
safety and security issues around BART stations (see Master Response 6). 

MASTER RESPONSE 6: SAFETY AND SECURITY AROUND BART STATIONS 

The relationship between BART stations and surrounding crime levels was a topic raised often during 
the BART to Livermore Draft Program EIR public review process.  Many commentors suggested that 
locating a new BART station in Livermore would increase criminal activity in surrounding areas.  Of 
these comments, most argued against the Downtown Livermore Station on the grounds that it would 
attract crime, gang activity, and/or undesirable individuals to an area of schools and residences.  Other 
commentors stated that terminus stations are particularly conducive to crime.  Finally, some comments 
argued to the counter, stating that public transportation does not necessarily result in increased criminal 
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activity, and that the positive social and economic benefits of a Downtown Livermore Station would 
outweigh crime-related costs. 

Section 3.13, Community Services, assesses the impacts of the alignment alternatives on police services 
in the study area.  The “Existing Conditions” discussion in Section 3.13 contains information on 
existing police resources, provided directly by the Police Departments of Livermore (LPD), 
Pleasanton, Dublin, and BART, as well as the Alameda County Sheriff’s Office (ACSO).  
Representatives of these departments provided statistics on crime surrounding the existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station terminus.  As stated in paragraph 3 of page 3.13-3, the Dublin Police 
Department reported that just 4 to 5 of 41,000 total calls to the Department in 2008 related to the 
existing Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station terminus.  Similarly, according to the Pleasanton Police 
Department, just 0.25 percent of citywide calls came from the reporting district that contains the 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station (page 3.13-3, paragraph 5).  Figure 3.13-1 of the Draft Program EIR (page 
3.13-2) shows that the Downtown Kiosk of the Livermore Police Department is located near the 
Downtown Livermore Station footprint, and that the Livermore Police Department Station is located 
just under a mile from the footprint, along Livermore Avenue. 

As summarized in Table 3.13-4 (page 3.13-12) of the Draft Program EIR, the impact on police 
services of all nine build alternatives, including those that would serve downtown, was found to be less 
than significant.  This conclusion in based on the fact that none of the build alternatives would trigger 
the need for new municipal police facilities in order to maintain acceptable performance standards.  As 
stated on page 3.13-13, it assumed that each alternative would include new BART police facilities 
(paragraph 4) and the establishment of a new BART police beat composed of six officers (paragraph 
3).  This analysis was based on direct input from both the LPD and ACSO, both of which stated that 
any increase in police demand resulting from any of the alternatives would be relatively low (page 
3.13-14, paragraph 3). 

In addition, future stations developed as part of the BART to Livermore Extension Program would 
incorporate new BART design, maintenance, and operational measures developed for personal safety 
and security.  As noted on page 3.13-11 (paragraphs 2 and 3) of the Draft Program EIR, BART 
Facility Standards contain numerous public safety requirements, while BART Station Access 
Guidelines are largely dictated by the principles of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design 
(CPTED), which recommend security-oriented design elements such as enhanced lighting, station 
integration into the surrounding community and avoidance of pedestrian tunnels and other low-visibility 
areas.  BART has recently studied stations around which personal security is an issue acknowledged by 
the community, and found that these are generally older stations constructed before CPTED policies 
existed and located in historically low-profile, high-crime settings, such as the 1972 Bay Fair BART 
Station.  This conclusion parallels that of previous studies of crime and transit systems, which have 
found that crime levels vary throughout a given transit system and correlate to existing neighborhood 
crime (DeGeneste and Sullivan, 1994).  The result of BART projects, such as the Bay Fair BART 
Station Area Improvement Plan (July 2009), is a series of implementation measures that would be 
integrated into the design and operation of all new BART stations, including physical improvements for 
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increased visibility and accessibility, improved stakeholder and community involvement, and inter-
agency coordination on security efforts. 

Finally, the City of Livermore has also concluded that criminal activity would not increase significantly 
as a result of BART stations in Livermore.  In an assessment that supports the analysis of the Draft 
Program EIR, City staff and the Police Department studied State of California, Department of Justice 
Criminal Justice Statistics Center (CJSC) data for four cities, before and after the development of 
BART terminus stations.  A November 9, 2009 interoffice memorandum from the Livermore 
Community Development Director and the Livermore Chief of Police to members of the Livermore 
City Council and Mayor reported that, “Given Livermore’s current crime levels and assuming the 
station design and businesses are appropriate for the selected site…and that BART police staffing for 
this area is similar to its existing levels, any major increase in crime at or around BART stations in 
Livermore would not be anticipated.”3 

MASTER RESPONSE 7: BIOLOGICAL SENSITIVITY OF THE GREENVILLE YARD AREA 

A number of resource agencies and other stakeholders commented on the Greenville Yard site, 
including the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB), the East Bay Regional Park District, and several environmental organizations.  Biological 
resources within the Livermore Valley area generally, and in the Greenville Yard in particular, include 
Altamont Creek, wetland habitat, and  vernal pools, which are suitable habitat for vernal pool plants, 
vernal pool branchiopods, California tiger salamander, and California red-legged frog.  Table 3.9-4 on 
page 3.9-45 of the Draft Program EIR summarizes the effects to these sensitive habitats and species, 
and reports that each of the BART extension alternatives that involve the Greenville Yard would have 
potentially significant effects, depending on the ultimate configuration and design of the maintenance 
facilities.  

Research on Biological Resources.  The effects to these sensitive habitats and species are based on 
reconnaissance-level surveys for this programmatic EIR, which included driving and walking 
meandering transects through accessible representative vegetation or plant communities that occur 
within the 1000-foot buffer study area.  Additional resources of information included recorded 
occurrences in the California Department of Fish and Game California Natural Diversity Database, 
California Native Plant Society Online Electronic Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of 
California, the USFWS Online Species List of Federal Endangered and Threatened Species, and review 
of existing environmental documents as described on page 3.9-1 of the Draft Program EIR.  Based on 
these sources, there is sufficient information and research to identify which alignment alternatives are 
sensitive to biological resource impacts and to assess and compare the potential impacts of the 
alternatives at the program level (see Master Response 1 for the amount of detail necessary in a 
program EIR compared to a project EIR).  An absolutely complete, updated species inventory is not 

                                              
3  Roberts, Marc, Director, City of Livermore Community Development Department and Sweeney, Steve, 

Livermore Police Department Chief of Police, BART Station Security, Interoffice Memorandum, November 
9, 2009, p. 2.  
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necessary for this purpose, as habitat which is valuable for some special status species (such as 
wetlands, vernal pools, or raptor foraging habitat) is generally suitable for others as well.  If an 
alignment alternative is rejected to avoid impacts to a particular species, other species will benefit.  
However, when BART prepares to proceed with a project, it will be important to have an updated and 
complete inventory of species in the project area, including species that may not now be present but 
may be present at that time.  As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.9-51-76, updated species 
surveys will be conducted as part of the project-level environmental review when a specific project is 
proposed.   

The comments received from agencies that have permitting authority for a BART project (see Draft 
Program EIR Table 1-1, beginning on page 1-26) suggest that these agencies may not permit BART to 
utilize the Greenville Yard location, as they have stated their opinion that the impacts may not be 
mitigable or may require mitigation so extensive and costly as to render these alternatives non-viable.  
This master response summarizes the information presented in the Draft Program EIR and serves to 
underscore BART’s shared concern regarding the biological sensitivity of the Greenville area and the 
need for further evaluation and consultation with the resource agencies if an alternative that would use 
this yard site were to be selected as the preferred alternative by the BART Board. 

Biological Resources in the Vicinity and Potential Impacts 

Wetlands, Vernal Pools, “Waters of the U.S.,” and “Waters of the State.”  The Greenville Yard 
would be a component of Alternatives 1, 1a, and 1b.  As identified in the Draft Program EIR (see page 
3.9-33-44) the BART extension alternatives intersect several “waters of the U.S.,” and the Altamont 
Creek crosses the Greenville Yard site in an east to west direction, draining from the Altamont Hills.  
Although the Greenville Yard is not expected to require the entire footprint depicted in Figure 3.9-2c 
of the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-7), its construction would most likely result in the 
channelization and culverting of Altamont Creek.  Similarly, other wetlands, including vernal pools, 
would need to be filled in order to accommodate use of the Greenville Yard.  As identified in the Draft 
Program EIR (see page 3.9-12, paragraph 2) the Livermore and Pleasanton general area support 
several types of wetlands: freshwater marsh, freshwater seep, northern claypan vernal pool, and alkali 
meadow/alkali sink scrub.  The vernal pools potentially occurring within the Greenville Yard are part 
of the Livermore Vernal Pool Region, in particular the Altamont Hills core area as described in 
paragraph 2 of page 3.9-34 of the Draft Program EIR.  The Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-12, 
paragraph 5) indicates that due to agriculture and urban development, vernal pools are listed as a 
Significant Natural Community by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and many 
vernal pool-dependent plants and animals are special-status species protected by the State and federal 
government.  The potential fill of wetlands, vernal pools, “waters of the U.S.,” and “waters of the 
State” is reported as a potential significant impact in the Draft Program EIR under Impact BIO-1 (see 
pages 3.9-43 through 3.9-49 for Alternatives 1, 1a, and 1b).  In accordance with Mitigation Measure 
BIO-1.1 (see Draft Program EIR page 3.9-51) once a preferred alternative is selected, BART would 
have to conduct a wetland delineation of federal and State jurisdictional wetlands. The delineation of 
federal jurisdictional wetlands would have to be verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE).  The wetland delineation would help in determining the exact acreage of impacted wetlands.  
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BART would then have to prepare a Wetland Mitigation Plan and obtain all applicable permits which 
would include measures that ensure consistency with no-net-loss of wetlands policy, as provided in 
Mitigation Measures BIO-1.2 and 1.3 (Draft Program EIR pages 3.9-51-52).  The plan and permits 
would also include measures for avoidance, minimization, and compensation for wetland impacts.  The 
compensation measures could include preservation and/or creation of wetlands at an approved ratio as 
determined by the USACE and RWQCB and as required by a CDFG Streambed Alteration Agreement.  

The USFWS and the RWQCB comments suggest that the impacts on wetlands, including vernal pools, 
“waters of the U.S.,” and “waters of the State,” (some of which is also vernal pool fairy shrimp 
critical habitat, as described below)  from the development of a Greenville Yard alternative would be 
significant due to the extent of fill or alteration.  BART agrees that this is a significant impact. If the 
BART Board wishes to select an alternative that includes the Greenville Yard as its preferred 
alternative, then further consultation with the resource agencies will be warranted to determine the 
feasibility of mitigating impacts and obtaining requisite permits for development of the site.  BART 
further acknowledges that, if mitigation is determined to be infeasible based on such consultations, the 
Draft Program EIR may have to be revised and recirculated if the BART Board wishes to select an 
alternative that includes the Greenville Yard based on overriding considerations.  In addition, as part of 
the project-level engineering and environmental review, BART will conduct field surveys and may 
consider other maintenance yard sites as necessary in order to avoid or reduce impacts to wetlands, 
vernal pools, “waters of the U.S.,” and “waters of the State.”    

Special Status Vernal Pool Plants.  All of the special status plants identified in Table 3.9-1 of the 
Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-20) have a moderate or higher likelihood of occurring within the 
study area.  Impact BIO-2, beginning on page 3.9-52, paragraph 2 indicates that construction of any of 
the BART extension alternatives could result in the removal of habitats that could support some or all 
of the special-status plant species listed in Table 3.9-1. While all eight special status plants species have 
specific habitat requirements, they all could potentially occur in grassland habitat, which is the habitat 
occurring within the Greenville Yard area. Additionally, the potential occurrence of vernal pools within 
the Greenville Yard, as indicated in the San Francisco RWQCB comment letter (see Comment Letter 8 
of this document), would have the greatest impact on special status vernal pool plants if they are found 
to occur there.  As such, the loss of habitat for special-status plant species and the loss of the individual 
plant species due to the development of the Greenville Yard would be considered potentially 
significant, as reported in the Draft Program EIR under Impact BIO-2 for Alternatives 1, 1a, and 1b 
(see Page 3.9-53, paragraphs 2, 3, and 4). BART acknowledges that after the BART Board selects a 
preferred alternative, BART would have to conduct focused surveys for special status plants at the time 
of project-level environmental review, and BART would have to mitigate for the loss of species if they 
were to be found within the selected alignment (as required by Mitigation Measures BIO-2.1, BIO-2.2, 
and BIO-2.3). Although no plants have been found within the Greenville Yard to date, there is 
potentially suitable habitat present within the Greenville Yard.  Therefore, this impact should still be 
considered potentially significant.    

Vernal Pool Invertebrates and Fairy Shrimp Critical Habitat.  Three special-status invertebrates, 
vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), curved-foot hygrotus diving beetle (Hygrotus curvipes), 
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and California linderiella (Linderiella occidentalis), were all found to have a moderate likelihood of 
occurring within the study area, in particular the Greenville Yard area due to the potential presence of 
wetland habitat (see Table 3.9-1, page 3.9-17, of the Draft Program EIR).  As presented in the Draft 
Program EIR (see page 3.9-34, paragraph 2), Critical Habitat Unit 19C was designated on February 
10, 2006 as critical habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp.  The location of the Critical Habitat Unit 19C 
is depicted in Figure 3.9-3 of the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-15).   

Impact BIO-5 in the Draft Program EIR concludes that construction of the Greenville Yard would 
result in a potentially significant impact on vernal pool invertebrates due to the fill of potential habitat.  
Additionally, Impact BIO-6 concludes that approximately 113 acres of designated critical habitat for the 
vernal pool fairy shrimp would be lost with the development of the Greenville Yard, accounting for 8 
percent of the critical habitat acreage in Alameda County.  The USFWS is responsible to ensure that 
federally-permitted actions (such as the Clean Water Act 404 permit, or projects with federal funding) 
do not change (adversely modify) critical habitat in such a way that it appreciably diminishes the value 
of the habitat for the conservation of the species.  

The USFWS and the RWQCB have commented that the impact on vernal pool fairy shrimp critical 
habitat, from the development of the Greenville Yard Alternative would be significant due to the extent 
of fill or modification.  As discussed above, BART agrees that this is a significant impact on vernal 
pool fairy shrimp critical habitat. Mitigation Measure BIO-5.1 (Draft Program EIR pages 3.9-65 to 66) 
requires BART to conduct surveys and consult with USFWS regarding vernal pool habitat protection, 
to avoid all vernal pool habitat where feasible, and to preserve mitigation acres for any direct or 
indirect impacts if avoidance is infeasible.    

Special Status Amphibians.  As described in Table 3.9-1 of the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-18), 
two special-status amphibians are known to occur in the area, the California tiger salamander 
(Ambystoma californiense) and the California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), both of which are 
Federally Threatened.  On March 3, 2010, the California Fish and Game Commission listed the 
California tiger salamander as a Threatened species under the California Endangered Species Act.  The 
California red-legged frog is a California Species of Special Concern.  The Draft Program EIR on 
pages 3.9-26 and 3.9-27 reports that occurrences of both species are known to occur in the area and 
potentially suitable habitat is present north I-580 and in the eastern part of Livermore.  The potentially 
occurring vernal pools and wetlands within the Greenville Yard could provide suitable aquatic habitat 
for both species.  Altamont Creek could provide aquatic habitat for the California red-legged frog.  As 
mentioned in the Draft Program EIR on page 3.9-27 in paragraph 2, it is possible that high flow events 
could bring California red-legged frogs downstream from upstream habitat into all of the arroyos and 
creeks along the study area.  Furthermore, the grassland habitat within the Greenville Yard site could 
provide suitable upland habitat for both species.  As a result, Impact BIO-4, beginning on page 3.9-58 
notes that construction associated with the Isabel/I-580 Station and the Greenville Yard could result in 
the permanent fill of wetlands and upland grassland that provide habitat for California tiger salamander 
and California red-legged frog, a potentially significant effect. The USFWS suggested that the impacts 
on the California tiger salamander and the California red-legged frog from the development of the 
Greenville Yard would be significant due to the removal of aquatic and upland habitat, which is 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 3  Master Responses 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 3-33 
June 2010 

consistent with Impact BIO-4 in the Draft Program EIR.  Mitigation Measures BIO-4.1 and BIO-4.2 
require specific surveys for these species within the selected alignment.  These surveys would help 
determine the quality of the habitat and the exact amount of affected habitat, which would be less than 
the acreage presented in the Draft Program EIR which conservatively assumes that the entire 
Greenville Yard footprint would be developed.  Based on these effects, BART would need to 
implement avoidance measures as well as obtain approval from the USFWS to preserve habitat at an 
USFWS approved ratio at a conservation area within the County.  The mitigation measures and the 
process outlined are consistent with the procedures under Sections 7 and 10 of the federal Endangered 
Species Act.  As noted above, if an alternative using this yard site were selected as the preferred 
alternative, then during the more detailed project-level engineering and environmental review, BART 
may need to consider alternative yard sites.   

California Red-Legged Frog Critical Habitat.  On March 17, 2010, the USFWS published the 
revised designation of critical habitat for the California red-legged frog, see Figure 3-2 below.  In total, 
the USFWS designated 1,636,609 acres of critical habitat in 27 California counties.  Two of the 
revised critical habitat units occur within the BART to Livermore study area, Unit CCS-2B and Unit 
ALA-2.  

Figure 3.9-3 of the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-15) depicts the California red-legged frog critical 
habitat. Figure 3.9-3 has been updated to reflect the USFWS revised designation (see Section 6, 
Revisions to the Draft Program EIR, in this document). Unit ALA-2 is 153,624 acres and is located in 
southwestern Alameda County, south of I-580 at Altamont Pass and extending southeast into San 
Joaquin County and southwest into Santa Clara County near Arroyo Hondo and Calaveras Reservoir.  
Critical Habitat Unit ALA-2 is located approximately 0.25 miles east and uphill of the proposed 
Greenville Station, and it is separated from the station area by the South Bay Aqueduct.  As a result, 
Critical Habitat Unit ALA-2 would not be affected by the BART extension alternatives.  Unit CCS-2B 
is 44,470 acres and falls within eastern Contra Costa County and northeastern Alameda County north 
of I-580.  The Greenville Yard and trailtracks for Alternatives 1, 1a, and 1b would be located within 
Critical Habitat Unit CCS-2B.  Approximately, 113 acres of California red-legged frog critical habitat 
(0.25 percent of the habitat located Habitat Unit CCS-2B) are within the Greenville Yard footprint. 
This acreage conservately assumes the entire Greenville Yard would be developed; however, not all of 
the Greenville Yard area would be developed and the actually impacted area would be smaller.     

The USFWS is responsible for ensuring that federally-permitted actions do not adversely modify 
critical habitat in such a way that it appreciably diminishes the value of the habitat for the conservation 
of the species. Adverse modification of critical habitat, resulting from direct or indirect impacts would 
be considered a significant impact. The USFWS has commented that the impacts on California red-
legged frog critical habitat from the development of the Greenville Yard would be significant due to the 
extent of modification.  BART agrees that this is a significant impact on California red-legged frog 
critical habitat. Mitigation Measure BIO-4.2 (Draft Program EIR page 3.9-62) requires BART to 
perform field surveys, consult with USFWS, implement avoidance measures and ensure that no net loss 
of habitat is achieved. 
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Burrowing Owl.  The burrowing owl is known to occur in many habitats where California ground 
squirrels are found, since the owls are dependent upon burrowing mammals, but most notably the 
ground squirrel.  Burrowing owls are also known to occur in urban habitats where they can nest in 
man-made structures, such as culverts, pipes, etc.  Several burrowing owl occurrences have been 
documented within the study area, as shown in Figure 3.9-3 of the Draft Program EIR (see page 
3.9-15).  Since suitable habitat exists throughout the study area, the burrowing owl could occur within 
any of the footprints for the BART extension alternatives.  Accordingly, Impact CI-BIO-3, beginning 
on page 3.16-31 indicates that the construction of the Greenville Yard would remove grassland habitat 
which is considered suitable burrowing owl foraging habitat and if ground squirrel burrows are present, 
suitable nesting habitat would be removed as well.  Disturbance to nesting burrowing owls would be 
considered a potentially significant effect.  Mitigation Measure CI-BIO-3.1 (see Draft Program EIR, 
pages 3.16.32-3.9-33) provides mitigation for potential impacts to burrowing owls consistent with 
CDFG requirements. 

Impact Reduction to Less-Than-Significant.  The results of the reconnaissance surveys and review of 
existing environmental documentation provided the base information that resulted in a conclusion that 
the impacts to biological resources could be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of 
the mitigation measures as provided in the Draft Program EIR.  Additionally, BART could modify the 
plans to avoid sensitive natural resources.  Furthermore, once an alternative is selected, focused 
surveys would have to be conducted.  These surveys would pinpoint the exact location of sensitive 
natural resources and would help determine the exact acreage of impacts and mitigation necessary to 
compensate for those impacts.  The exact acreage of impacts would be less than those presented in the 
Draft Program EIR since those acreages represent the worse-case scenario of disturbance area and 
include a 500-foot “buffer” area on either side of the alignment and around the station and maintenance 
facilities. For these reasons, the Draft Program EIR concluded that it is reasonable to expect at the 
program level that impacts at the Greenville Yard could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level (see 
Draft Program EIR pages 3.9-51, 3.9-55, 3.9-60, 3.9-65, and 3.9-68).  Moreover, the Draft Program 
EIR concludes that cumulative impacts to sensitive biological resources would be potentially significant 
and unavoidable, because no feasible mitigation measures are available to avoid or reduce the 
contribution of the Greenville Yard site to cumulative impacts to the sensitive biological resources.  
The potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts recognized in the Draft Program EIR 
include impacts to wetlands, waters of the U.S., and waters of the State; vernal pool invertebrates and 
vernal pool fairy shrimp critical habitat; and special status plants and amphibians (see Draft Program 
EIR, pages 3.9-73 to 3.9-74).     

However, the comments of the USFWS and the San Francisco RWQCB suggest that these agencies 
may not permit BART to utilize the Greenville Yard location, as they have stated their opinion that the 
impacts at the Greenville Yard site may not be mitigable or may require mitigation so extensive and 
costly as to render the alternatives that include the Greenville Yard non-viable. If the BART Board 
wishes to select an alternative that includes the Greenville Yard as its preferred alternative, then further 
consultation with the resource agencies will be warranted to determine the feasibility of mitigating 
impacts and obtaining requisite permits for development of the site.  Based on further consultation with 
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the resource agencies, BART may conclude that use of the Greenville Yard site for maintenance 
activities would be infeasible because no feasible mitigation measures are available to avoid or reduce 
impacts to the sensitive biological resources at the Greenville Yard site.  Therefore, BART 
acknowledges that if the BART Board decides to select the Greenville Yard as part of the preferred 
alternative, BART may have to revise and recirculate the Draft Program EIR to address any 
unmitigable significant impacts to wetlands, particularly vernal pools, vernal pool fairy shrimp critical 
habitat, and California red-legged frog critical habitat within the Greenville Yard alternative.  In any 
case, if a preferred alternative utilizing Greenville Yard is selected, BART will conduct field surveys 
and may consider other maintenance yard sites in order to avoid or reduce such impacts at the project 
stage. 

MASTER RESPONSE 8: FUNDING THE BART TO LIVERMORE EXTENSION 

The capital cost of extending the BART system to Livermore would range from approximately $1.12 
billion for Alternative 4 — Isabel/I-580, to $3.83 billion for Alternative 2b — Downtown-Vasco via 
I-580 (Year 2009).  Funding for the extension has not been identified.  A full-funding plan for any 
BART extension would need to be developed as part of the project-level environmental process and 
prior to commencement of any construction.  Funding would most likely come from a variety of 
federal, State, regional, and local sources. 

As an intermediate step, and once a preferred alternative is selected, approximately $80 to $100 million 
will be available from county and regional sources for transportation agencies to preserve right-of-way 
for a future BART extension of transit service to Livermore.  The purpose of this right-of-way 
preservation effort is in essence to ensure that parcels of land that lie within the preferred alignment 
footprint of the rapid transit corridor are not developed or redeveloped for purposes that may preclude 
an extension of BART service to Livermore. 

The Draft Program EIR focused on the environmental tradeoffs of different alternative alignments for 
an extension of BART service to Livermore, and also presented other information on the feasibility of 
the BART extension.  A number of commentors suggested that Livermore residents have been 
contributing tax revenue to the BART district for years, and that the Livermore area deserves an 
extension based on the past contributions to the BART district.  This Master Response addresses the 
Tri-Valley area’s contributions to the BART system, the uses of those funds, and how BART typically 
funds extension projects.   

Original BART System Plans and Funding 

The original BART system approved by the voters was a three-county, 75-mile-long system (71.5 miles 
of BART, 3.5 miles of Muni Metro tunnel), which was designed to provide rail service in Alameda and 
Contra Costa Counties with three lines: the current Orange and Green lines to Fremont, the current 
Orange and Red lines to Richmond, and the current Yellow line to Concord.  The only committed line 
in the original system plan east of the Berkeley and Hayward hills was the line to Concord in Contra 
Costa County.  This was the system plan adopted in 1962 by the BART Board and the Boards of 
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Supervisors of the three member counties, and approved by the voters of the three counties in 1962 in 
Measure A.  The pamphlet distributed in support of the Measure A campaign showed dashed lines for 
possible future extensions to the Tri-Valley area and to Pittsburg/Antioch. 

Residents of San Francisco, Alameda, and Contra Costa Counties have supported the BART system 
with property taxes and sales taxes for over 50 years.  Property taxes were first levied in fiscal year 
(FY) 1959 to fund system planning, construction, and operation, and to pay off future bond measures.  
The use of bridge tolls to construct the Transbay tube was also authorized in 1959.  Regional Measure 
A was approved by the voters in 1962, and was a $792 million General Obligation Bond for 
construction of the initial 75-mile system.  The state legislature passed a sales tax in the three counties 
in FY 1970 to provide additional funding for system construction, and in FY 1976 sales tax revenues 
began to be used to fund system operating costs.  The initial system construction was fully completed 
by 1976.   

The 1959 property tax was retired in 1999, after proceeds paid off the construction bonds.  There are 
currently two  BART line items on property tax bills today – one is a dedicated assessment for ongoing 
system operations and maintenance, and the second is a General Obligation (G.O.) bond for BART’s 
earthquake safety program, as approved by voters in the three BART counties.  The one-half cent sales 
tax continues to be collected in the three district counties to fund ongoing operations and system 
maintenance, as fare revenues only cover approximately 60 to 65 percent of annual operating costs. 

Extension Program and Funding 

Beginning in the mid-1980s, BART began planning several extensions to the original system, including 
extensions to Pittsburg/Bay Point, Warm Springs, Dublin/Pleasanton, and SFO International Airport.  
The BART extension to Dublin/Pleasanton was opened in May 1997, and demonstrates BART’s 
commitment to extend rail service beyond the original system into this area of the district.  The cost for 
the Dublin/Pleasanton extension was approximately $550 million.  More recently, construction has 
proceeded on an infill station at West Dublin at a cost of approximately $80 million.  The total capital 
cost to date to bring BART service to the Tri-Valley area is approximately $630 million.  The 
extension of service to the Tri-Valley area, as with all BART extensions to the original system, have 
been funded by a mixture of funds, including federal, State, regional, and local grant sources.  Overall, 
funds generated through BART’s local sales tax are a small percentage of the funds used on the 
extension projects, generally less than 10 percent.  Approximately 50 percent of the funds used to build 
the extensions have come from federal and State sources, with other regional and local funds (generally 
bridge tolls and county-based transportation sales tax funds) making up the balance.  The federal and 
State funds are generally available through competitive programs, and often include requirements that 
the projects meet specific performance indicators for ridership, housing density, VMT reduction, etc., 
in order to qualify for the funds.  

Funds for Livermore Extension 

Funds collected via the property and sales taxes have been used to plan and build the original BART 
system, plan and build the extensions, and operate the system for the past 38 years.  There has never 
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been a separate fund collected and set aside for any of the individual BART extensions, including the 
proposed extension to Livermore.  Moreover, although the Tri-Valley communities have been paying 
for BART since 1959 through taxes, given the historically low density and rural nature of much of the 
Tri-Valley area, neither property nor sales taxes in the area generated a substantial amount until more 
rapid development began in the 1990s.  The extension of service to Dublin/Pleasanton that opened in 
1997 cost an amount substantially greater than the total funds generated by Tri-Valley residents up to 
that time.  This does not preclude future investments in the area, it is simply an acknowledgement that 
BART’s extensions are not programmed based on a one-for-one accounting of the level of sales tax 
generated in a given area. 

The property and sales tax collected from Livermore would not cover the cost of the BART extension 
beyond Dublin/Pleasanton to Livermore.  The range of project costs for the alternatives evaluated in 
the Draft Program EIR is $1.12 billion for the least-costly one-station alternative, up to $3.83 billion 
for the most-costly two-station alternative.  In 2000, BART completed an analysis of estimated 
property and sales tax revenues generated by individual communities from 1959 through 1999.  At that 
time, the City of Livermore had generated a total of $55 million in nominal value in the 40-year 
period, or $162 million when converted to the present-value dollars at the time the report was 
completed (2000).  In projecting revenues since that time up through 2009, the nominal value of the tax 
revenues generated through 2009 is estimated at $126 million, and the present value is estimated at 
$293 million.  While substantial, these revenues of $293 million are insufficient by themselves to pay 
for the construction of the Livermore extension, while also supporting the ongoing operation of the 
current system, including the Dublin/Pleasanton service. (Note: tax revenue amounts from 1959 
through 2009 are estimates.) 
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Letter 41 Nancy Allen 

41.1 The commentor expresses a preference for alternatives along the I-580 corridor, since they 
would reduce environmental impacts associated with noise and visual/community character, 
and because of cost and flexibility concerns.  Please refer to Table 3.10-10 in the Draft 
Program EIR, which compares the level of noise impacts between the alternatives, and 
shows that Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 would have the least noise impact to sensitive receptors 
as these alternatives would not result in potentially significant impacts to any receptors.  
Please also refer to Tables 3.5-1 and 3.5-2, which provide a comparison of visual impacts 
among alternatives and show that only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would result in less-than-
significant visual compatibility impacts.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the 
merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. 

41.2 As explained in Section 3.5, Visual Quality, of the Draft Program EIR, the standards of 
significance for determining visual impacts are based on CEQA Guidelines and 
professional judgment (page 3.5-14, paragraph 4).  According to CEQA, a significant 
impact related to view obstruction would occur in the event of a “substantial adverse effect 
on an important view or scenic vista that is normally experienced by large numbers of 
people” (page 3.5-14, second bullet point).  Adverse affects on views from private 
property, such as homes in eastern Pleasanton, are not considered significant impacts under 
CEQA.   

In assessing potential view impacts to and within the study area, BART focused on views 
that are experienced by the greatest number of people and with the greatest potential to be 
impacted by the potential alignments.  BART followed an analytical methodology that 
included field investigations, photosimulations, assessment of adopted local policies 
regarding designated view corridors, and professional judgment to identify key vantage 
points for the analysis.  As noted on page 3.5-15, paragraph 3, each of these vantage points 
represents a perspective looking directly at what would be a segment of the alternative 
alignment from a principal viewer group.  Views from the area between Stoneridge Drive 
and El Charro Road in eastern Pleasanton were not analyzed because the total number of 
viewers from the area is relatively small, compared to those from selected vantage points 
such as I-580 or Downtown Livermore.   

As noted in this comment, the aerial structure would also be visible to the northeast from 
the existing recreational, pedestrian, and bicycle path along Arroyo Mocho, between 
Stoneridge Drive and El Charro Road.  Although the aerial structure would be a prominent 
visual feature, visibility from the recreational path is not considered a significant visual 
impact for two reasons.  First, the trail is not located within a City-designated scenic vista 
or route, as shown in Figure 3.5-8 of the Draft Program EIR (page 3.5-12).  In addition, as 
explained in Master Response 4 of this document, long-range views from this trail would 
be largely maintained because the spacing of the columns that would support an aerial 
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guideway and the height of the aerial structure would still allow views under and through 
the elevated facilities.  Also stated in Master Response 4, these views would be dominated 
by the buildings, landscaping, and parking lots associated with the commercial components 
of the Staples Ranch development, which is planned for the area immediately north of the 
trail and west of El Charro Road.   

The BART alignments that would follow El Charro Road would cross over the Chain of 
Lakes area in a 3.3-mile continuous aerial structure from the alignment’s departure from 
I-580 just west of El Charro Road, and would follow the existing El Charro Road and 
Quarry Road southeasterly through the Chain of Lakes to its eastward turn adjacent to the 
UPRR rail line paralleling Stanley Boulevard.  Master Response 3 regarding the Chain of 
Lakes and Master Response 4 regarding Staples Ranch offer additional information and 
clarification regarding the effects of this portion of several of the BART extension 
alternatives.   

41.3 Impact NO-1 starting on page 3.10-22 of the Draft Program EIR examined impacts to 
residential receptors south of and adjacent to I-580.  Impacts at these residential receptors 
were found to be less than significant.  Homes further south would be even less impacted 
by the BART trains because they would be located further from the source of noise.  In 
addition, buildings would serve to block the noise as one moves further from the source, 
thereby further reducing noise levels.  Noise impacts to receptors at the Staples Ranch site 
are addressed in Master Response 4 of this document. 

41.4 The primary determining factors for the cost for any of the extension alternatives is length 
of the alignment, alignment type, number of stations, and need for a new yard.  There is a 
range of costs for all of the alternatives in the program, as shown in Appendix B of the 
Draft Program EIR.  The El Charro alternatives have higher costs, principally due to 
longer alignments.  The BART Board of Directors also will consider the cost and timing 
for implementation of the program during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

41.5 The Stanley Bike Trail is referenced as an existing bicycle facility on page 3.2-25 of the 
Draft Program EIR.  It is also noted in the Draft Program EIR, for Alternatives 3a and 5, 
that impacts to the existing Stanley Boulevard Trail could result from the location of the 
Isabel/Stanley Station bisecting the eastern terminus of the trail, and that this would be 
considered a potentially significant impact (see pages 3.2-152 and 3.2-153). 

Mitigation measures are proposed that would require BART to ensure that existing bicycle 
trail routes be maintained wherever the BART extension would intersect with the trail (see 
Mitigation Measure TR-8.1 on page 3.2-153).  Because a detailed plan for the BART 
station has not yet been developed at the Program EIR stage, more specific impacts and 
mitigations cannot be defined at this time, but would be addressed in any future project-
level EIR.  For a discussion of noise in the Isabel/Stanley Boulevard area, see the noise 
impact discussion beginning on page 3.10-43 of the Draft Program EIR.   
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41.6 The comment is correct that CEQA does not require consideration of impacts on future 
development that does not yet exist.  However, see Master Response 4 of this document, 
regarding visual and noise impacts to the Staples Ranch site. 

41.7 For potential impacts to properties planned for development and recreation in the City of 
Pleasanton, such as Staples Ranch, see Master Response 4.  As noted in Master Response 
4, noise impacts associated with the aerial structure along I-580 could significantly impact 
residents at the senior continuing care community, and as noted in the Draft Program EIR, 
there would be a potentially significant noise impact for existing residents along El Charro 
Road.  The mitigation strategies described under Mitigation Measure NO-1.1 on page 
3.10-53 would substantially reduce impacts related to BART train noise; 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.  
The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during 
the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-259 
June 2010 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-260 
June 2010 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-261 
June 2010 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-262 
June 2010 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-263 
June 2010 

Letter 42 Robert Allen 

42.1 Commentor suggests a comprehensive, Bay Area-wide consolidation of rail systems that 
would merge BART and Caltrain in a five-county transit district.  Today, BART provides 
rapid transit service in four counties:  San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, and portions 
of San Mateo County.  Caltrain provides commuter rail service in San Francisco, San 
Mateo, and Santa Clara Counties.  It is possible that at some point in the future a larger 
transit agency could be formed that would merge both BART and Caltrain.  Costs to 
combine the two systems into one system could be considerable.  Differences in vehicle 
technology (self-propelled electric vehicles versus diesel locomotives), track gauge, grade 
separations, train control, and other challenges in integrating the two systems would all 
need to be considered.  Links to other rail service providers, such as the proposed 
Statewide high-speed train system, and the shared trackage with Union Pacific Railroad 
(UPRR) would also need to be addressed.  The suggested improvements to the Caltrain 
right-of-way and Caltrans right-of-way are outside the jurisdiction of BART.  Any one of 
the commentor’s suggested BART projects would substantially expand the BART system 
and would require an extensive evaluation, which is beyond the scope of this Program EIR 
for the BART to Livermore extension.  As the commentor notes, this plan would be an 
alternative to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) Regional Rail Plan, and 
the request for consideration should be directed to MTC.  In addition, any merger of the 
BART District, created by state law and run by an elected Board of Directors, and the 
Caltrain system, run by the multi-agency Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, would 
have larger economic and political issues and would require a voter-approved ballot 
measure for bond funding and legislative action at the state level. 

42.2 The commentor suggests the merger of BART, Caltrain, Capitol Corridor, and ACE into a 
regional rail transit district and a bond measure to provide rail transit improvements 
throughout the Bay Area.  Though a number of the suggested improvements (BART in 
freeway medians, BART over the Altamont Pass, BART subway to Golden Gate Bridge, 
and an Oakland International Airport (OAK) to San Francisco International Airport (SFO) 
BART Transbay tube) are directly related to BART, the other suggested improvements are 
outside the jurisdiction of BART.  Any one of the suggested BART projects would 
substantially expand the BART system and would require an extensive evaluation, which is 
beyond the scope of this Program EIR for the BART to Livermore extension.  For 
additional discussion of a merger of the rail systems, see Response 42.1. 

42.3 This comment suggests the conversion of Caltrain south of Millbrae to BART and Caltrain 
north of Millbrae to the San Francisco Municipal Railway (MUNI).  The area to the south 
is currently outside the three BART District counties and likely would require legislative 
action for an expansion of the District.  Also see Responses 42.1 and 42.2.   

42.4 The comment advocates a BART alignment in the median of I-580 with a terminus station 
north of I-580 along the SPRR and intermediate stations along I-580 at Isabel Avenue and 
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Vasco Road.  Variations on station sites around Greenville Road were previously 
considered and rejected as infeasible, and so excluded from further consideration in the 
Draft Program EIR (see page 2-58 of the Draft Program EIR).  The commentor’s proposed 
station location north of I-580 and east of Greenville Road would create a number of 
engineering challenges.  There is a significant increase in elevation from Greenville Road 
to the UPRR tracks north of I-580.  The UPRR tracks are on a high trestle over Altamont 
Road.  Creating a convenient connection to ACE north of I-580 would be difficult.  Also, a 
station north of I-580 could interfere with Altamont Pass Road.  The UPRR tracks are 
much lower on the south side of I-580.  The nearby Greenville East Station site (south of 
I-580) offers good levels of accessibility and connectivity as well the potential for transit-
oriented development, which made it a preferable location.  This Greenville East Station 
site was evaluated in the Draft Program EIR.   

Of the three stations suggested in the comment, Isabel/I-580, Vasco Road, and Altamont 
Intermodal, BART included the Isabel/I-580 Station in its Program EIR analysis.  The 
Vasco Road site proposed by the commentor is assumed to be along I-580.  A station in 
this general location would duplicate service provided either by the Isabel/I-580 Station or 
a terminus station at Greenville and was not considered in the Draft Program EIR.  The 
Altamont Intermodal station (north of I-580/East of Greenville) was not considered for the 
reasons presented above.  Moreover, the topography rises steeply to the east of Greenville 
Road, with a decreasing amount of level land.  This decreases the feasibility of placing 
yards and shops in that area, which require substantial level acreage.   

The comment proposes a future BART extension over the Altamont Pass to San Joaquin 
County.  This suggestion was explored and rejected by BART during the initial scoping 
period.  As explained on page 2-64 of the Draft Program EIR, because San Joaquin County 
is not a part of the original BART District, the county would have to pay the full cost of 
the extension and the cost of impacts to the existing BART system in order for the 
extension to be constructed.  The county agencies did not express an interest in altering 
their objectives in order to fund a BART extension.  Therefore, a BART extension to San 
Joaquin County was not included in the Program EIR.   

The commentor uses a cost figure of $13 million per mile once the freeway is widened, but 
no substantiation for that figure is presented.  Costs estimates for the various alternatives 
were presented in Appendix B of the Draft Program EIR.  The total cost estimate for 
Alternative 1 to Greenville with an intermediate station at Isabel/I-580 is approximately 
$2.92 billion.  Construction of the 11.5-mile length of guideway alone (not including 
stations, yard, vehicles, or right-of-way) is estimated to be $490 million, which is 
substantially greater than the per-mile cost used by the commentor.   
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Letter 43 Robert Allen 

43.1 The commentor supports Alternative 4 to Isabel/I-580 and a future extension to Greenville 
Road as a modified Alternative 1 (as explained in the attachment).  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative.  The modified Alternative 1 would have BART stations at 
locations between Vasco Road and Greenville Road (existing truck scales) and north of 
I-580/east of Greenville Road.  The merit of a BART station located north of I-580 and 
east of Greenville Road is discussed in Response 42.4.   

43.2 There was a land exchange at the future location of the Isabel/I-580 interchange, but the 
land involved was all in the vicinity of the interchange.  BART owned land on the south 
side of I-580.  BART exchanged a portion of that property with Caltrans that allowed 
Caltrans to construct the Isabel/I-580 interchange.  In return, BART gained land on the 
north side of I-580.  This would allow BART to build a median station with parking and 
access from both north and south of the freeway.   

43.3 The commentor supports a median alignment along I-580 with a terminus station east of 
Greenville Road and an intermediate station at the site of the existing truck scales, which 
are located midway between Vasco Road and Greenville Road.  This is the approximate 
location of the Greenville West station site that was considered but rejected as an 
alternative in the Draft Program EIR.  As stated on page 2-62 of the Draft Program EIR, a 
station at this location was rejected because, while the station is within the Urban Growth 
Boundary (UGB) and would be well positioned for transit-oriented development (TOD), it 
would not allow transfers between BART and ACE.  The nearby Greenville East Station 
offered similar levels of accessibility and would provide a connection to ACE.  An 
intermediate station near the truck scales is considered unnecessary because it would 
duplicate service offered at the terminus station slightly to the east.     

43.4 The topography rises steeply to the east of Greenville Road decreasing the amount of level 
land available for station, yards, and shops, and increasing the engineering required to 
place any facilities in that area.  Direct access ramps from the crest of Altamont Pass to the 
area would be very costly and would duplicate the existing freeway I-580 freeway ramps at 
Greenville Road.   

43.5 The comment suggests a new grade separated BART line over the Altamont Pass to 
communities in San Joaquin County.  This suggestion was explored and rejected by BART 
during the initial scoping period.  Please see page 2-64 of the Draft Program EIR for 
further discussion.     

43.6 The commentor presents the merits of Alternative 4 and a modified version of Alternative 
1.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.  Please see Response 42.4 
regarding a modified version of Alternative 1. 
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Letter 44 Robert Allen 

44.1 The comment recommends Alternative 4 and a modified version of Alternative 1, with 
stations at between Vasco Road and Greenville Road near the existing truck scales and a 
station, shops, and yard north of I-580 and east of Greenville Road near the UPRR high 
trestle.  Please see Responses 42.4 regarding a terminus station east of Greenville Road and 
43.4 regarding an intermediate station near the truck scales.  The comment suggests that 
BART extend service over the Altamont Pass to San Joaquin County without an ACE 
intermodal connection.  This suggestion was explored and rejected by BART during the 
initial scoping period.  Please see page 2-64 of the Draft Program EIR for further 
discussion.  Contrary to the comment, BART considers a connection to ACE to be an 
important program objective, as described on page 1-12 of the Draft Program EIR.     
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Letter 45 Robert Allen 

45.1 The following comments refer to a brochure BART provided to participants in public 
meetings that summarized the key impacts of the nine alternatives discussed in the Draft 
Program EIR.   

45.2 The comment suggests that BART connect to ACE at an intermodal station north of I-580 
and east of Greenville Road and/or extend service over the Altamont Pass to San Joaquin 
County in lieu of ACE service.  A connection to ACE is an important objective of the 
BART to Livermore extension.  BART assumes that future ACE routes would be in the 
existing rail corridor through Livermore, consistent with the Regional Rail Plan.  Please 
see Responses 42.4 and 44.1 regarding a BART station north of I-580 and east of 
Greenville Road and further extension of BART over the Altamont Pass.  The location of 
the Greenville East Station south of I-580 offers a better opportunity for intermodal 
connection to ACE.    

45.3 As noted in the comment, the Isabel/I-580 Station would have good access from Livermore 
and the freeway, but as a one-station alternative, it would have the lowest ridership of any 
of the alternatives studied.  Projected regional growth and freeway congestion are 
incorporated into the ridership estimates.  Please see Master Response 2 regarding the 
ridership modeling methodology. 

45.4 As stated in the BART public meeting brochure provided by BART, selection of 
Alternative 4 — Isabel/I-580, which extends only as far as Isabel Avenue, as the preferred 
alternative would not identify any right-of-way east of Isabel Avenue for a future 
extension, one of the goals of the Draft Program EIR.  The commentor’s modified 
Alternative 1 was not studied in the Draft Program EIR, and therefore would not provide 
the basis for right-of-way acquisition.  Please see Response 42.4. 

45.5 As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, page 3.3-40, the Airport Protection Area for 
Livermore Municipal Airport extends around the Isabel/I-580 Station site, reducing 
potential for TOD development.  Developing large surface parking lots in lieu of housing 
near suburban stations is not considered “transit oriented development.”  As noted in the 
comment, parking lots can later be converted to parking structures or commercial 
development.  However, TOD is valued around station sites because it creates a community 
(both commercial and residential) that can use the station without resorting to station access 
by automobile, and patronage is not limited by parking capacity. 

45.6 See Response 42.4 regarding a yard and shop near the high UPRR trestle.  See Response 
43.4 regarding a station near the existing truck scales.  As described in Master Response 7 
and the responses to Comment Letter 1 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, BART’s 
Greenville Yard site north of I-580 has substantial biological issues that could significantly 
restrict its use for TOD.   
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Letter 46 Robert Allen 

46.1 The comment refers to Table 1 of MTC’s Resolution #3434, which lists transit extension 
projects subject to corridor thresholds for residential development.  The resolution was 
adopted in July 2005.  Although the BART to Livermore Extension Program is not listed in 
the table at that time, as noted in the body of the resolution, the MTC policy applies to 
“any physical transit extension project with regional discretionary funds, regardless of level 
of funding.”  BART intends to comply with the requirements of MTC Resolution #3434 for 
any alternative selected as the preferred alternative.  As a source of funds for capital 
transportation projects in the Bay Area, MTC has the ability to set the standards for the 
projects that it funds.    

46.2 As noted in the comment, Alternative 4 — Isabel/I-580 is the least expensive of the 
proposed alternatives.  Table 3 of MTCs Resolution #3434 provides the required threshold 
for housing units per extension corridor (average per station area).  As a source of funds 
for capital transportation projects in the Bay Area, MTC has the ability to set the standards 
for the projects that it funds.   

46.3 As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, page 5-19, the local Airport Protection Area 
(APA) and Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) constrain additional residential development 
around the Isabel/I-580 Station.  In addition, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
has recommended that residential development not take place within 500 feet of freeways 
without study of potential air quality and health risks.  These factors make it difficult for 
Alternative 4 to meet requirements for TOD.  There is no indication that MTC would 
consider a BART station at Isabel/I-580 exempt from MTC Resolution #3434.  The BART 
to Livermore extension is not a single station extension to an international airport. 

46.4 Contrary to the comment, BART expects that MTC Resolution #3434 housing requirements 
would apply to the BART to Livermore extension, and agrees that the goal of land use 
enhancing transit is vital.  As noted in the comment, parking lots can be converted to 
parking structures or higher density uses.  However, developing surface parking lots in lieu 
of dwelling units is not considered “transit oriented development.”  TOD can be either 
residential or commercial development but typically is a mix of both.  The concept behind 
TOD is not that initial residential development is replaced by commercial development, but 
that the station area is planned for a combination of high-density development that creates a 
self-sustaining urban core.  This in turn provides a supply of transit patrons that are not 
auto dependent, and station patronage is not limited to its parking capacity.    

46.5 The commentor supports Alternative 4 and a modified version of Alternative 1.  The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative.  Please see Response 42.4 regarding the 
modified Alternative 1.     
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Letter 47 Robert Allen 

47.1 For a discussion of the commentor’s proposals related to the one-station BART extension 
and a future extension in the I-580 median to east of Greenville Road, see Response 42.4.   

47.2 An extension to a station at Isabel/Stanley would use an aerial alignment from its departure 
from I-580 through the Chain of Lakes.  The aerial structure would allow relatively free 
passage through and around the guideway alignment.  As discussed on pages 3.3-50 and 
3.3-51 of the Draft Program EIR, the alignment would traverse an area where the uses are 
either undeveloped (as along El Charro Road) or quarry related.  Therefore, the extension 
would not run through or divide an established community.  For these reasons, there would 
be no “great wall” effect.  For a discussion of the impacts of an alignment through the 
Chain of Lakes area, see Master Response 3.  Impacts related to access, traffic, land use, 
and mineral resources at the Isabel/Stanley Station site are discussed in Section 3.2, 
Transportation, Section 3.3, Land Use, and Section 3.7, Geology, respectively, of the 
Draft Program EIR.  The commentor is correct that the Altamont Corridor Project is 
evaluating at a variety of future alignments for the ACE train.  For the purpose of the 
BART to Livermore Program EIR, BART assumes that, consistent with the Regional Rail 
Plan, the ACE train will continue to run in the existing railroad corridor through 
Livermore and an intermodal station at Isabel/Stanley is possible.     

47.3 The effects of an Isabel/I-580 Station noted by the commentor are taken into account in the 
traffic and parking analysis of the Draft Program EIR.  For a discussion of station-related 
traffic in Pleasanton and on I-580, see Section 3.2, Transportation, of the Draft Program 
EIR.  For a discussion of parking impacts at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station, see the parking 
discussion that begins on page 3.2-138 of the Draft Program EIR. 

47.4 Contrary to the comment, development of surface parking at suburban rail stations is not 
“transit-oriented development.”  See Response 46.4 for a definition of transit-oriented 
development.  
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Letter 48 Robert Allen 

48.1 See Response 42.4 of this document. 

48.2 BART is proposing an intermodal station as part of the BART to Livermore extension, 
because it would expand the geographic range for both ACE and BART patrons and allow 
them to reach destinations that now are not available to them.  Ultimately, this intermodal 
connection could increase ridership on both BART and ACE.  An intermodal station at 
Shinn, where BART crosses over ACE in Fremont, would not serve most riders.  ACE 
riders traveling south to Silicon Valley would gain no advantage transferring from 
southbound ACE to southbound BART, and it would be off-direction for ACE riders 
desiring to travel north on BART, creating a longer trip.  For a similar reason, it would 
create longer trips for BART riders desiring to travel the opposite direction to Livermore 
or the Central Valley.   

48.3 See Response 43.5 of this document regarding a BART extension to the San Joaquin 
Valley. 

48.4 Noise from BART operations, including trains on aerial structures, is evaluated in Section 
3.10, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft Program EIR.  BART acknowledges that noise 
from operations could be a significant and unavoidable impact.  A number of mitigation 
measures have been included in Section 3.10 of the Draft Program EIR to reduce potential 
noise impacts.  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.  As noted in the comment, a median alignment along I-580 
would have fewer noise impacts on sensitive receptors.   

48.5 BART currently owns property in the vicinity of I-580/Isabel Avenue and north of I-580 at 
Greenville Road.  The funds for those property acquisitions came from a legal settlement in 
the early 1980s with one of the original BART contractors and not from MTC or 
Livermore as suggested in the comment.  BART established an advanced right-of-way 
acquisition program with the funds from the settlement and began investigating future 
station sites, ultimately purchasing a number of sites, including the Isabel/I-580 and 
Greenville Road Station sites.  Any purchase and subsequent sale of the “Brickyard” in 
Livermore was conducted independent of BART and has no bearing on the purchase of the 
BART properties.    
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Letter 49 Robert Allen 

49.1 Regarding Alternative 4 combined with a modified Alternative 1, see Response 42.4 of this 
document.   

49.2 The comment relates to the access, transportation, and land uses constraints at the proposed 
station at Isabel/Stanley.  Access and transportation are discussed in Section 3.2 of the 
Draft Program EIR, and land use is discussed in Section 3.3 of the Draft Program EIR.   

49.3 The comment supports Alternative 4.  See Response 46.4 regarding transit-oriented 
development at station sites.    
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Letter 50 Robert Allen 

50.1 Please see Response 48.5 of this document regarding the “Brickyard” and BART property. 

50.2 The Altamont Corridor Project is evaluating a variety of future alignments for the ACE 
train.  For the purpose of the BART to Livermore Program EIR, BART assumes that, 
consistent with the Regional Rail Plan, the ACE train will continue to run in the existing 
railroad corridor through Livermore, and an intermodal station will be possible along the 
existing UPRR right-of-way.  See Response 43.5 regarding BART extensions to San 
Joaquin County.   

50.3 See Response 50.2 of this document regarding a change in ACE alignment.   

50.4 The comment is correct that the cost of Alternative 4 (Isabel/I-580) is less than the 
alternatives with downtown stations and right-of-way is also less, principally because 
Alternative 4 has a shorter alignment and only one station.  BART cost estimates, which 
are included as Appendix B in the Draft Program EIR, include the cost of stations adjacent 
to the east side of Greenville Road (Alternatives 1, 1a, and 1b).  These cost estimates do 
not include a station north of I-580 and east of Greenville Road as recommended by the 
commentor; please see Response 42.4 regarding the issues for that station location.  The 
comment is correct that there are fewer noise impacts for an alignment in the median of 
I-580.     

50.5 One-half mile from a transit station is the distance typically used as the limit for patrons to 
walk to the station and is also considered the approximate boundary for transit-oriented 
development (TOD).  The development of a walking-oriented community around a station 
does not preclude patrons with autos from using the station, but it emphasizes the 
development of higher density development that generates more transit riders.  See 
Response 47.4 regarding TOD at stations.  

50.6 See Responses 42.4 and 43.4 regarding a terminus station east of Greenville Road and an 
intermediate station between Vasco Road and Greenville Road (truck scales), respectively.    

50.7 One of the purposes of the Program EIR is to allow the BART Board to select a preferred 
alternative.  This decision would allow the acquisition of property to protect the future 
BART alignment.  If a freeway alternative were selected, BART would work with Caltrans 
on the acquisition of property and reconstruction of the freeway to prepare for a BART 
alignment in the median.   

50.8 Please see Response 42.1 of this document. 

50.9 The commentor presents the merits of Alternative 4 and a modified version of Alternative 
1.  Please see Responses 42.4 and 43.4 of this document.   
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Letter 51 Robert Allen 

51.1 The City of Livermore conducted its own planning process related to potential BART 
station sites in Livermore, and the comment refers to one of the City’s planning meetings.  
As noted in the comment, the comment period for the Draft Program EIR closed at 5 p.m. 
on January 21, 2010.   

51.2 See Response 50.1 of this document. 

51.3 The Altamont Corridor Project is evaluating a variety of future alignments for the ACE 
train.  For the purpose of the BART to Livermore Program EIR, BART assumes that, 
consistent with the Regional Rail Plan, the ACE train will continue to run in the existing 
railroad corridor through Livermore, and an intermodal station will be possible along the 
existing UPRR right-of-way.  See Response 43.5 regarding BART extensions to San 
Joaquin County. 

51.4 See Response 50.4 of this document.   

51.5 See Response 50.5 of this document.   

51.6 Please see Response 43.4 regarding a station near between Vasco Road and Greenville 
Road (truck scales), Response 42.4 regarding a station north of I-580 and east of 
Greenville Road, and Response 51.3 regarding the Altamont rail corridor.  BART is not 
considering remote staffing at this time.   

51.7 See Response 50.7 of this document. 

51.8 See Responses 42.1 and 42.2 of this document. 

51.9 The commentor presents the merits of Alternative 4 and a modified version of Alternative 
1.  Please Responses 43.1 to 43.5 of this document.   
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Letter 52 Robert Allen 

52.1 See Response 51.1 of this document. 

52.2 See Response 50.1 of this document. 

52.3 See Response 50.2 of this document. 

52.4 See Response 50.4 of this document.   

52.5 See Response 51.5 of this document. 

52.6 Please see Response 43.4 of this document regarding a station near between Vasco Road 
and Greenville Road (truck scales), Response 42.4 regarding a station north of I-580 and 
east of Greenville Road, and Response 51.3 regarding the Altamont rail corridor.  BART is 
not considering remote staffing at this time.   

52.7 See Response 50.7 of this document. 

52.8 See Response 42.1 of this document.   

52.9 The commentor presents the merits of Alternative 4 and a modified version of Alternative 
1.  Please Responses 42.4 and 43.4 of this document.   
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Letter 53 Ed Alley 

53.1 The aerial photo used in Figure 2-14 (page 2-39) is from 2006, prior to the demolition 
noted by the commentor.  The demolition of the Hexcel plant does not affect the 
conclusions in the Draft Program EIR.  See Response 53.2 of this document.   

53.2 According to City of Livermore staff,49 development of the Hexcel property is occurring in 
three phases.  Phase I of the project, consisting of 45 residential units along the southern 
edge of the Hexcel property, has been constructed.  Phase I is reflected in Figure 3.3-1 
(page 3.3-5) and Figure 3.3-5 (page 3.3-29) of the Draft Program EIR.  Phase I was 
included in the Land Use analysis in Section 3.3, Land Use, of the Draft Program EIR.   

Phase II of the Hexcel development plan involves the construction of 11 units at the 
western edge of the Hexcel site.  Although the Phase II application for entitlement has been 
approved by the City of Livermore, construction has not yet occurred.  These undeveloped 
parcels are shown in Figure 3.3-1 of the Draft Program EIR.  However, the City of 
Livermore has approved a General Plan amendment for re-designation of the Phase II 
property from an industrial to residential use, which is not reflected in Figure 3.3-5 of the 
Draft Program EIR.  Therefore, to acknowledge the most current amendments to the land 
use designations by the City of Livermore, Figure 3.3-5 from the Draft Program EIR has 
been updated.  Refer to Section 6, Revisions to the Draft Program EIR, for the updated 
figure. 

Phase III of Hexcel development involves the construction of 70 residential units on the site 
of the Hexcel plant itself.  As noted in this comment, the plant has been demolished.  
However, no application for entitlement of Phase III has been submitted to the City of 
Livermore.  The developer has submitted an application to amend the General Plan land 
use designation from an industrial to residential use, but this amendment has not been 
approved by the City.  The demolition of the Hexcel plant is not reflected in Figure 3.3-1 
of the Draft Program EIR, which identifies the existing use of the property as industrial.  
Therefore, to reflect the recent demolition, Figure 3.3-1 from the Draft Program EIR has 
been updated to identify the property as “Undeveloped.”  Refer to Section 6, Revisions to 
the Draft Program EIR, for the updated figure.  

Because Phase II entitlement has been approved by the City, the development must be 
included in the analysis of Land Use impacts.  The 11 units planned for Phase II would not 
alter the impact conclusions identified in the Draft Program EIR.  The Draft Program EIR 
identifies that both alternatives that include the Portola/Railroad Yard, Alternatives 3 and 
3a, would have potentially significant impacts related to land use incompatibility (see Table 
3.3-6, page 3.3-36).  As summarized in Table 3.3-7 of the Draft Program EIR (page 
3.3-38), this finding of significance is based on the fact that the Portola/Railroad Yard 

                                              
49  Vinn, Bob.  Assistant City Engineer, City of Livermore.  Personal communication with Greg Goodfellow, 

DC&E. May 13, 2010.  
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would be adjacent to a residential neighborhood, and may disturb those residences and 
adversely affect the setting (page 3.3-47, paragraph 1).   

As required by CEQA Guidelines, the Draft Program EIR analyzes the program’s 
compatibility with existing land uses and approved land use plans.  Therefore, potential 
impacts of the alternatives on Phase III of the development are not included in the current 
environmental analysis.  If a preferred alternative alignment through this area is selected, 
the City of Livermore would consider impacts of the BART alignment on future residential 
development projects during CEQA review for those projects. 

53.3 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding the effects of the BART 
extension alternatives on Downtown Livermore, particularly regarding potential impacts on 
traffic and parking in the downtown area.  A discussion of the maintenance yard is 
presented in Responses 53.4 and 53.5 below.   

53.4 As noted in the Draft Program EIR on pages 3.10-54 through 3.10-56, there would be 
potentially significant noise impacts associated with the Greenville Yard and the 
Portola/Railroad Yard.  Mitigation Measure NO-2.1 on page 3.10-56 is proposed to reduce 
these impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

53.5 Section 3.5, Visual Quality, assesses the light and glare impacts of each alternative.  An 
alternative that creates a new source of light or glare that adversely affects day or nighttime 
views would result in a potentially significant visual impact (page 3.5-15, first bullet 
point).  As summarized in Table 3.5-1 (page 3.5-18), all of the alternatives except 
Alternative 4 would have potentially significant impacts related to light or glare.  Table 
3.5-2 (pages 3.5-19 to 3.5-21) identifies that these potentially significant impacts would be 
associated with light from either the Greenville Yard, Vasco Yard, or Portola/Railroad 
Yard.  The Draft Program EIR also states that these impacts could be reduced to less-than-
significant levels via the development of sensitive lighting design specifications (Mitigation 
Measure VQ-4.1, page 3.5-44). 

53.6 The commentor correctly notes that the noise impacts (described on pages 3.10-54 through 
3.10-56 of the Draft Program EIR) associated with the Portola/Railroad Yard (Alternatives 
3 and 3a) would have the greatest potential for exceeding the significance thresholds, and 
that the Vasco Yard (Alternatives 2 and 2a) would have the least potential for impact to 
nearby sensitive noise receptors. 

53.7 The Portola/Railroad Yard, which is proposed under Alternatives 3 and 3a, is currently 
occupied by industrial uses and operation.  As noted on page 3.10-55 of the Draft Program 
EIR, noise levels from maintenance activities could result in potentially significant increase 
to the existing residences south of the proposed yard.  In addition, as stated in the Draft 
Program EIR (see page 3.6-21, first full paragraph), the Portola/Railroad Yard would not 
introduce new features that would change the setting of the Trevarno Road Historic 
District.  While new maintenance activities are unlikely to result in adverse impacts on the 
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Trevarno Road Historic District, the Draft Program EIR acknowledges that until project-
level research is performed on historical resources, it is not known if project-level 
mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant (see Master Response 1 
of this document, regarding the differences between program- and project-level analysis).  
Accordingly, the Draft Program EIR conservatively concludes that Alternatives 3 and 3a 
would have potentially significant and unavoidable impacts to historic resources. 

53.8 This comment describes potential adverse impacts to the Livermore economy and tax base 
from displacement of businesses due to the Portola/Railroad Yard.  Per CEQA Guidelines, 
the EIR addresses the potential for displacement of businesses and identifies this as a 
significant impact for all alternatives (see page 3.4-11, last paragraph).  Acquisition of the 
properties between First Street and the UPRR tracks would be necessary to construct the 
maintenance yard.  It is possible that only the portions of the properties adjacent to the 
tracks would be necessary for the yard (see Figure 2-14 on page 2-39).  This could allow 
some of the existing businesses and residences to remain along First Street.  Detailed 
acquisition plans would be identified at the project-level evaluation.  To mitigate this 
impact, the Draft Program EIR identifies Mitigation Measure PH-2.1 on page 3.4-23.  
Consistent with this mitigation measure, BART shall implement an acquisition and 
relocation program that meets the requirements of applicable State relocation law and 
which mitigates the impact to a less-than-significant level.  Other than such physical 
impacts, economic effects are not considered to be environmental impacts under CEQA.   

53.9 Businesses are generally not considered sensitive to light and noise, compared to homes.  
However, impacts to those businesses, such as hotels and private daycare centers, where 
low noise levels or light intrusion would be critical to their business were evaluated.  For 
example, there are hotels on the southern side of I-580 and noise impacts to those hotels 
were found to be less than significant.  For other businesses near the hotels and freeway, 
the impacts would be expected to be no greater than those predicted for the nearby hotels 
and homes (less than significant).  As noted on page 3.5-43 and 3.5-44, light and glare 
impacts were considered potentially significant for both residential and commercial areas 
near station and yards.  However, implementation of Mitigation Measure VQ-4.1 would 
reduce impacts to less than significant for all alternatives. 

53.10 The commentor has expressed a preference for the Vasco Yard.  Impacts associated with 
noise and light and glare at the Vasco Yard would be less than significant or less than 
significant with mitigation under all extension alternatives.   

53.11 The commentor is correct that a number of businesses would be acquired and their existing 
structures demolished, if the Vasco Yard were constructed.  Please refer to Response 53.8 
of this document, regarding potential impacts to the Livermore economy and tax base from 
displacement of businesses.   

53.12 The cost estimate for the maintenance yards is preliminary, but the estimates do include 
mitigation measures for the reduction of noise and light on adjacent areas.  Cost estimates 
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would be refined during project-level design.  The BART Board of Directors will consider 
the merits of the alignment alternatives, including ridership and costs, during the final 
hearing to select a preferred alternative. 

53.13 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding the effects of the BART 
extension alternatives on Downtown Livermore.  In particular, Master Response 5 contains 
discussions of the traffic and parking impacts.  Also, please refer to pages 3.2-138 to 3.2-
144 of the Draft Program EIR for a detailed discussion of the parking impacts of the BART 
extension alternatives.  It is true that when the parking at BART stations reaches capacity, 
there may be overspill parking into the surrounding areas that can affect both public and 
private parking supplies.  This type of impact can be mitigated using standard parking 
management techniques such as those identified in the Draft Program EIR (see Mitigation 
Measure TR-6.2 on pages 3.2-143 and 3.2-144). 

53.14 Please refer to Response 53.13 of this document. 
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Letter 54  Melanie Alley 

54.1 Please refer to Figure 2-7 on page 2-21 of the Draft Program EIR.  This figure shows the 
specific location of the Downtown Livermore Station.  The site is located in the northeast 
portion of the downtown area.  For Alternatives 1a, 1b, and 2a, the station passenger 
platform would be located alongside the UPRR right-of way between First Street and 
Junction Avenue, adjacent to the existing ACE station and LAVTA bus transit center.  For 
Alternative 3, the station platform is located slightly further to the northeast, beneath 
Junction Avenue just to the north of the UPRR right-of-way.  Under each of these 
alternatives, the station platform would be within a one-quarter mile walking distance of 
the majority of the downtown area, although the platform under Junction Avenue 
(Alternative 3) would be slightly further from downtown.  One-quarter mile is generally 
considered an acceptable walking distance for convenient transit access.  These station sites 
were selected to provide good access to ACE and LAVTA bus services, to allow good 
pedestrian access, and to avoid major disruption of existing buildings and development in 
the area. 

Please refer also to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station on the character and quality of Downtown Livermore. 
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Letter 55  Melanie Alley 

55.1 The BART to Livermore Extension Program does not include a BART station at the end of 
Portola Avenue.  As shown in Figure 2-14 (page 2-39) of the Draft Program EIR, it is the 
Portola/Railroad Yard that would be located at the end of Portola Avenue, just south of the 
point at which Portola Avenue terminates at First Street.  As correctly stated in this 
comment, the yard site is about one mile from the downtown intersection of First Street 
and Livermore Avenue.  

The location of the Downtown Livermore Station is shown on Figure 2-7 (page 2-21) of 
the Draft Program EIR.  This figure shows the specific location of the Downtown 
Livermore Station site.  The site is located in the immediate downtown area, bounded by 
Livermore Avenue, Chestnut Street, Junction Avenue, and Ladd Avenue (page 2-19, final 
paragraph).  The Downtown Livermore Station site would include the existing Livermore 
Transit Center/Livermore ACE Station (page 2-19, final paragraph) and as such would be 
immediately adjacent to most downtown amenities.  A description of the station passenger 
platforms for the various downtown stations is presented in Response 54.1.  For 
Alternative 3, where the downtown station would be bit further than other downtown 
stations, the station plan would involve creating new pedestrian connections between the 
BART station and the ACE and LAVTA transit center.  These connections would reduce 
the length of the walk from BART to the core of the downtown, and would eliminate the 
need to walk along busy streets, creating a safer walking environment.   

The final part of this comment concerns the merits of a project alternative and does not 
concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 56  James and Karla Armstrong 

56.1 Due to the high cost of extending transit, public agencies believe that transit investments 
should made be with consideration of appropriate land use and population densities.  
Coordination of station locations with existing high density land uses and with opportunities 
for transit-oriented development (TOD) are among BART’s primary considerations in 
selecting a preferred alternative.  Alternatives 2a and 2b each have a downtown station and 
a Vasco Road Station, which are the two station sites with the highest current levels of 
development.  They are also the locations where the City of Livermore would like to 
channel growth.  Therefore, they have the highest potential to provide the TOD desired 
around future station sites.  If the BART Board decides to proceed with the next stage of 
environmental review, the City of Livermore, in collaboration with BART, would develop 
a Ridership Development Plan for the corridor that addresses land use changes and/or 
access improvements to build ridership for the extension at the station sites selected.  The 
BART Board will consider land use and potential TOD in selecting a preferred alternative 
for the project.  Traffic, visual quality, and noise issues are discussed in Sections 3.2, 3.5, 
and 3.10 of the Draft Program EIR, respectively.  Effects on property values are not 
considered environmental impacts under CEQA and were not addressed in the Draft 
Program EIR.  For crime-related issues, see Master Response 6 of this document.  

56.2 Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the methods used for the 
ridership forecasts.  The ridership forecasting model was developed using travel data 
derived from actual interviews with individuals that live and work in all areas of the Tri-
Valley.  The model is also designed to address the changes in travel characteristics that 
occur when a new transportation investment such as the BART to Livermore extension is 
put in place.  It is important to note that when new transportation alternatives are available, 
their presence is expected to influence the travel and lifestyle characteristics of the 
individuals living and working in the Bay Area.  This can be seen when examining many of 
the existing BART stations such as Pleasant Hill, Dublin/Pleasanton, Concord, and Walnut 
Creek, where over the long term the availability of BART has influenced the growth of 
these employment centers.  The ridership forecasts are based upon forecasts of employment 
for the year 2035, about 25 years from now.  These forecasts include existing land uses 
and expected future land uses.  The forecasts are not based on the current characteristics of 
the employees at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory or the other existing 
employers from the area because these characteristics will likely change over time.  As 
existing employees leave and are replaced by new employees, or as new employees are 
hired to fill expansion needs, the characteristics of the new employees are expected to 
reflect the availability of transportation options such a BART extension.  Also, the fact that 
many employees will live in locations not served by BART and therefore would not be 
likely to use BART is fully accounted for in the model and the resulting forecasts.  BART’s 
experience has been that its suburban stations attract on average about 10 percent of the 
trips from nearby employers.  
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Letter 57  Harry Babb 

57.1 There is no table that defines the acronyms used in the EIR.  The acronyms used in the 
Draft Program EIR are defined the first time they are used in each section.  For example, 
in Section 3.3, Land Use, in the Draft Program EIR, TOD (transit-oriented development) 
is defined on page 3.3-23. 
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Letter 58 Jonathan Bair 

58.1 Please refer to pages 3.2-59 to 3.2-65 in the Draft Program EIR for a discussion and 
evaluation of the impacts of the BART alternatives on the core system of BART.  This 
discussion addresses the need for additional vehicles and vehicle facilities to avoid 
overcrowding of trains due to the added ridership generated by a BART to Livermore 
extension.  The capacity of the Transbay Tube was also considered.  BART has a number 
of initiatives underway which are intended to address the capacity of the Transbay Tube by 
increasing the number of trains per hour which can use the Transbay Tube and increasing 
the number of persons per car that can be accommodated.  The analysis determined that the 
combined train requirements of all the BART lines using the tube assuming both the BART 
to Livermore and BART to San Jose/Santa Clara extension would approach the planned 
capacity of the Transbay Tube. 

Since the purpose of a Program EIR is to provide a comparison of the alternatives and 
because all the alternatives would have a similar impact on overall BART operations, there 
was not a need at this point to undertake a detailed analysis of the capacity impacts on the 
Transbay Tube.  If and when a preferred alternative is identified, and taken to a project-
level environmental document, then it will be appropriate to conduct the more detailed 
studies (see Master Response 1, regarding program-level versus project-level EIRs). 

58.2 The proposed total length of the extension alternatives would add on average 10 minutes to 
the travel time of the existing Dublin-Pleasanton BART Line.  Therefore, the total trip time 
from Embarcadero Station to a terminus station in Livermore would not exceed 
approximately 52 minutes.  A travel time of 52 minutes is nearly identical to the travel time 
for trips made today on BART from Embarcadero to Pittsburg/Bay Point Station.  BART 
provides public bathrooms at all non-underground BART stations; this includes the existing 
Dublin-Pleasanton Station.  Bathrooms would be included at any future above-ground 
station constructed as part of the BART to Livermore extension.  Thus, a BART extension 
to Livermore would be consistent with District policy regarding public bathrooms and trip 
lengths. 

58.3 The purpose and scope of the Draft Program EIR was to provide a basis for the comparison 
of alternatives for a BART to Livermore extension.  It was not intended to compare a 
BART to Livermore extension with other transportation projects such as new station in East 
Oakland. 

Regarding the number of Livermore BART riders compared to the population of 
Livermore, please refer to Table 3.4-4 on page 3.4-9 of the Draft Program EIR.  The 
forecast population for the City of Livermore in the year 2035 is 120,900 persons, and 
there would also be 82,990 jobs.  The new BART trips associated with the alternatives 
represent one-way trips; thus, a resident of Livermore using BART to travel to a work 
location would be making two trips.  Many of the trips are not related to the residential 
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population, but would be generated by jobs, schools, and other land uses.  Another factor 
is that many of the riders (about 30 percent) will come from San Joaquin County (see Table 
3.2-21 on page 3.2-56 of the Draft Program EIR), and others will come from Pleasanton 
and Dublin and other areas of Alameda and Contra Costa counties.  After taking these 
factors into account, the actual estimated mode share from Livermore would be 
substantially less than that resulting from simply comparing total ridership with the 
population of Livermore. 

58.4 Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions and 
methodology used for the ridership forecasts. 

58.5 Due to the high cost of extending transit, BART recognizes that transit investments should 
made be with consideration of appropriate land use and population densities.  Coordination 
of station locations with existing high density land uses and with opportunities for transit-
oriented development (TOD) are among BART’s primary considerations in selecting a 
preferred alternative.  One of the program objectives for this project (see page 1-12) is to 
conform to the BART System Expansion Policy (SEP) and with the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Resolution #3434 – Transit Oriented Development 
Policy for regional transit extension projects.  The BART SEP ranks alternatives on several 
criteria that consider transit-supportive land uses and the potential for ridership 
development, and is used by the BART Board in determining which alternative to select as 
the preferred alternative.  Currently, none of the alternatives have existing or proposed 
station area densities sufficient to meet the MTC Resolution #3434 policy.  Alternatives 2a 
and 2b each have a downtown station and a Vasco Station and have the highest potential to 
achieve the MTC TOD policy thresholds, as they serve the two station sites with the 
highest current levels of development, and they are the locations where the City of 
Livermore would like to channel growth.  The City of Livermore would need to modify 
zoning in the station areas in order to fully meet the MTC target.  If the BART Board 
decides to proceed with the next stage of environmental review, the City of Livermore, in 
collaboration with BART, will develop a Ridership Development Plan (RDP) for stations in 
the corridor that addresses land use changes and/or access improvements to build ridership 
for the extension.  These issues will be considered by the BART Board in deciding whether 
or not to proceed with the project and in selecting a preferred alternative for the project.   

The Draft Program EIR identified the potential growth-inducing impacts of the project in 
Section 4.4 on pages 4-4 through 4-10.  As a point of information, the City of Livermore 
does not have a construction cap.  It has an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), which is 
coordinated with the city’s growth control policy to intensify development density within 
the UGB.  The current state mandate for smart growth (SB 375) is addressed in the Draft 
Program EIR in Section 3.11 (see page 3.11-17).  As noted above, both BART and MTC 
have policies in place to coordinate transit investments with higher land use and population 
densities and opportunities for TOD.  Transit systems like BART are considered essential 
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to encourage increased land use densities and provide an alternative to the automobile, 
which is the single biggest factor in encouraging sprawl.  

58.6 This purpose of this document is to perform an environmental analysis under CEQA of a 
proposed BART extension to Livermore.  An extension to Alameda, as suggested by the 
commentor, is currently not under consideration.  The extension to Livermore is being 
studied as an extension to the existing Dublin/Pleasanton line, in conformity with the 
Regional Rail Plan published by MTC in September 2007.  The Regional Rail Plan also 
listed the Livermore extension in its phasing plan for implementation in the 2015-2030 
timeframe (see Regional Rail Plan Final Report, page 96).  In the Regional Rail Plan, 
service to Alameda was envisioned as part of a project to construct a second tube between 
the East Bay and San Francisco, shown in the phasing plan in the 2030-2050 timeframe 
(same page reference as above).  Thus, the BART program is in conformity with the 
regional direction to pursue the Livermore extension, with the future possibility of a new 
tube to San Francisco with service through Alameda.   

As noted in Response 58.3, the City of Livermore population is just one factor in the 
extension ridership.  Other important factors include regional employment, the potential to 
serve Alameda and Contra Costa County riders, and opportunity to serve riders from San 
Joaquin County.  Ridership estimates were developed for this project, and are included in 
the Draft Program EIR (see pages 3.2-45 to 3.2-65).  Please refer also to Master Response 
2 for specific information on the process and methodology for performing the ridership 
projections.   

58.7 This project does not anticipate that BART will replace ACE for any portion of ACE’s 
current service, but will connect with ACE in order to facilitate travel using both ACE and 
BART.  The transfer of passengers between ACE and BART is intended to facilitate travel 
to additional destinations on the BART system not currently served by ACE, not to 
supplant the current ACE service.  The expectation is that ridership on ACE would grow as 
a result of convenient connections to the BART system, and the wider network of 
destinations accessible by transit.  The generation of new riders on the ACE system 
resulting from the direct connection with BART was identified as a potential project result 
with less-than-significant impacts in the Draft Program EIR on page 3.2-46.  Riders who 
currently make this transfer using a shuttle bus connection between ACE and BART are 
already paying two fares for this trip.  They would continue to pay two fares, however, but 
without the necessity of using the LAVTA shuttle bus between the BART and ACE 
stations.  The riders would have a faster travel time for the same fare, which would be a 
benefit.   

58.8 BART will obtain all necessary permits and approvals needed for the project, as identified 
in the Draft Program EIR in Table 1-1, on pages 1-26 through 1-28.  In addition to the 
formal permitting processes, BART has sought input on all aspects of project development 
from local agencies throughout the development of the Draft Program EIR.  This was 
primarily provided through two formal advisory groups; a Technical Advisory Committee 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-317 
June 2010 

and a Policy Working Group.  These groups include the cities in the Tri-Valley area, 
Alameda County, local resource agencies, county transportation planning and funding 
agencies, MTC, Caltrans, and connecting transit agencies.  The City of Livermore, 
Alameda County, ACTIA, and the Alameda Board of Supervisors have been involved in 
the environmental process.  However, the extension of service from Dublin/Pleasanton to 
Livermore is outside the jurisdiction of the Oakland City Council.  The BART Board, 
which consists of elected representatives from jurisdictions in Alameda County and the 
other counties in the BART district, will make the final decision on the preferred 
alternative for the project.   

58.9 BART has briefed the ACTIA Board and the ACTIA Citizens Advisory Committee on the 
BART to Livermore Extension Program but has not been directed by ACTIA to seek input 
from the bicycle/pedestrian committee.  Once more detailed station access plans are 
available following project-level design, BART would be open to input from all bicycle and 
pedestrian groups.    

58.10 A funding plan has not yet been developed for this project; therefore, the possible 
alternative BART uses for any funds that might be used for this project are not known at 
this time.  If the project moves into the project-level environmental process, a funding plan 
would be developed.  The impacts of the extension on the BART system, including any 
potential effects on the BART fleet, are identified in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.2, 
Transportation, and discussed on pages 3.2-53 through 3.2-65. 

58.11 Subsidy per rider is not a CEQA issue and was not investigated as part of this program-
level evaluation.  However, the comment implies that there would be a relative subsidy for 
Livermore-based riders compared to Oakland riders, which is not accurate.  BART 
employs a distance-based fare system and fares to future Livermore stations would be 
consistent with this policy.  Please see Response 58.12 regarding environmental justice and 
equity.    

58.12 A funding plan has not yet been developed for this project; therefore, the possible 
alternative BART uses for any funds that might be used for this project are not known at 
this time.  Alternative use of funds is not a CEQA issue and was not investigated as part of 
this document.  This project is included in MTC’s two major planning documents – the 
Regional Transportation Plan and the Regional Rail Plan, and is therefore eligible to seek 
programming of funding as the project progresses.   

Environmental justice (EJ) and equity issues will be addressed through Title VI analysis, 
which will be conducted during or before the future project-level NEPA/CEQA 
environmental analysis.  However, BART has identified a minority population in the 
vicinity of one segment of the preferred alternative alignment, Alternative 2b, as well as 
Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3, and 3a.  The minority population identified is within census 
tract 4514.02 in Livermore, which is bounded generally by Junction Avenue, Portola 
Avenue, Murietta Boulevard, and the Union Pacific Railroad.  The census tract has 8,806 
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residents, with a minority population of 42.6 percent, or 3,752 residents, which falls below 
the district-wide definition of a predominantly minority area.  Nonetheless, the minority 
population in this census tract consists primarily of Hispanic residents (29 percent), which 
exceeds the average percentage of Hispanics within the BART service area.  In addition, 
the census tract has smaller percentages of Asian-American (7.5 percent), Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander (0.5 percent), and African-American (2 percent) residents. 

Outreach was performed throughout the Program EIR process to notify local residents of 
the process.  During the scoping process, BART mailed informational postcards about the 
EIR process to residents generally within one-half mile on either side of the alignment 
alternatives that were under consideration at the time, and in some cases mailings went to a 
wider target area.  The mailing for the scoping process covered all of census tract 4514.02.  
BART also placed ads in local newspapers, and on broadcast television, and held a public 
meeting to receive comments from the public on the scope of the EIR process.   

Prior to releasing the Draft Program EIR, BART expanded the outreach coverage to notify 
the public of the availability of the Draft Program EIR and the public meetings that would 
be held to receive comments on the document, and targeted outreach specifically to the 
minority population.  BART mailed informational postcards to over 50,000 households in 
Livermore, Pleasanton and Dublin, covering portions of the zip codes 94550, 94551, 
94566, 94568, and 94588, which includes all of census tract 4514.02.  BART placed 
advertisements in local newspapers advertising the availability of the draft document and 
providing notice of the public meetings, including in the Tri-Valley Herald, Independent, 
Pleasanton Weekly, and in Spanish in El Mensajero.  Direct outreach was also performed 
at the Farmer’s Markets in Livermore and Pleasanton.  BART held three public meetings 
in Livermore and Pleasanton to receive comments on the draft document. 

In a parallel and complementary process, the City of Livermore held three community 
workshops on station-area planning for the proposed extension.  These workshops were 
noticed with mailings to over 35,000 addresses in Livermore, advertisements in local 
newspapers, and presentations at local community groups, including at the Chamber of 
Commerce Hispanic Council.  Fliers in both English and Spanish were distributed 
throughout Livermore, including in grocery stores, the downtown transit center, local 
community college, and other locations.  The City of Livermore included information 
about BART’s meetings and process in their materials, and BART included information 
about the City’s meetings and process in BART’s materials. 

The alignment segment for Alternative 2b in the location adjacent to the census tract is 
underground.  A review of the comments made by residents from this census tract who 
expressed a comment on potential impacts indicates that the majority of comments were 
concerned with potential noise impacts, and to a lesser extent visual impacts, from BART 
train operation in the Union Pacific corridor between Isabel/Stanley and Downtown 
Livermore, parallel to Stanley Boulevard.  Alternative 2b, which has been recommended 
by BART staff as the preferred alternative, does not use the Union Pacific corridor in this 
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area to the west of Downtown Livermore.  Further, Alternative 2b is underground in the 
area adjacent to the census tract, and would therefore not have the noise or visual impacts.  
The construction of the subway segment under Portola Avenue and Junction Avenue could 
have some temporary impacts on this census tract, as it could also have on the adjacent 
census tracts on the east side of Portola Avenue and Junction Avenue. 

58.13 A financial plan has not been developed for the extension, and the Draft Program EIR does 
not discuss the financial effects of the extension on the BART system.  The operational 
impacts of the extension on the rest of the BART system, including the core system and 
any potential effects on the BART fleet, are identified in the Draft Program EIR in Section 
3.2, Transportation, pages 3.2-53 through 3.2-65.  BART will continue its outreach to the 
east-county communities through the completion of the EIR process through mailers and 
emails to those who commented on the Draft Program EIR and newspaper notices to the 
community at large.  At this time, no special outreach is planned for the remainder to the 
BART district.  Outreach to the rest of the BART district occurs through the BART Board, 
and at hearings conducted by the BART Board on the project.  The BART Board is a 
regionally-elected body, and thus representatives of the entire district participate in 
decisions regarding the future direction for this project. 

58.14 The impacts of the extension on the rest of the BART system, including vehicles and 
maintenance shops are discussed on pages 3.2-59 through 3.2-65 of the Draft Program EIR 
(Section 3.2, Transportation).  BART maintains an on-time record of approximately 95 
percent, and BART’s on-time records for the past five quarters are available on BART’s 
website at: http://www.bart.gov/about/reports/index.aspx.  Additional on-time records may 
also be requested through the office of the BART District Secretary.  Construction of an 
extension to Livermore would extend the current operating system and vehicles along an 
additional 5.2- to 13.2-mile alignment, depending on the alternative selected.  There is no 
reason to believe that the extension would not perform with the same 95 percent on-time 
record as the existing system.    

58.15 The Livermore extension alternatives would all require additional cars to operate.  The 
Draft Program EIR notes that BART would not be able to build or operate any of the 
alternatives without a net increase of between 54 and 89 new rail cars, depending on the 
alternative (see Table 3.2-24), and the inclusion of the need for the additional cars in 
BART’s fleet procurement process is noted on page 3.2-61.  The costs for new rail cars are 
included in the cost estimates for each alternative (see Appendix B of the Draft Program 
EIR). 

As noted on page 3.4-15 of the Draft Program EIR, approximately 150 to 400 full-time 
employees would be necessary to operate and maintain the system, depending on the 
alternative.  The extension would add to BART’s operating costs, but those costs have not 
been calculated.  The additional cars and employees would be added to ensure that service 
would be maintained and not reduced for the rest of the system.   



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-320 
June 2010 

58.16 A comparison of the estimated increase in electricity consumption is provided in Table 
3.15-11 on page 3.15-18 of the Draft Program EIR.  Predicted electricity consumption 
ranges from 17 to 40 gigawatt hours.  However, when factoring the decrease in 
consumption of fossil fuels from fewer vehicles on the road as a result of the proposed 
alternatives, the proposed alternatives are expected to have a net benefit on energy 
consumption. 

 The net change in greenhouse gas and criteria pollutants is discussed under Impacts AQ-4 
and AQ-5 of the Draft Program EIR starting on page 3.11-26 and 3.11-28, respectively.  
The proposed alternatives are expected to have a net benefit on greenhouse gas and criteria 
pollutant emissions. 
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Letter 59 Jonathan Bair 

59.1 BART maintains an on-time record of approximately 95 percent, and BART’s on-time 
records for the past five quarters are available on BART’s website at: 
http://www.bart.gov/about/reports/index.aspx.  Additional on-time records may also be 
requested through the office of the District Secretary.   

59.2 The comment regards the accuracy of BART ridership projections for the last three BART 
extensions.  The three most recent BART extensions are to Pittsburg/Bay Point, 
Dublin/Pleasanton, and San Francisco International Airport (SFO)/Millbrae.  Two of the 
three extensions have ridership that nearly matches or exceeds projections.  The exception 
is the SFO/Millbrae extension, which clearly has not met ridership expectations.   

The Pittsburg/Bay Point Extension opened in 1996.  According to the Draft EIR/AA for 
the project (1988), the extension was projected to have 12,000 daily entries and exits in the 
horizon year 2000.  There actually were 13,563 daily entries and exits in September 2000 
(13 percent above projections), and ridership has grown by about 10 percent on the 
extension since that time.   

The Dublin-Pleasanton BART Extension opened in 1997.  The Draft EIR (1989) projected 
that the extension would have 21,760 daily trips by 2005 (10 years after its projected 
opening).  In Fiscal Year 2008, 10 years after its actual opening, the extension had 20,672 
daily total trips, or approximately 95 percent of projected ridership.   

The SFO BART Extension opened in 2003 and has clearly not met its ridership projections.  
The Final EIR/Final EIS (1998) estimated that 62,000 daily trips would be made in the 
projected opening year (1998) on the four extension stations in San Mateo County: South 
San Francisco, San Bruno, San Francisco International Airport, and Millbrae.  The Final 
EIR/Final EIS projection for 2010 was 68,600 trips.  However, the SFO Extension did not 
open until 2003 and using a mid-point forecast of 65,300 daily trips (6 years after opening 
year) is more appropriate for comparisons.  In Fiscal Year 2009, BART had approximately 
31,500 trips on the extension or approximately 48 percent of projected ridership using the 
65,300 figure.  There are several key reasons why ridership on the SFO Extension has so 
far not met the projections: 

The SFO-BART forecasts were based on a 1980 Census-driven travel demand 
model that reflected low economic growth and significantly higher gas prices; 
thus, it predicted less driving and more transit use in the study area than has 
actually occurred. 

Surcharges to SFO Airport on BART in San Mateo County were expected to be 
eliminated.  The surcharges are still in effect and have been raised since the 
extension opened in 2003. 
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Several years after construction started on the SFO BART Extension, Caltrain 
introduced the Caltrain express (“Baby Bullet”) service, which is highly 
competitive with BART, and was not taken into account in the travel forecasts.   

Caltrain and BART have maintained separate fare structures, and an integrated 
fare system was never introduced.  This requires patrons making transfers to 
purchase separate tickets.   

59.3 BART publishes a combined Short Range Transit Plan/Capital Improvement Program 
document that provides detailed information on BART’s short and long range financial 
plans, both operating and capital.  The Short Range Transit Plan provides detail on 
BART’s 10-year operating financial plan, and the Capital Improvement Program contains 
detailed information on BART’s 25-year capital program, including anticipated fund 
sources.  This information can be accessed on BART’s website at: 
http://www.bart.gov/docs/FINAL_FY08_SRTP_CIP.pdf 

A funding plan and operating costs have not yet been developed for this project; therefore, 
the possible financial consequences of the project have not been determined.  If the project 
moves into the project-level environmental process, a funding plan would be developed and 
the financial impacts would be evaluated as part of project approval.   

59.4 This comment addresses the potential impact on home prices that could result from the 
BART extension alternatives.  This topic is not related to the physical environmental 
impacts of the alternatives and is therefore not covered by the Draft Program EIR.  This 
comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance 
with CEQA.  Accordingly, no further response is required. 

59.5 Both BART and MTC have adopted policies to encourage housing development around 
transit system expansion projects.  These are identified and analyzed in Section 5.4, 
Regional Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Policies (page 5-11, paragraph 1).  As per 
MTC Resolution #3434, all transit expansion projects must plan for a minimum number of 
housing units along proposed corridors in order to receive MTC funding.  For BART 
system extension projects, that corridor-level housing threshold is 3,850 housing units on 
average per station area.  As such, in order to satisfy MTC Resolution #3434, the half-mile 
areas around all stations on a given extension corridor must, on average, accommodate a 
minimum of 3,850 housing units, including existing units (page 5-14, paragraph 3). 

As shown in Table 5-4 (page 5-15), all of the extension alternatives fall short of the 3,850-
unit station area average.  The extent of this shortfall ranges from alternative to alternative: 
Alternative 1 would have an average of 1,712 station area housing units by 2030, thus 
falling 2,138 units short of the MTC threshold.  On the other hand, Alternative 3 would 
have an average of 3,412 housing units in 2030, only 438 units short of the MTC 
threshold. 
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The proposed BART to Livermore stations areas have between 0 and 4.8 housing units per 
net acre.  For comparison, the Castro Valley BART Station area has a housing density of 
approximately 41 units per net acre, while the Downtown Berkeley Station area has a 
housing density of approximately 250 units per net acre.  

59.6 A funding plan for the Livermore extension has not been developed, but would be 
developed as part of the project-level evaluation.  A ballot measure potentially could be put 
before the voters if the final funding plan includes revenue sources that require voter 
approval, such as sales tax or bond revenue.  Otherwise, the BART Board of Directors has 
authority to make decisions regarding system expansion without a district-wide vote.  The 
BART Board will determine which alternative is selected as the preferred alternative and 
whether the extension proceeds to project-level design and environmental evaluation.  The 
BART Board is a regionally-elected body, and the Board members represent the entire 
district. 
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Letter 60 Bob Baltzer 

60.1 As a result of public input, an additional alternative has been added to the EIR analysis.  
As suggested in the comment, the new “mix and match” alternative would combine 
features of Alternative 2a and Alternative 3.  Known as Alternative 2b, the new alternative 
would combine the I-580 median alignment, the Portola-Junction Avenue alignment to a 
downtown station, and an alignment along the UPRR tracks to a station at Vasco Road.  
Please see Section 1.4 of this document, which describes Alternative 2b and contains an 
evaluation of the alternative’s environmental impacts. 
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Letter 61 Priya Basu 

61.1 Noise levels at homes adjacent to the tracks between North Murrieta Boulevard and Adelle 
Street are predicted to increase by about 9 dBA, as shown in Table 3.10-13 on page 
3.10-45 of the Draft Program EIR, and this increase would be considered significant.  The 
mitigation strategies described under Mitigation Measure NO-1.1 on page 3.10-53 would 
substantially reduce impacts related to BART train noise; 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.  

The commentor expresses a preference for a BART alignment along I-580.  The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives along with the 
potential impacts described in the Draft Program EIR during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative.   
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Letter 62 Larry Berger 

62.1 Potential impacts of the alternatives on the Trevarno Road Historic District are discussed in 
Section 3.6, Cultural Resources, of the Draft Program EIR.  Please refer to discussions of 
Alternative 3 on pages 3.6-20 to 3.6-21, Alternative 3a on pages 3.6-21 to 3.6-22, and the 
discussion under “Effect of UP Commuter Access Principles” on page 3.6-29 of the Draft 
Program EIR.  Please also refer to Response 53.7 of this document, regarding impact 
discussion on the Trevarno Road Historic District. 

62.2 All three potential maintenance yard sites (Portola-Railroad, Greenville, and Vasco) have 
benefits and drawbacks.  At this time, all alternatives are being considered by the BART 
Board.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives and yard alternatives along with the potential impacts described in the Draft 
Program EIR during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 

62.3 BART’s four main storage yards are all located in close proximity to residential 
development.  The Concord and Colma Yards have residences within approximately 75 feet 
from the edge of the BART yard, the Richmond Yard has residences within approximately 
170 feet, and the Hayward Yard has residences within approximately 140 feet.  Complaints 
have been received sporadically regarding noise, odors, and night lighting.  Complaints are 
handled through BART’s Customer Service Section or Government Affairs Section, and 
are considered on a case-by-case basis.  Corrective actions depend on the individual nature 
of the complaint. 
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Letter 63 Jason Bezis 

63.1 The travel demand modeling for the project was performed on a regional model that 
incorporated travel patterns of residents of all Bay Area counties, as well as flows in and 
out of the Bay Area from surrounding regions.  The travel patterns of San Joaquin County 
residents accessing the proposed BART alternatives were included in the travel demand 
modeling and were identified in the Draft Program EIR on page 3.2-55 in Table 3.2-20.  
Please refer to Master Response 2 for a description of the methodology for the ridership 
estimation.  Also see Section 1.4, which introduces a new alternative, Alternative 2b, that 
would provide a station in Downtown Livermore.  One attraction of a downtown station is 
the potential for transit-oriented development (TOD) that would enhance the station area as 
an urban core reinforcing Livermore’s existing center.  Unlike the station sites on the 
periphery of Livermore, the Downtown Station would have limited parking and the 
emphasis would be on sustainable urban development and a more “walkable” community.  
For a discussion of project funding, please see Master Response 8. 

63.2 As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, BART agrees with the comment that there are 
substantial benefits from a station in Downtown Livermore.  The BART Board of Directors 
will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives and station location alternatives during 
the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 

63.3 Alternatives 1a, 1b, and 2a would all provide a downtown station with a station further to 
the east as the terminus station.  As noted in Response 63.1 above, a new alternative has 
been added to the EIR.  This new alternative, Alternative 2b, has a downtown station 
combined with a station at Vasco Road, which would serve to “intercept” commuters 
arriving from the east. 

63.4 Comment noted regarding the Bothwell Arts Center.  The text of footnote 12 on page 
3.2-42 of the Draft Program EIR is modified as follows: 

This complex includes the existing Bankhead Theater and Bothwell Arts Center 
and future 2,000-seat regional theater scheduled for completion in 2011. 

63.5 Please refer to the discussion on Connecting Transit which is on pages 3.2-131 to 3.2-138 
of the Draft Program EIR.  As noted the MAX, SJRTD, and Tri Delta routes that traverse 
Altamont Pass and currently serve the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station would be 
truncated to terminate at a future BART station located furthest to the east under each of 
the extension alternatives.  Generally, this would result in a benefit for each of the 
operators as it would reduce the number of transit vehicle hours and miles required to 
provide the connecting service.  The improved access to BART would also increase the 
ridership on these connecting services.  Thus, the impact of the BART extensions on these 
operations would be beneficial, and none of the alternatives would be expected to have 
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adverse impacts.  The reduced service requirements and the increased ridership and 
farebox revenue may encourage these operators to increase the amount of service provided. 

63.6 Similar concerns were raised by the Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority 
(LAVTA) in their comment letter.  Please refer to Response 21.1. 

63.7 BART works with local bus service providers, such as LAVTA, to increase efficiency for 
patrons.  BART is currently working on advanced fare collection techniques similar to 
Translink that could be employed to allow a single fare collection system to be used for 
both BART and the local bus system; however, discounting BART fares for bus users is 
not being considered at this time. 

63.8 The Vasco Road Station is not considered to fulfill the function of an “infill” station.  The 
Vasco Road Station was included in the analysis because it provided good access for 
commuters from the east and the potential for increased land use density and transit-
oriented development in the future.  The industrial land uses currently surrounding the site 
could evolve over time to provide the denser land uses envisioned to support the station.  If 
the Vasco Road Station were constructed, it would be a multi-modal station with bus 
service by local providers, such as LAVTA, which typically realign existing bus routes to 
serve a new station.  BART would welcome the use of additional transit service, such as 
shuttle buses by local employers that would enhance local transit service.  The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final 
hearing to select a preferred alternative. 

63.9 As stated in Section 3.3, Land Use, the Brisa Neighborhood Plan (BNP) is a conceptual 
framework for a 37.5-acre residential neighborhood of 510 dwelling units, two public 
parks, and an internal trail network (page 3.3-26, paragraph 4).  The BNP is located 
adjacent to the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) passenger platform and will be 
developed at a residential density of 14 to 18 dwelling units per acre, which is considered 
“Urban High Residential” by the City of Livermore.  The BNP also includes a pathway 
network designed to facilitate pedestrian access to the ACE station.  Regardless of whether 
it is labeled a “Transit Village,” planned housing development associated with the BNP 
was included in the analysis of MTC Resolution #3434 TOD Policy, as summarized in 
Table 5-4 (page 5-15). 

As this comment points out, the Vasco Road Station is surrounded primarily by industrial 
land (see Figure 3.3-1, page 3.3-5).  Such uses do not help satisfy regional TOD policy, as 
it contributes, in part, to the fact that Alternatives 2 and 2a fall short of the MTC 
Resolution #3434 housing threshold as acknowledged in the Draft Program EIR.  
Currently, the only planned development in the station area is the BNP.  However, land 
use evolves over time, and the current industrial uses could be superseded by higher 
density commercial and residential uses.   
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63.10 The evaluation of the traffic impacts of a Vasco Road Station as part of Alternatives 2 and 
2a takes into full consideration the impacts of the BART station-related traffic on Vasco 
Road and Greenville Road.  For travelers using I-580 to access the BART station from the 
east, these two arterials would serve as primary access routes to the station.  As shown in 
Figure 3.2-6 on page 3.2-83 of the Draft Program EIR, there would be impacts on Vasco 
Road that would cause unacceptable conditions.  There would also be impacts on 
Greenville Road; however, these would not cause this route to experience a significant 
deterioration in traffic conditions compared to the No Build Alternative. 

The specific driveway access points for each of the proposed station sites have not yet been 
determined.  As a result, it is not certain whether the Downtown Livermore Station would 
have access from Railroad Avenue.  A more detailed analysis, which would include 
driveway access points, would be part of a project-level EIR for the selected alternative.  

63.11 The comment is correct that the Draft Program EIR incorrectly identifies 1974 as the year 
the Livermore City Hall moved to its present location.  The Livermore City Manager’s 
Office has confirmed that the correct year is 1978.  As a result, the fifth sentence of the 
first paragraph on page 3.6-7 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows: 

Several buildings around the intersection of Livermore Avenue and First Street 
were used at various times as City Hall before it moved to South Livermore and 
Pacific Avenues in 1974 1978. 

63.12 The Draft Program EIR does not specifically address impacts to passengers at BART 
stations.  The FTA guidance on assessing noise and vibration impacts focuses on hourly 
and daily noise impacts to sensitive receptors that are not on the transit system.  The 
impacts to the passengers are expected to be similar to what is currently experienced by 
passengers at stations located within the median of a freeway such as at Rockridge, Orinda, 
and Lafayette.  BART stations are designed to meet the BART Facility Standards.  In 
particular, the Architecture Criteria of the standards specify design goals for maximum 
noise levels in stations.  As an example, design features are incorporated to achieve the 
goal of not exceeding a noise level of 70 dBA at peak hour on the station platform resulting 
from traffic.  Therefore, BART would incorporate acoustical features to minimize noise 
levels experienced by passengers. 

63.13 Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document, regarding the Chain of Lakes/El 
Charro alignment.  Master Response 3 discusses the current, private status of El Charro 
Road.  As future plans for El Charro Road are only speculative at this time, analysis of 
public access to El Charro Road, or creation of a new, public access road through the 
Chain of Lakes area, is not included in this document.  The City of Pleasanton’s General 
Plan shows that the eventual plan for El Charro Road is to construct the roadway on a new 
alignment that will extend directly north-south between I-580 and Stanley Boulevard.   
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63.14 Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document, regarding the Chain of Lakes/El 
Charro alignment.  With regard to future recreational uses at the Chain of Lakes, BART 
acknowledges Zone 7’s present and future ownership interests in the Chain of Lakes area; 
the Draft Program EIR notes the area’s land use designation of Aggregate/Water Resource 
(see Figure 3.3-1, page 3.3-5).  However, as noted in Master Response 3, text has been 
changed in the Draft EIR to state that the specific details of the future recreational facilities 
envisioned by the Specific Plan for the Livermore Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation 
(LAVQAR) remain speculative at this time, and that an aerial structure would not 
necessarily detract from the proposed water storage and flood control facility, nor conflict 
with possible recreational uses considered for the mined-out quarry pits.  This issue would 
be reevaluated in a BART to Livermore project-level EIR, if this alignment alternative is 
selected and the water storage and flood control facilities and recreational uses are in place 
at that time. 

63.15 As noted in the comment, new BART ridership would be approximately 30,000 new daily 
riders for several alternatives and would exceed 31,000 new daily riders for several 
alternatives, including Alternative 1 — Greenville  East) and Alternative 2a — Downtown-
Vasco.  As illustrated in the footnote to Table 3.2-18 on page 3.2-54 of the Draft Program 
EIR, new BART riders are counted at their exit from the system, so that the 30,000 new 
daily riders represent 30,000 new person trips on the system resulting from the Livermore 
stations.  This would mean that a commuter entering the BART system in Livermore and 
traveling to San Francisco would get counted as a new rider as he or she exits the system in 
San Francisco and counted a second time on the return trip to Livermore.  For two-station 
alternatives, the new BART trips would be divided between the two stations.  As noted in 
the comment, once the new stations opened, there would be some redistribution of 
passengers between the new stations and the existing stations.  Please refer to Master 
Response 2 in this document regarding the assumptions and methodology used for the 
ridership estimates.  The existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station serves nearly 15,000 riders 
entering and exiting the station per day (see page 3.2-14 of the Draft Program EIR), and it 
is forecast to serve 26,400 riders in the year 2035 (Table 3.2-19, page 3.2-54 in the Draft 
Program EIR).  Given this information, it is not unreasonable for two new extension 
stations to accommodate a combined total of between 33,600 to 38,100 riders for the two-
station alternatives, or roughly 17,000 to 19,000 riders per station, per day in the year 
2035.  
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Letter 64 Linda Bloomfield and Pamela Baak 

64.1 BART conducted an outreach program that included mailers to all addresses within at least 
one-half mile of the various alignments, a target area that included portions of the 94568, 
94588, 94566, 94551, and 94550 zip codes, as well as notices about the project and project 
meetings in local newspapers.  Many comments were received during the public comment 
period both for and against a Downtown Livermore Station.  As discussed in Section 3.4 of 
the Draft Program EIR, there would be property acquisitions for all the extension 
alignments, and the potential acquisitions for each alternative are listed by parcel number in 
Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR.  Construction impacts of the various alignments are 
discussed in Section 3.16 of the Draft Program EIR.  The impacts of the Downtown 
Livermore Station are discussed further in Master Response 5 of this document.   

64.2 The Draft Program EIR identifies the assessor parcel number (APNs) for all impacted 
properties in Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR.  Note that a single parcel can have 
multiple addresses; as such, APNs are generally preferred as a means of identifying 
impacted properties.  In addition to the list of APNs, the EIR contains detailed maps 
showing the footprint of all alignments, stations, and maintenance yards.  These maps are 
found in the Draft Program in EIR Section 2, Alternatives (see Figures 2-2 through 2-18).  
To mitigate impacts to displaced businesses and residents, the Draft Program EIR identifies 
Mitigation Measure PH-2.1 on page 3.4-23, which outlines procedures for property 
acquisition and relocation assistance.   
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Letter 65 Ken Bradley 

65.1 The commentor references articles that identify health problems near major transportation 
corridors in the Bay Area and appears to be concerned over toxic air contaminants (TACs) 
near major transportation corridors.  Toxic air contaminants are discussed on page 3.11-30 
of the Draft Program EIR.  As an electrically-powered transit system, the BART extension 
alternatives are not expected to generate substantial amounts of air toxics.   

As noted on page 3.11-13 and 3.11-14 in the Draft Program EIR, the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) has released their Air Quality and Land Use Handbook, which 
identifies potentially significant health risks for sensitive receptors near high traffic 
freeways and roads.  CARB recommends specific buffer zones between these sources and 
nearby sensitive receptors (500 feet for freeways).  As noted on page 3.11-14, the 
extension alternatives would not directly construct new residential uses within 500 feet of a 
freeway, but that transit-oriented development may occur around stations within 500 feet of 
I-580 under some alternatives.  Refer to Section 5, Program Merits, of the Draft Program 
EIR for information on how CARB’s guidelines could affect future development around the 
stations along I-580. 
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Letter 66 Bob Brignano 

66.1 Please refer to Master Response 4 of this document, for a discussion of impacts to the 
planned development at the Staples Ranch site. 

66.2 This commentor requests that student enrollment data for Las Positas College be added to 
Table 3.4-3 of the Draft Program EIR.  Las Positas College currently enrolls 
approximately 8,800 day and evening students.  This information will be added as a 
footnote to the table, as shown below.   

 

Table 3.4-3 
Major Livermore Employers Near Proposed BART to Livermore Stations, 2009 

Company Use 
Number of 
Employees Nearest Station 

Radial 
Distance 
(miles) 

Activant Solutions Business Services 363 Greenville East 0.19 

Costco Wholesale Retail 245 Isabel/I-580 0.40 

Las Positas Collegea Community College 490 Isabel/I-580 0.60 

City of Livermore Government 656 Downtown Livermore 0.70 

Livermore Area Rec. & Park District Government 508 Downtown Livermore 0.73 

Valley Care Health System Medical Office 1,300 Downtown Livermore 0.78 

WalMart Stores Retail 265 Downtown Livermore 0.82 

Kaiser Permanente Health Center Medical Office 130 Downtown Livermore 0.84 

Lowe’s Home Improvement Store Retail 150 Downtown Livermore 0.94 

Target Retail 185 Downtown Livermore 1.19 

Topcon Positioning Systems Manufacturing 394 Vasco Road 0.12 

Johnson Controls, Inc. Manufacturing 279 Vasco Road 0.20 

Lawrence Livermore Natl. Lab. Government R&D 8,750 Vasco Road 0.30 

McGrath RentCorp Equipment Rental 185 Vasco Road 0.36 

Valmark Industries Manufacturing 180 Vasco Road 0.38 

Kaiser Permanente Distribution Ctr. Warehouse and 
Distribution 

675 Vasco Road 
0.55 

Sandia National Laboratory Government R&D 910 Vasco Road 1.00 

Form Factor Manufacturing / R&D 1,000 Vasco Road 1.16 

Wente Vineyards Winery 676 Vasco Road 2.04 

Sources: City of Livermore, Economic Development Department, 2009; Las Positas Community College, 2009; BAE, 2009.  

Notes:  

a. Las Positas College currently enrolls approximately 8,800 day and evening students. 
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Letter 66A Ted Brownlee 

66A.1 Please refer to Section 3.16, Construction Impacts, in the Draft Program EIR regarding 
the potential for construction-period impacts.  Refer to Section 3.2, Transportation, in the 
Draft Program EIR and Master Response 5 of this document regarding traffic impacts in 
the downtown area.  A change in property values, in itself, is not considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the 
merits of the alignment alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 
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Letter 67 David Brusiee 

67.1 A funding plan has not yet been developed for the project-level design.  Please refer to 
Master Response 8 of this document for a more detailed discussion of this issue and for a 
discussion of the amount of local sales tax and property tax paid to BART. 

67.2 The estimated number of riders that would use the BART extension to Livermore ranges 
from 23,100 to 38,100 for the various alternatives in the year 2035 (see Table 3.2-19 on 
page 3.2-62 of the Draft Program EIR).  Estimates of ridership over the next ten years 
were not developed as part of the Draft Program EIR since it is very unlikely that a project 
of this nature and magnitude could be implemented within that timeframe.  The number of 
additional BART cars required for each of the alternatives ranges from 54 to 89 (see Table 
3.2-24 on page 3.2-54 of the Draft Program EIR).  This number includes the cars needed 
to serve the extension, cars need to provide added capacity on the existing BART system, 
and spare vehicles to allow for car maintenance. 

67.3 The Short Range Transit Plan and Capital Improvement Program (SRTP/CIP) provides an 
analysis of BART's funding needs, priorities, and funding strategies for its operations 
through FY 2017 and for its capital programs through FY 2032. It is available on the 
BART website (bart.gov/docs/FINAL_FY08_SRTP_CIP).  Future fares would be set by 
the BART Board, based on a variety of factors, including labor costs, equipment 
replacement and system upgrades, and ridership at the time.  Any fares for an extension to 
Livermore would be consistent with BART’s distance-based fare policy.  Estimates of 
potential fares were provided in Table 2-3 (page 2-53) of the Draft Program EIR.  For 
example, the one-way fare from Downtown Livermore to Embarcadero Station in San 
Francisco was estimated to be $5.65.  

67.4 As discussed on page 2-64 of the Draft Program EIR, there was a suggestion during the 
scoping process 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 San Joaquin Council of Governments and the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission 
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.  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 noted that none of the 
alternatives evaluated in this Program EIR would preclude a future BART extension into 
San Joaquin County in the future. 

There are currently no plans to look at BART extensions in the center of I-680, either north 
or south of Dublin/Pleasanton.  Consistent with the September 2007 MTC Regional Rail 
Plan, BART is considering a study of the potential extension of the eBART line beyond the 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-352 
June 2010 

currently approved eastern terminus at Hillcrest Station in Antioch.  The study would look 
at extending eBART service easterly along the State Route 4 corridor, which includes 
Brentwood.  An eBART extension to Tracy, which is outside of the BART district, was 
considered a future project in the Regional Rail Plan and is not contemplated in the near 
term. 
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Letter 68 Rich Buckley 

68.1 This comment advocates a downtown station in Livermore and presents suggested land use 
and building height regulations for Downtown Livermore.  As discussed in the Draft 
Program EIR, BART agrees with the comment that there are substantial benefits from a 
station in Downtown Livermore.  If the Livermore extension program goes forward, the 
City of Livermore, in collaboration with BART, will develop a Ridership Development 
Plan (RDP) that would revise existing land use densities to encourage transit-oriented 
development at higher densities and move away from auto-dependent suburban 
development.  The commenter’s suggestions do not concern the adequacy of the Draft 
Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA, but may be addressed by the City of 
Livermore during the RDP process.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the 
merits of the alignment alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 

68.2 This comment concerns the merits of the City of Livermore developing a suggested new 
“Metro Center” downtown in the area bounded by First Street, North Mines Road, and the 
Union Pacific right-of-way, and then serving that location with a tunneled BART alignment 
and station.  This suggestion would be a variation on Alternative 3, with the “Metro-
Center” located in the same vicinity as where Alternative 3 envisioned the maintenance 
yard.  However, as a result of public input, an additional alternative has been added to the 
EIR analysis, Alternative 2b — Downtown-Vasco which would combine the I-580 median 
and Portola-Junction Avenue alignment to a downtown station with an alignment along the 
UPRR tracks to a station and maintenance yard at Vasco Road.  As noted in Response 
68.1, the commenter’s suggestions do not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR 
or BART’s compliance with CEQA, but may be addressed by the City of Livermore during 
the RDP process.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 

The Draft Program EIR addresses tunneling costs in the alternative alignments that include 
below-grade guideway sections (Alternatives 3 and 2b).  For the purposes of the Draft 
Program EIR, the worst case for tunneling from an environmental impact standpoint was 
chosen: cut-and-cover construction (see page 3.16-2).  It is possible that at the project-level 
different tunneling technologies could be analyzed—some of which have different costs 
than cut-and-cover construction (that is, tunnel boring machine technology).   
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Letter 69 Rich Buckley 

69.1 Please see responses to Comment Letter 68.  In addition, this comment suggests the use of 
a tunnel to mitigate the concerns of the City of Pleasanton of an elevated alignment along 
El Charro Road.  Placing the BART guideway in a subway along El Charro Road would 
reduce noise and visual impacts related to the proposed aerial alignment.  However, the 
land along El Charro Road is currently largely undeveloped or in agricultural or quarry 
use.  An aerial BART alignment would not have significantly affected the existing uses and 
therefore, the Draft Program EIR did not consider a subway.  A subway also would 
increase construction costs and construction impacts for this alignment.  If this alignment is 
chosen by the BART Board as the preferred alternative, it is likely that it would require 
additional analysis in the project-level EIR/EIS, including analysis of vertical alignment 
(subway, aerial) configurations.  For additional information on the program’s effects on the 
Chain of Lakes and Staples Ranch, please see Master Responses 3 and 4, respectively.   

69.2 The Draft Program EIR fully assesses the impacts of each proposed maintenance yard.  Of 
the three yards, both the Vasco Yard and the Greenville Yard are located east of Vasco 
Road, the location preferred by this comment.  The Portola/Railroad Yard is located just 
east of Downtown Livermore.  As a result of the location of the Portola/Railroad Yard, 
Alternatives 3 and 3a would have potentially significant impacts related to land use 
incompatibility (see Table 3.3-6, page 3.3-36).  As summarized in Table 3.3-7 (page 
3.3-38), this finding of significance is based on the fact that the maintenance yard would be 
adjacent an historic residential neighborhood, and may disturb those residences and 
adversely affect the residential setting (page 3.3-47, paragraph 1).  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives, including the maintenance 
facilities, during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 70 Alan Burnham 

70.1 This comment concerns the merits of alternatives that stay in the median of I-580.  The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. The traffic impacts of the extension 
alternatives are addressed in the Draft Program EIR.  A summary of the freeway impacts is 
provided in Figure 3.2-5 on page 3.2-68.  The figure illustrates that the alternatives with a 
station on the freeway do perform well in reducing freeway congestion.  Traffic impacts in 
Downtown Livermore are also addressed (see pages 3.2-78 through 3.2-131 of the Draft 
Program EIR). Those alternatives with a downtown station will generate increased traffic 
on downtown streets; however, the magnitude of the increase would not be sufficient to 
create significant new adverse traffic impacts. 

70.2 The purpose and scope of the Draft Program EIR was to provide a basis for the comparison 
of alternatives for a BART extension to Livermore.  It was not intended to compare a 
BART to Livermore extension with the cost of building additional freeway lanes.  It is 
appropriate to note that each of the BART alternatives that were studied would provide for 
reduced traffic and improved travel conditions on I-580.  Regarding the availability of 
BART parking, the procedure used to model the demand for access to BART assumed that 
an unconstrained supply of parking would be provided at the new stations, with the 
exception of the Downtown Livermore Station.  The amount of parking proposed for each 
of the non-downtown stations is sufficient to accommodate all of the year 2035 demand. 

70.3 Please see Response 70.2 regarding availability of BART parking.  The remainder of this 
comment concerns the commentor’s experience in using BART services to travel to San 
Francisco International Airport, and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program 
EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is warranted. 

70.4 Please see the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.13-13 through 3.13-15, regarding police and 
security issues for the alignment alternatives.  The remainder of this comment concerns the 
commentor’s opinion of events involving BART police, and does not concern the adequacy 
of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is 
warranted. 
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Letter 71 Robert Canning 

71.1 This comment concerns the merits of a downtown station in Livermore.  Please see Master 
Response 5 of this document for a discussion of impacts related to the Downtown 
Livermore Station. 

71.2 The commentor notes that the route down Isabel Avenue would affect the Chain of Lakes.  
Although five of the alternatives cross over the Chain of Lakes, no ‘down Isabel Avenue’ 
alternative has been identified.  Potential direct and indirect effects of each alternative on 
the Chain of Lakes were identified in Table 3.8-6 and Table 3.8-7 of the Draft Program 
EIR in the ‘Lakes/Ponds (acres)’ column (see pages 3.8-25 and 3.8-26).  Impact HY-5 
(Violation of Legal Requirements, Water Quality Standards, or Waste Discharge 
Requirements) analyzes potential impacts associated with all alternatives on the Chain of 
Lakes water quality (see page 3.8-50 to 3.8-55).  As noted in Impact HY-5, compliance 
with existing regulatory requirements and BART Facility Standards would minimize 
potential impacts, and impacts would be less than significant.   

71.3 This comment concerns the merits of connecting BART to ACE at the Vasco Road Station 
in Livermore.  The traffic impacts of the extension alternatives are addressed in the Draft 
Program EIR.  Traffic impacts in Downtown Livermore are also addressed (see pages 
3.2-78 through 3.2-131 of the Draft Program EIR). Those alternatives with a downtown 
station will generate increases traffic on downtown streets; however, the magnitude of the 
increase would not be sufficient to create significant new adverse traffic impacts.  The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives and station 
locations during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.  
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Letter 72 Alan and Julia Casamajor 

72.1 This commentor expresses a desire for a BART extension to Livermore and preference to 
avoid routing a BART extension through the Chain of Lakes.  Please refer to Master 
Response 3 of this document for a detailed discussion of the Chain of Lakes alignment 
alternatives.   

72.2 As noted on page 3.2-153 of the Program Draft EIR, “...the new BART stations would 
include provisions for bicycle access between surrounding roadways and the BART 
platforms, including secure and convenient bicycle parking.”  At the time when a specific 
project is proposed and a more detailed project-level environmental document is prepared, 
more detailed station plans which indicate the proposed bicycle access provisions will be 
provided.  Bicycle or pedestrian pathways along BART right of way, other than in the 
vicinity of stations for access purposes, are outside the scope of the Draft Program EIR 
which is focused on extending transit service to Livermore.   
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Letter 73 Julia Casamajor 

73.1 BART acknowledges that the potential impact to pedestrian and bicycle trails is potentially 
significant, and mitigation measures have been included that will reduce those impacts to 
less than significant.  Mitigation Measure TR-8.1 would maintain the trail network along 
the BART alignment and around station sites, and TR-8.2 would maintain trail crossings of 
the BART alignment.  (See page 3.2-153 of the Draft Program EIR.)  Mitigation Measure 
TR-9.2 would maintain the bicycle crossings of the BART alignment.  (See page 3.2-155 
of the Draft Program EIR.)  The visual impacts of BART’s aerial guideway through the 
Chain of Lakes are discussed further in Master Response 3 of this document.  Impacts to 
proposed trails and views along the Chain of Lakes/El Charro Alignment are discussed in 
detail under the sub-sections titled “Compatibility with Future Recreational Plans” and 
“Aesthetics” of Master Response 3, respectively. 
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Letter 74 Eric Chase 

74.1 Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions and 
methodology used for the ridership forecasts.  There are several reasons why Alternative 1 
has the highest ridership of all the alternatives.  It attracts the most ridership from San 
Joaquin County (See Table 3.2-20 on page 3.2-55 on the Draft Program EIR).  The 
Greenville East Station is close enough to the major employers in the eastern portion of 
Livermore to attract nearly as many riders as those alternatives with a station at Vasco 
Road.  The Isabel/I-580 Station is well located in terms of its ability to attract travelers on 
I-580 as well as persons traveling to or from the western portion of Livermore.  As the 
differences in total ridership between comparable alternatives are relatively small, these 
characteristics of Alternative 1 are enough to make its ridership projections exceed those of 
Alternative 2a and other alternatives. 
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Letter 75 Wilson Cooper 

75.1 This comment concerns the merits of the various yard locations, based on anticipated 
impacts from yard activities.  Although both the single-station alternatives (Alternatives 4 
and 5) do not have a maintenance yard, the “no yard” option is not feasible for the two-
station alternatives.  See the maintenance facility discussion on page 3.2-63 of the Draft 
Program EIR.  Noise impacts from train operations and from yard activities were identified 
in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration.  The need for mitigation 
measures for noise associated with yard operations is identified on page 3.10-56 in the 
Draft Program EIR.  The visual impacts from yard lighting were addressed in the Draft 
Program EIR, beginning on page 3.5-43, and a mitigation measure to reduce light spillover 
is on page 3.5-44.  These specific measures will be developed in the project-level 
environmental process, after a site has been selected and more detailed engineering has 
been completed on the yard layout.  The location of the maintenance yard is not 
independent of the overall system configuration.  The yard sites for each alternative were 
selected to be near the location of the terminus station for the alternative.  Combining the 
alignment alternatives terminating in a Greenville station together with a Vasco Yard, as 
suggested by the commentor, would not be feasible due to operational issues related to 
shuttling trains between yards and stations.   
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Letter 76 Jim Corkery 

76.1 Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 all have stations at Isabel/I-580. 
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Letter 77 Daniel (No Last Name) 

77.1 The BART to Livermore Extension Program has identified nine objectives, which are 
outlined on page 1-12 and 1-13 of the Draft Program EIR.  The three objectives listed by 
the commentor are important, but not the only goals for the extension.   

77.2 Construction of any of the BART extension alternatives would result in an increase in 
traffic on the I-580 freeway due to construction-related truck traffic and construction 
workers.  In addition actual construction activities in the freeway right-of-way would 
require traffic management measures such as temporary lane reconfigurations and barrier 
installation that could reduce traffic capacity of the freeway.  Typically these issues would 
be addressed through the development of a formal Traffic Management Plan, such as is 
described under Mitigation Measure CI-TR-1.1 starting on page 3.16-13 in the Draft 
Program EIR, which would be prepared during the design phase of the extension.  This 
plan would be designed to mitigate the impacts of construction related traffic and 
construction activities. 

77.3 The commentor questions whether the air quality benefits from the BART alignment would 
outweigh the construction emissions to build the alignment.  Pages 3.16-46 through 
3.16-48 in the Draft Program EIR discuss emissions that would result during construction.  
Each of the alignment alternatives would result in construction emissions to some degree.  
The construction emissions would be dependent on the construction method to be used, 
timing and phasing of the construction period, and also on the length of the alignment to be 
constructed.  In general, the longer alignments would likely result in greater overall 
construction emissions.  However, as shown in Table 3.11-5 on page 3.11-22 of the Draft 
Program EIR the longer alignments would generally result in greater reductions in vehicle 
miles traveled and associated air emissions.  It should also be noted that the construction 
emissions would be a one-time emissions source, while the vehicle emissions reductions 
and associated benefits would continue throughout the life of the project. 
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Letter 78 Sean Dorman 

78.1 Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document for a detailed discussion of the Chain 
of Lakes alignment alternatives.  Also, there are two other alignments that provide a 
downtown station with an alignment along Portola Avenue (Alternatives 2b and 3).  
Alternative 2b is a new alternative that is described in Section 1.4 of this document. 

78.2 The comment appears to refer to one general design requirement to improve safety in areas 
where BART would run in the same corridor as freight or commuter rail trains.  As 
explained on page 2-53 of the Draft Program EIR, a vertical separation of 6 feet or more is 
required between the track beds of freight/commuter trains and other rail services, such as 
BART.  The 6-foot vertical separation would provide protection for the lighter train cars 
should a heavy rail vehicle overturn or derail along the tracks. This design principal was 
applied wherever a BART alignment is proposed along a shared-use common corridor with 
existing freight rail tracks.  The noise impacts to nearby sensitive receptors along the 
alignment passing through residential neighborhoods in Livermore are discussed under 
Impact NO-1 starting on page 3.10-22.  Several neighborhoods adjacent to the tracks are 
expected to be significantly impacted by the BART trains.  Mitigation measures would be 
implemented to minimize the increase in noise levels.  However, at 1,000 feet (0.2 miles) 
away from the tracks, while noise levels are expected to increase by at least 1 dBA 
(averaged over the day), the increase is not expected to be significant.  The right-of-way 
issues mentioned by the commentor relate to the possibility that BART may not be able to 
use the UPRR right-of-way along Stanley Boulevard.  In that event, BART would need to 
acquire additional right-of-way to the north of the UPRR tracks, in order to maintain an 
appropriate distance from the existing UPRR tracks, not from the public.  For a discussion 
of the UP Commuter Access Principles and their affect on property acquisition, see pages 
3.4-23 and 3.4-24 of the Draft Program EIR.    

78.3 Please see Master Response 3 regarding the Chain of Lakes alignment alternatives.  As 
noted in Response 78.1 above, both Alternative 2b — Portola-Vasco and Alternative 3 — 
Portola provide a downtown station but do not use the Chain of Lakes alignment through 
the quarry area.   
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Letter 79 Peter D’Souza 

79.1 The BART alternatives that use the median of I-580 for trackway would not take existing 
freeway lanes out of operation.  The traffic lanes would be moved outward to provide 
space in the median for BART.  No freeway lanes would be lost.  Ridership forecasts 
indicate that, depending on the alternative and combination of stations, between 19,900 and 
31,700 patrons would ride BART.  Please see the alternatives summary in Table 1-1 of this 
document.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 79A Michael Evans 

79A.1 The commentor notes that it is difficult to quantify aesthetics and community impacts 
from the Draft Program EIR.  The methodology and standards of significance used to 
determine the degree of visual quality impacts in the Draft Program EIR are described on 
pages 3.5-14 through 3.5-17.  A summary of the visual quality impacts is provided in 
Table 3.5-2 on pages 3.5-19 through 3.5-21, and provides a comparison between the 
alternatives by indicating which alternatives would have a low impact, moderate impact, 
or high impact, as described in the table. 

79A.2 Please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion of traffic impacts associated with a 
downtown station and Master Response 6 regarding the relationship of BART stations 
and crime. 
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Letter 80 Casey Fargo 

80.1 The commentor appears to be referring to a series of community meetings that were held 
by the City of Livermore to discuss the potential BART extension alignments and station 
sites.  These meetings were sponsored and staffed by the City and held independently of 
BART.  BART held three public hearings to accept comments on the Draft Program EIR: 
November 18, 2009, December 2, 20009, and January 6, 2010.  The transcripts of those 
meetings are presented in Section 5 of this document.  BART would have to acquire 
property from voluntary sellers or by eminent domain for the BART track right-of-way, 
stations, and maintenance areas if the Livermore extension is constructed.  Property 
acquisition is discussed in the Draft Program EIR beginning on page 3.4-15.  Mitigation 
for displacement would be guided by the California Relocation and Real Property 
Acquisition Guidelines.  This is discussed further on page 3.4-23 of the Draft Program 
EIR.  Please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion of the property acquisition 
anticipated in Downtown Livermore and the proposed mitigation measures. 

80.2 As noted in this comment, the City of Livermore is one of 814 communities designated as a 
Preserve America Community by the national Preserve America initiative.  This comment 
correctly points out that the goals of the initiative include greater shared knowledge about 
the nation’s past, strengthened regional and local identity, increased participation in the 
preservation of historic assets, and support for economic vitality.  None of the BART to 
Livermore extension alternatives or the regional policies to promote transit-oriented 
development around proposed stations is inconsistent with Livermore’s Preserve America 
designation.  

According the Preserve America website, the Preserve America Community designation 
recognizes communities that “protect and celebrate their heritage; use their historic assets 
for economic development and community revitalization; and encourage people to 
experience and appreciate local historic resources through education and heritage tourism 
programs.”50  In its description of the programs and assets that justify Livermore’s 
Preserve America Community designation, Preserve America highlights the value of an 
active, revitalized downtown area: “Livermore’s historic downtown is enjoying a 
renaissance, helping re-establish Downtown as the city’s premier shopping, dining, 
entertainment, and cultural district.  With the addition of several residential projects, artist 
work/live spaces, and a pedestrian-oriented environment, Livermore has enhanced its urban 
living experience.”51  Preserve America also specifically highlights the value of the city’s 
Downtown Specific Plan, which, as noted in the Draft Program EIR, identifies the 
Downtown Gateway Transit District as a locus of transit-oriented development and 
potential transit station location (page 3.3-26, paragraph 2): “The city also adopted the 

                                              
50 Preserve America website.  “Preserve America Communities and Neighborhoods.” http://www.preserve 

america.gov/communities.html.  Accessed May 13, 2010.  
51  Preserve America website.  “Livermore.” http://www.preserveamerica.gov/CAlivermore.html.  Accessed 

May 13, 2010. 
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Downtown Specific Plan in 2004, which included an Historic Resources Inventory update 
focusing on existing and newly identified resources in Downtown.”52 

City of Livermore staff concur that a BART station located Downtown would only further 
establish Downtown Livermore as a the city’s “premier” urban and historic district, as it 
would increase accessibility, visitation rates and pedestrian orientation, as well a provide 
economic stimulus.  Further, the station would neither interrupt nor detract from the 
historic resources education, identification and awareness programs that are integral to the 
Preserve America Communities designation.53  

The land use impacts of the BART extension are discussed in Section 3.3 of the Draft 
Program EIR, and the growth-inducing impacts of the extension are discussed beginning on 
page 4-5 of the Draft Program EIR.  

80.3 Funding for a BART extension to Livermore would likely include federal funding; 
however, BART, not the City of Livermore, would be the recipient of any federal funds.  
For a BART extension to meet the requirements of MTC’s Resolution #3434, the City of 
Livermore must develop a Ridership Development Plan (RDP) for the purpose of 
increasing residential densities around station sites.  Please see page 5-14 and Table 5-4 of 
the Draft Program EIR for a discussion of MTC Resolution #3434 and proposed station 
area development for the various alternatives.  The RDP would be prepared by Livermore, 
which would also be the lead agency for the environmental review of the RDP.  The 
aesthetic impacts of any changes to land use proposed in the RDP would be evaluated at 
that time.   

80.4 The ridership forecasts are based on computer modeling of the expected conditions in the 
Tri-Valley area in the year 2035.  It is not possible to guarantee that the assumptions about 
future conditions will be 100 percent accurate; however, they are based on historic 
transportation trends and reasonable assumptions about future conditions.  Please refer to 
Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions and methodology used for 
the ridership forecasts.  Also, please see Response 63.15 of this document.  As noted in the 
comment, new BART ridership would be approximately 30,000 new daily riders for 
several alternatives and would exceed 31,000 new daily riders for several alternatives, 
including Alternative 1 — Greenville  East and Alternative 2a — Downtown-Vasco.  As 
illustrated in the footnote to Table 3.2-18 on page 3.2-54 of the Draft Program EIR, new 
BART riders are counted at their exit from the system, so the 30,000 new daily riders 
represent 30,000 new person trips on the system.  This would mean that a commuter 
entering the BART system in Livermore and traveling to San Francisco would get counted 
as a new rider as he or she exits the system in San Francisco and counted a second time on 
the return trip to Livermore.       

                                              
52  Preserve America website.  “Livermore.” http://www.preserveamerica.gov/CAlivermore.html.  Accessed 

May 13, 2010. 
53  Riley, Steve. Principal Planner, City of Livermore.  Personal communication with Greg Goodfellow, 

DC&E. May 14, 2010. 
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80.5 The cost estimates for the BART to Livermore Extension Program are identified in 
Appendix B of the Draft Program EIR and include all capital costs associated with the 
construction of the BART project, including any required freeway modifications and station 
access roadway improvements.  Contingencies and project reserves have been included in 
the capital cost estimates to handle any unexpected costs that arise during the design phase.  
Operating costs for local police and fire services and roadway maintenance are not included 
in the BART costs.  However, as discussed on page 3.13-13 through 3.13-16, there would 
be a small increased demand for police, fire, and other local emergency services, but no 
additional staffing or new facilities would be required. 

80.6 The BART to Livermore Extension Program budget is approximately $5.0 million, which 
consists of $4.5 million for preliminary engineering and environmental work, and 
approximately $0.5 million for scoping activities prior to the start of the environmental 
work.  The cost for this preliminary engineering and environmental evaluation is included 
in the overall program cost estimates to construct the extension. 
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Letter 81 William Fitzwater 

81.1 Please refer to Master Response 8 for a discussion of how a funding plan would be 
developed for the program. 

81.2 The comment favors a variation on the Alternative 2a alignment that would have stations in 
Downtown Livermore and at Vasco Road, but would continue along the UPRR to I-580 
and return along I-580.  This configuration is essentially a combination of Alternative 2a 
and Alternative 1.  A second possible loop could be formed by a combination of 
Alternative 2a and Alternative 2.  The individual segments (Alternatives 1, 2, and 2a) of 
these possible combinations were examined in the Draft Program EIR.  However, a loop 
configuration was not considered feasible, because it would essentially double the 
extension’s length, substantially increasing the cost of acquiring right-of-way and building 
the guideway without increasing the area that the extension would serve or generating 
additional riders.  A loop configuration also would increase the potential for environmental 
impacts (for example, displacements, visual impacts, cultural impacts, noise) by increasing 
the length of the alignment without increasing the ridership.    

81.3 This comment concerns the merits of a freeway alignment for the alternatives.  It also 
concerns the need for parking at stations, and the need for a connection with ACE and 
buses.  All alternatives have at least 1,000 parking spaces planned for each station.  Please 
refer to Tables 3.2-32 and 3.2-33 in the Draft Program EIR, on pages 3.2-140 through 
3.2-141, for a listing of the parking proposed at each station.  All planned stations would 
have bus connections.  Please refer to Table 3.2-22 in the Draft Program EIR, on page 
3.2-57 and page 3.2-58, which shows the anticipated transfer levels to and from buses at 
each of the stations under each alternative.  All alternatives except Alternative 4 have a 
transfer to ACE.  Please refer to Table 3.2-22 in the Draft Program EIR, on page 3.2-57 
and page 3.2-58, which shows the anticipated transfer levels to and from ACE under each 
alternative.  These same intermodal (BART/ACE) stations would serve high-speed rail 
(HSR), if a HSR alignment through the Tri-Valley area is selected.  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 82 Brian Hall 

82.1 The Draft Program EIR addresses Electromagnetic Fields (EMF), beginning in the fourth 
paragraph of page 3.12-36.  The Draft Program EIR states that studies have shown that 
exposure to additional EMFs as a result of operation of the BART extension would be up to 
approximately 1,500 milliGauss (mG) for riders and employees, while residents near the 
Downtown Livermore Station and other stations would have lower exposure to EMFs.  
This is well below the voluntary levels that range from 9,000 to 12,000 mG that have been 
suggested by the industry, government, and scientific organizations with expertise in EMF 
technology, referenced on pages 3.12-20 and 3.12-21 of the Draft Program EIR.  As 
discussed in paragraph four of page 3.12-36 of the Draft Program EIR, it should be noted 
that limiting exposure to EMF is voluntary, as federal and State agencies have reviewed 
past studies to determine if exposure to EMF causes adverse health effects and have found 
no basis for setting health standards to date.  The Draft Program EIR also addresses noise 
impacts from trains on residents in Downtown Livermore under Impact NO-1 starting on 
page 3.10-22.  As noted in the Draft Program EIR, noise levels at residential uses could 
exceed the significance thresholds.  The mitigation strategies described under NO-1.1 on 
page 3.10-53 would substantially reduce impacts related to BART train noise; 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. 

The commentor expresses a preference for an alternative that does not include a station 
near Downtown Livermore.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alignment alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. 

82.2 The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives and 
station locations during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 82A Bonnie Hamilton 

82A.1 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document regarding noise, visual, traffic, and 
parking impacts in the downtown area, and Master Response 6 regarding the relationship of 
BART stations and crime. 

The commentor is also concerned about impacts of a station in the quarry area on the 
biological resources in the Chain of Lakes area.  Impacts to special-status birds during 
construction are discussed on page 3.16-31, and mitigation measures to prevent disturbance 
to nesting birds are provided on pages 3.16-32 to 3.16-34 to reduce impacts to less than 
significant.  In addition, impacts associated with water quality are described on pages 
3.8-50 through 3.8-55, and as noted BART compliance with existing water quality 
regulations would reduce impacts to surface waters including the Chain of Lakes area. 
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Letter 83 J. Haslam 

83.1 The Greenville Station site that was studied in this document was located just south of 
I-580, and not on I-580. The travel demand modeling work that produced the ridership 
estimates assigns riders to stations based on a variety of factors.  The ridership model 
assigns Livermore residents boarding BART to the Greenville Station if it is the most 
convenient station for them, based on destination, starting location, and travel time.  Please 
refer to Master Response 2 of this document for an explanation of the methodology for 
generating the ridership analysis.   

83.2 The station at Isabel/I-580 is just one of several alternative station locations considered in 
the Draft Program EIR; different alternatives have different station options so that a range 
of alternatives can be considered.  BART attempts to maintain a reasonable spacing of 
stations to serve the population in a given area, so having only one station in Alternative 1, 
at Greenville, would not be considered a reasonable spacing of stations to serve the local 
population’s needs. 

83.3 Construction impacts are identified in Section 3.16, Construction Impacts, in the Draft 
Program EIR.  Typically projects are divided into a series of segments and components, 
each of which can be completed independently.  This avoids the situation noted in the 
comment where construction is halted prior to completion.  Before the project can begin 
construction, all participating funding agencies would require a full-funding plan for the 
project, including appropriate contingencies and reserves for unanticipated conditions.  
Therefore, work stoppages mid-construction and related effects on traffic are not 
reasonably expected to occur.   

Contrary to the comment that the project should be constructed to its furthest terminal point 
before intermediate stations are constructed, projects are often divided into independent 
segments so that design and construction can be done commensurate with available 
funding.  In the case of the BART to Livermore extension, it is possible that construction 
to a station at Isabel/I-580 or Isabel/Stanley could take place as the first phase of a longer 
two-station alternative.  This is an issue that would be addressed in the project-level 
EIR/EIS as part of the development of the construction phasing plan, which is identified on 
page 3.16-13 as Mitigation Measure CI-TR-1.1 for the project.   

83.4 Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions and 
methodology used for the ridership forecasts.  The added time associated with stops at the 
intermediate stations, such as the Isabel/I-580 Station in Alternative 1, is accounted for in 
the travel demand model by including the time that the train requires to slow down and stop 
at the stations, to load passengers (30 seconds) and then to accelerate back up to speed.  
The ridership forecast is sensitive to the overall travel time and speed and the time added 
by additional stations would result is a loss of ridership.  However, the added stations 
generate more ridership than what is lost through the longer total travel time involved. 
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83.5 The likelihood that the project would be stopped permanently mid-construction is extremely 
small.  See Response 83.3 above.  The value of the downtown station is that it provides an 
opportunity for transit-oriented development in an area identified by the City of Livermore 
and MTC for such development, which over time can assist in channeling growth, 
increasing community amenities, and increasing property values. 

83.6 As suggested in the comment, the proposed Greenville East Station was designed to 
provide direct connections between BART, ACE, and regional bus service with auto access 
from I-580.  Selected LAVTA routes would be redirected to the Isabel/I-580 Station. A 
further description of the Greenville East Station is provided on pages 2-13 of the Draft 
Program EIR.  The evaluation of transit impacts is described on page 3.2-46, impacts are 
described in detail in Table 3.2-17 (pages 3.2-48 to 3.2-51), and mitigation measures are 
described on pages 3.2-131 to 3.2-138. 

83.7 The potential traffic impacts of a Vasco Road Station have been evaluated in the Draft 
Program EIR.  Please refer to page 3.2-130 of the Draft Program EIR.  Mitigation 
Measures TR-4.5 and TR-4.6 in the Draft Program EIR identify potential improvements to 
intersections along Vasco Road, which are intended to address the impact of the traffic 
added by the Vasco Road Station.  However, it is not necessary to widen Vasco Road to 
accommodate increased traffic to a Vasco Road Station.  A construction phasing and traffic 
plan would be required to reduce traffic during construction.  (See Mitigation Measure 
CI-TR-1.1 on page 3.16-13 of the Draft Program EIR.)  Costs for improvements that are 
required as mitigation for significant impacts identified in the Draft Program EIR would be 
funded by the project.   

83.8 A station in the median of I-580 was considered in the preliminary stages of the project, 
but was dropped from consideration.  The reasons for dropping that station are described 
on page 2-58 of the Draft Program EIR.   

The MTC Regional Rail Plan does not include a BART extension to Tracy as an extension 
of the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Line, but rather as a possible future extension of the 
eBART line from Contra Costa County.  Extending the Dublin/Pleasanton Line to Tracy 
was considered prior to formal scoping, and is discussed on page 2-64.  The Regional Rail 
Plan designates ACE and the California High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) as the service 
providers across the Altamont Pass.  ACE is the current operator, and ACE intends to 
upgrade service incrementally, possibly transitioning to high-speed compatible equipment 
on new rights-of-way in the future.  CHSRA and ACE are currently conducting an 
Alternatives Analysis and EIR/EIS for the Altamont Corridor Rail Project, (described in 
the Draft Program EIR on pages 1-16 to 1-17 and 3.2-131 to 3.2-132), which is 
considering upgrades to the Altamont Corridor rail services, which would connect with 
BART in the Tri-Valley.  Therefore, locating the terminus station of the BART to 
Livermore extension outside the I-580 median would not affect the prospects for these 
future connections to Tracy and points eastward.   
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83.9 According to the 2008 BART Passenger Profile Survey, 8.6 percent of the riders using the 
existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station arrived or departed by bus transit.  This represents 
1,290 bus transit trips per weekday.  While access by bus is not the primary means of 
accessing the station, it is a significant element in the overall access profile.  Table 3.2-22 
on page 3.2-57 of the Draft Program EIR indicates the expected future access profile for 
each of the Tri-Valley stations.  In the year 2035 bus transfers at Dublin/Pleasanton are 
expected to increase to 25 percent of the total ridership.  The increase is a result of 
increased traffic congestion, constrained parking supply, and planned bus service 
improvements.  The expected mode of access by transit is 20 to 24 percent depending on 
the alternative.  Auto access is expected to be the primary access mode. 

83.10 Similar concerns were raised by the Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority 
(LAVTA) in their comment letter.  Please refer to Response 21.1.  Provision of LAVTA 
services to the Greenville East Station would involve substantial changes to existing 
LAVTA routes. 

83.11 The amount of traffic reduction on the I-580 freeway and the major arterials relates to the 
amount of traffic from San Joaquin County that would use BART and those travelers from 
the Tri-Valley area that would use BART.  This San Joaquin County information is 
presented in Table 3.2-20 on page 3.2-55 on the Draft Program EIR.  The alternatives 
would attract from 16,800 to 22,600 daily San Joaquin County riders in the year 2035.  
While those alternatives with stations on or near I-580 tend to perform better in attracting 
these trips, because of the long travel distances involved, the travel model indicates that 
San Joaquin County drivers will drive the relatively small additional distance to stations 
located off of I-580 in order to access BART.  However, stations such as Downtown 
Livermore and Vasco Road are located closer to many of the Livermore residences and 
jobs than those on the freeway. These individuals are also users of I-580.  Thus, these 
stations are more likely to attract Livermore riders than the freeway stations. 

83.12 Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions and 
methodology used for the ridership forecasts.  The ridership estimates are based on the 
projected population and employment of the areas served by each of the stations in the year 
2035.  For the Downtown Livermore Station the primary sources of BART ridership would 
be from the jobs and the residences located within access distance from the station.  The 
presence of the performing arts center in the downtown area would contribute to the 
potential BART ridership, but it would not be a primary factor in determining the total 
ridership. 

83.13 The capabilities of BART Police and local police are discussed in Section 3.13, Community 
Services, of the Draft Program EIR.  Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, 
regarding the relationship of BART stations and crime. 

83.14 Please refer to Response 83.8. 
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Letter 84 Clarence Hoenig 

84.1 The estimated costs for each extension alternative are provided in Section 2, Alternatives, 
and Appendix B of the Draft Program EIR.  These cost estimates were prepared by 
AECOM, which has experience in BART cost analyses as the cost estimator for the Silicon 
Valley Rapid Transit Project under contract to the Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority (VTA).  The unit costs for that estimating effort have been validated by BART 
staff based upon BART’s history of projects.  In addition, the costing methodology utilized 
by AECOM in the BART to Livermore project was thoroughly reviewed and approved by 
BART staff, prior to the initiation of the estimating process.  BART staff has reviewed and 
approved every interim and final costing product throughout the project.  BART is 
confident in the accuracy of the cost estimating for this project as prepared by AECOM.  In 
addition, the same methodology and unit costs for the estimating effort were used for each 
of the BART extension alternatives.  Therefore, the cost comparison table presented in 
Appendix B provides an appropriate comparison of costs for the extension alternatives. 

84.2 The commentor requests clarification of the following items: 

a. “Sunk Costs” are costs already incurred which cannot be recovered regardless of future 
events. 

b. “Soft Costs” is a construction industry term for expense items that are not considered 
direct construction costs.  Generally, Soft Costs include architectural, engineering, 
financing, and legal fees, and other pre- and post-construction expenses.  Specifically 
in this study, “Soft Costs” are defined as “Engineering and Management” costs 
including engineering, supervision, and construction management by a General 
Engineering Consultant, including all subconsultants and engineering and 
administration by BART (excluding the cost of financing).  For this study, Soft Costs 
were divided into the following major sub-categories:  Project Administration; Design 
Engineering; Construction Management; Insurance, Legal, Permits, and Review Fees; 
Surveys, Testing, and Investigation; and Pre-Operating Expenses. 

c. The contingencies employed are based upon the current, widely accepted professional 
engineering practices.  Typically, when limited engineering design is performed for an 
early stage of project development, the contingencies are relatively high when 
compared to contingencies utilized later in a project after significantly more 
engineering design has been completed.  This approach will cover the high risk of 
uncertainty involved at this earliest stage of design.  The contingencies vary for the 
various analyzed areas within this project (i.e., construction costs, right-of-way costs, 
and vehicle costs).  These contingencies were developed by BART staff based upon 
their historical data for all of BART projects over the life of the BART system. 

d. Program reserve is an allowance to provide for changes that occur during construction, 
particularly construction change orders and claims.  Since this project is at the earliest 
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stages of conceptual design and with the existing uncertainties of the real estate market, 
a program reserve of 10 percent was assigned against the entire project cost, which is 
consistent with other BART projects at this stage.   

e. The statement, “costs are not discounted to reflect the current economic downturn,” 
indicates that the unit costs utilized in this study are based on the historical data 
developed from BART experience over the past four plus decades of BART 
construction activities.  At the beginning of this study, the economic downturn had a 
significant and atypical downward effect on the unit costs to be applied.  However, 
now, at the end of the study, these unit costs have significantly rebounded upwards 
with the recovering economy.  The unit costs utilized are based on long-term 
experiences involving numerous up and down economic cycles.  Therefore, AECOM 
and BART agreed that the most appropriate approach would be to use the historical 
average information and not current conditions which may be unrepresentative 
(depressed or inflated in the short-term) when compared to the more stable long-term 
averages. 

84.3 This comment references a slide in a Power Point presentation that was presented at the 
Policy Working Group on November 6, 2009.  The slide is a summary of possible funding 
sources for the project, and is not included in the Draft Program EIR.  “Programmed” 
funding sources are sources that have committed funds to the BART extension.  Currently, 
ACTIA will provide between $5 and $10 million to continue study of the extension, and 
MTC will provide $80-$100 million to preserve right-of-way for the alternative selected as 
the preferred alternative.  “Future” funding sources are those sources that may provide 
funding for the extension, although the amount and timing of the funding is uncertain.  As 
noted in Master Response 8, a full-funding plan would be necessary at the time that a 
project-level evaluation was completed.  The funding agencies would be responsible for 
ensuring that their funds were not oversubscribed.   
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Letter 85 Clarence Hoenig 

85.1 As shown in Table 5-4 (page 5-15 of the Draft Program EIR), the Downtown Livermore 
Station area contained 1,841 housing units in 2008.  Based on existing land use plans and 
policies such as the Livermore Downtown Specific Plan, the Downtown Livermore Station 
area can accommodate up to 5,100 housing units by 2030.  However, MTC Resolution 
#3434 Transit-Oriented Demand (TOD) Policy is based on a corridor-level housing 
threshold of 3,850 housing units on average per station area (page 5-14, paragraph 3), not 
on meeting the housing threshold for an individual station.  As a result, while a fully built-
out Downtown Livermore Station area would satisfy MTC TOD requirements for that 
station alone, as a whole the alternatives that serve the Downtown Livermore Station would 
not meet the housing threshold, as low housing potential around other stations included in 
the alternatives would reduce the corridor-level average to below 3,850 units (see Table 5-
4). 

As shown in Table 5-3 (page 5-13), all of the alternatives that include the Downtown 
Livermore Station were found to satisfy the ridership thresholds of the BART System 
Expansion Policy.   

85.2 As described on page 2-20 of the Draft Program EIR, the Downtown Station would contain 
2,500 commuter spaces distributed between a combination of surface lots, the existing 
375-space parking garage, and additional multi-level parking structures.  The Draft 
Program EIR assumes that the existing 375-space parking garage in Downtown Livermore, 
owned by the City of Livermore, would be available for BART parking.  However, BART 
does not plan to acquire ownership of the existing parking garage; the City of Livermore 
would continue to own it.  This parking plan applies to all alternatives that have a 
Downtown Station (Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 2b, 3, and 3a).   

85.3 The Draft Program EIR assumes that the additional parking would be provided in 
Downtown Livermore, but the location of additional parking has not been identified.  See 
the description of proposed parking for Alternative 1a, 1b, and 3a on page 2-20, 
Alternative 2a on page 2-33, Alternative 3 on page 2-37, and Alternative 2b in Section 1.4 
of this document.   

85.4 As shown in Table 5-4 (page 5-15 of the Draft Program EIR), the Vasco Road Station area 
contained 227 housing units in 2008.  Based on existing land use plans and policies, the 
Vasco Road Station area can accommodate up to 956 housing units by 2030.  As a result, 
even a fully built-out Vasco Road Station area would not satisfy the MTC housing 
threshold for average station area units.  Accordingly, neither of the alternatives that serve 
the Vasco Road Station would meet MTC funding requirements for TOD potential. 

As shown in Table 5-3 (page 5-13), all of the alternatives that include the Vasco Road 
Station satisfy the ridership thresholds of the BART System Expansion Policy.   
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Letter 86 Jill Hornbeck 

86.1 This comment concerns the merits of proceeding with the program because of concerns 
about funding and public support.  Numerous comments both supporting and opposing the 
project are included in this volume of comments.  Please refer to Master Response 8 for a 
discussion of how a funding plan would be developed for the program. 

86.2 Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of BART 
stations and crime. 

86.3 Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions and 
methodology used for the ridership forecasts.  The ridership model was developed using 
the information from surveys of Bay Area residents including residents of the Tri-Valley.  
The survey information was used to develop the expected distribution of trips between the 
Tri-Valley and the rest of the region including San Joaquin County.  This distribution 
provides an indication of how many of these trips would be candidates for use of the BART 
systems and how many are bound for destinations beyond the areas served by BART. 

86.4 This comment concerns the merits of proceeding with an alignment through Downtown 
Livermore, based on concerns about property values, noise, graffiti, and other unspecified 
potential problems.  A change in property values, in itself, does not constitute an 
environmental impact for purposes of CEQA.  Noise was addressed in the Draft Program 
EIR in Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration.  Please refer to Master Response 5 regarding 
issues in Downtown Livermore, including noise and property displacements.  BART is 
powered by electricity and does not produce diesel emissions.  Please refer to Master 
Response 6 regarding safety and security around BART stations and in Downtown 
Livermore.    
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Letter 87 S. V. Huerta 

87.1 The commentor appears to be referring to a series of community meetings that were held 
by the City of Livermore to discuss the potential BART extension alignments and station 
sites.  These meetings were sponsored and staffed by the City and held independently of 
BART.  BART held three public hearings to accept comments on the Draft Program EIR: 
November 18, 2009, December 2, 20009, and January 6, 2010.  The transcripts of those 
meetings are presented in Section 5 of this document.   

87.2 There are a number of locations on the BART system besides San Francisco and Oakland 
where BART serves a downtown directly, or is adjacent to the downtown in approximately 
the same relationship as the proposed Downtown Livermore Station is to Downtown 
Livermore.  These locations include Berkeley, Hayward, Orinda, Lafayette, Walnut Creek, 
and Concord.  For new extensions, BART is now guided by BART’s System Expansion 
Policy (SEP), which looks at a series of criteria for extensions, including residential and 
employment density, land use policies, opportunities for ridership development through 
transit oriented development.  Downtown sites offer more opportunities for meeting these 
criteria.   

87.3 A downtown station would provide more opportunities for more intense land use and 
transit-oriented development in Downtown Livermore.  Such development is generally 
expected to reduce reliance on automobile use and provide additional amenities for the 
community.  Please refer also to Master Response 5 regarding issues in Downtown 
Livermore, including property displacements.  Construction impacts were identified in the 
Draft Program EIR in Section 3.16, Construction Impacts.  Traffic impacts were identified 
in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.2, Transportation.   

The issue of selecting an alignment alternative through Downtown Livermore is ultimately 
a question of merit.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

87.4 This comment concerns a suggestion for a new alternative for a station location on El 
Charro Road near I-580, a location that was not studied in the EIR.  With an existing 
BART station at Dublin/Pleasanton east of Dougherty Road, a second station at El Charro 
Road was deemed to be too close to the existing station and not far enough east to take full 
advantage of ridership from Livermore.  The proposed Isabel/I-580 Station is much better 
positioned to capture Livermore riders (an important project objective), and a location 
along Isabel Avenue (SR 84) with a connection to Portola Avenue provides better access to 
Livermore’s population centers.  Please refer also to Master Response 3, regarding issues 
with the alignment alternatives using the El Charro/Chain of Lakes routing.   
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Letter 88 Roxanne Huguet 

88.1 This comment concerns the schedule for constructing the BART extension to Livermore, 
the amount of time Livermore residents have been waiting for a BART extension, and the 
merits of routing alternatives in the vicinity of Vasco Road.  A schedule for construction 
has not yet been developed.  The proposed extension is currently in the program-level stage 
of the environmental process, which is intended to select a preferred alignment for 
purposes of allowing right-of-way preservation to commence.  The next step would be the 
project-level environmental process, which will examine benefits and impacts in more 
detail.  It is in this future phase that a funding plan would be developed, and which would 
determine the schedule for implementation.  Please refer to Master Response 8 for further 
information on the original BART system, extension plans, and developing a funding plan.   

The comment also suggests a station at Vasco Road with BART extending on Vasco Road 
to Brentwood.  A station at Vasco Road would duplicate service provided either at the 
Isabel/I-580 Station or a terminus station at Greenville and was not considered in the Draft 
Program EIR.  BART is not considering an extension from Livermore to Brentwood, but 
BART is currently extending service from Pittsburg/Bay Point to Antioch along State 
Route 4 with its eBART project.  Brentwood has been considered for BART service via a 
future eBART extension along State Route 4.   
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Letter 89 Carolyn Hunt 

89.1 The Downtown Livermore Station is proposed to have 2,500 parking spaces.  Please refer 
to Master Response 5 for more information about the location of the station and station 
parking.  Typically parking at BART stations is lightly used in the evenings and on 
weekends, so it is reasonable to assume the patrons of the Regional Theatre could park in 
the BART parking facilities and walk to the theatre to attend evening and weekend events.  

89.2 The purpose and scope of the Draft Program EIR was to provide a basis for the comparison 
of alternatives for a BART extension to Livermore.  As a result the conceptual design and 
layout of the potential new BART stations was not developed and the specific locations of 
the parking facilities have not been determined.  However, BART intends to work closely 
with the City of Livermore to make sure that the design of the station and station parking 
supports opportunities for transit-oriented development, as that is one of the objectives of 
the BART extension project. 

89.3 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding traffic and parking in 
Downtown Livermore.  Also please refer to Tables 3.2-27 to 3.2-30 starting on page 
3.2-88 of the Draft Program EIR, which provide a summary of the traffic impact analysis.  
Intersections 8 (First Street/Livermore Avenue) and 9 (First Street/Scott Street) in the 
tables are located in the downtown area. A downtown BART station will create increases in 
traffic on downtown streets, but the analysis did not indicate any significant impacts.   

89.4 A BART extension to Livermore would include rerouting some of the local bus lines to 
serve the BART station.  LAVTA’s plans for future changes to local bus services are 
identified in the Draft Program EIR on page 3.2-41. 
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Letter 90 Genoveva Jones 

90.1 Construction impacts, including duration of construction, are addressed in Section 3.16, 
Construction Impacts, of the Draft Program EIR, and overall project duration is shown in 
Table 3.16-1 on page 3.16-5.  A construction phasing plan will be developed as part of the 
project-level EIR, and at that time more detailed schedules will be developed for each 
construction phase and location, including downtown.  BART must develop construction 
phasing and traffic mitigation plans for various modes as part of the project-level EIR, as 
described on pages 3.16-3 to 3.16-5.  BART does not expect that a substantial portion of 
the downtown area would need to be closed for construction.  It is likely that construction 
would be phased such that access to locations downtown can be maintained throughout the 
construction period, though alternate travel routes may need to be used for specific periods 
for some locations. 

90.2 This comment concerns the merits of building the extension with one station only at 
Greenville and the obstruction of businesses in Livermore.  Land use compatibility of the 
various BART alternatives with existing land uses is discussed beginning on page 3.3-35 of 
the Draft Program EIR.  Construction impacts, including potential traffic impacts (page 
3.16-11), are discussed in Section 3.16 of the Draft Program EIR.    

90.3 Potential land use changes discussed by BART relate to increased transit-oriented 
development around station sites. However, any zoning map changes necessary to 
accommodate land use changes to Downtown Livermore remain under the jurisdiction of 
the City of Livermore. 
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Letter 91 William Junk 

91.1 As described in Master Response 2 and the Draft Program EIR, the traffic analysis takes 
into consideration accessibility and availability of parking at the stations to determine 
ridership.  The estimated costs for each extension alternative are provided in Section 2, 
Alternatives, and Appendix B of the Draft Program EIR.  The BART Board of Directors 
will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative.    

91.2 Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions and 
methodology used for the ridership forecasts.  The Downtown Livermore Station is 
proposed to have 2,500 parking spaces.  Please refer to Master Response 5 for more 
information about the location of the station and station parking.  Table 3.2-22 on page 
3.2-57 and 58 of the Draft Program EIR indicates the percentage of the estimated ridership 
that would walk to the BART stations.  For the Downtown Livermore Station the 
percentage ranges from four to seven percent depending on which alternative alignment is 
considered.  Typically the number of persons walking will vary throughout the year as it is 
influenced by the weather conditions and the hours of daylight.  As noted by the 
commentor, the area already includes train activity along the UPRR corridor and could 
include future HSR trains.  BART trains would contribute to noise and vibration impacts in 
these areas if a UPRR alignment is selected.  These impacts are addressed in the Draft 
Program EIR in Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration. 
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Letter 92 James Kelly 

92.1 The potential for a station near Greenville Road located north of the freeway was 
considered during the EIR process.  This was part of the alternative alignment named 
Greenville West, which involved a BART station on the lands north of I-580 and west of 
Greenville Road that are currently owned by BART (see page 2-62 of the Draft Program 
EIR).  This option was rejected because a station in this location would not provide for a 
connection to ACE.  Also please refer to Tables 3.2-27 to 3.2-30 starting on page 3.2-88 of 
the Draft Program EIR, which provide a summary of the traffic impact analysis.  
Alternative 1 would cause significant traffic impacts at the intersections of Greenville Road 
with the I-580 ramps.  Mitigation for these impacts has been proposed (see Mitigation 
Measures TR-4.9 and TR-4.10 on page 3.2-130) in the form of adding and modifying 
traffic lanes at these intersections. 
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Letter 93 Paul Kendall 

93.1 Although the Draft Program EIR evaluated five station locations for the various 
alternatives, at most only two of the stations are proposed to be built.  Please refer to 
Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of BART stations and 
crime.   

93.2 This comment concerns how the extension would be funded.  Please refer to Master 
Response 8 for further information on funding. 

93.3 This comment asks if a cost-benefit analysis has been performed for the project and 
inquires about the potential return-on-investment.  Cost-benefit analysis and return-on-
investment are not CEQA issues.  Cost-benefit is a component of BART’s System 
Expansion Policy (SEP) however, and BART staff have performed a preliminary ranking 
of the alternatives based on cost per new rider as part of the recommendation to the BART 
Board on selecting a preferred alternative.  This information can be found in the document 
“Preliminary Alternative Ranking Memorandum, BART to Livermore Extension,” which 
will be presented to the BART Board as part of the Board’s consideration of the project.  In 
addition, if the BART Board elects to proceed with the program and the extension is 
included in the FTA’s New Starts Program, cost-effectiveness is one criterion for 
advancement in that program. 
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Letter 94 Bradley Kurtzer 

94.1 This comment concerns property displacement and potential use of eminent domain.  
BART does need to acquire property for right-of-way and stations for any extension 
program, and this is typically done through appraisal and negotiation.  The need to acquire 
parcels was identified on pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-23 of the Draft Program EIR, and the 
preliminary list of parcels identified for acquisition was included in Appendix C.  This list 
could change, based on engineering refinements in the project-level design phase of the 
program.  Any acquisitions would be made consistent with an acquisition and relocation 
program that meets the requirements of state relocation law (see Mitigation Measure PH-
2.1, page 3.4-23).  Such a program includes fair market compensation for acquired 
properties, as well as relocation assistance. 
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Letter 95 Vamsee Lakamsani 

95.1 It would be theoretically possible to have a station at Vasco and use a yard site at 
Greenville, though none of the alternatives studied had this configuration.  Due to the 
distance between the yard and the first station, this configuration requires more movement 
of empty, non-revenue generating trains (known as deadheading) than other alternatives.  
This would lead to higher operating costs.  More importantly, during the public comment 
period, several resource agencies identified biological resource issues at the Greenville 
Yard site that may make a rail yard at Greenville infeasible.  Please refer to Master 
Response 7 of this document, regarding biological resource issues at the Greenville Yard 
site. 
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Letter 96 Freddy Lewis 

96.1 This comment concerns the merits of Alternative 2a.  The BART Board of Directors will 
consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 

96.2 All alternatives except Alternative 4 have a transfer station with ACE.  Please refer to 
Table 3.2-22 in the Draft Program EIR, on pages 3.2-57 and 3.2-58, which shows the 
anticipated transfer levels to and from ACE for all of the alternatives. 

96.3 The proposed extension is currently in the program-level stage of the environmental 
process, which is intended to select a preferred alignment for purposes of allowing right-of-
way preservation to commence.  The BART Board is expected to select a preferred 
alternative in the summer of 2010.  When funding becomes available, the next step would 
be the project-level environmental process, which would examine the selected alternative in 
greater detail.  The schedule for the project-level environmental review and any subsequent 
work on final design and construction has not yet been determined.  A funding plan would 
be required as part of the project-level environmental process, and the availability of 
funding would largely determine the schedule for construction.  Please refer to Master 
Response 8 for further information on developing a funding plan.  Please also refer to 
Master Response 8 for information on the amount of time Livermore residents have been 
waiting for a BART extension.  With regard to the question of the amount of time it has 
taken to get to the program-level environmental review process, this process could not 
proceed until the preceding multi-modal I-580 corridor study was completed.  That study 
was completed in October 2004, and this program-level review began in early 2008, once 
funding was secured for the environmental process. 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-429 
June 2010 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-430 
June 2010 

Letter 97 Sandy Li 

97.1 A schedule for construction and start of service of the BART extension has not been set.  
Please see Response 96.3.   
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Letter 98 Carolyn Lord 

98.1 BART purchased the Isabel/I-580 Station site in August 1988.  BART purchased the 
Greenville Yard site in several transactions between October 1989 and January 1990.   

98.2 The City of Livermore has made numerous policy decisions concerning land use around 
BART-owned property.  The Draft Program EIR, Section 3.3, Land Use, describes the 
City of Livermore General Plan policies that reflect these efforts, including Policy 
LU-3.1.P1, which calls for the preparation of a Specific Plan for Greenville BART transit-
oriented development (TOD; page 3.3-23).  In addition, General Plan Actions 3 and 5 of 
Objective CIR-3.1 advocate the extension of BART to Greenville Road and the 
preservation of necessary I-580 right-of-way (page 3.3-25).  As shown in Figure 3.3-4 
(page 3.3-21), the City has designated a swath of land, north of I-580 between Vasco Road 
and Greenville Road, as Community Facilities-BART, which allocates the area for BART-
related uses.  Finally, the City’s Greenville BART Transit-Oriented Development 
Transitional Area (see Figure 3.3-4, page 3.3-21) was established to provide for a mix of 
land uses appropriate to the area around a transit station (page 3.3-28, paragraph 3). 

System requirements related to TOD are the result of BART and MTC regional policies 
regarding ridership and housing density necessary to justify expansion of transit service, 
not City of Livermore land use decisions or policy.  As described and assessed in Section 
5.4, Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policy (pages 5-11 to 5-19), the BART 
System Expansion Policy and MTC Resolution #3434 require transit extension projects to 
satisfy minimal ridership and housing unit thresholds in order verify TOD potential and 
receive project funding.  

98.3 As outlined in Response 98.2, the City of Livermore adopted numerous land use policies to 
maximize use of BART-owned land in the City. 

98.4 The rebuilding of the I-580/Isabel interchange is being coordinated with a potential future 
BART station at I-580/Isabel.  Coordination of the two projects was identified in the Draft 
Program EIR on Figure 2-3 on page 2-12.  This figure illustrates the new interchange 
footprint and the proposed BART station location.  The project to rebuild the interchange is 
being jointly managed by the City of Livermore and Caltrans, and all new interchanges 
along this section of I-580 have to conform to the footprint of the future I-580 managed 
lane project and the potential BART right-of-way in the freeway median.  All major 
structural and civil works conform to the potential BART right-of-way in the freeway 
median, though minor changes may be needed to ancillary elements of the interchange.  
Additional details would be developed during preliminary design and engineering in the 
project-level EIR/EIS phase of the program. 
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98.5 The East County Area Urban Growth Boundary is recognized in the Draft Program EIR, 
and its effect on the proposed alignment alternatives is analyzed in Section 3.3, Land Use, 
beginning on page 3.3-19.  See also Section 4.4, Growth-Inducing Impacts. 

98.6 Please refer to Section 4.4, Growth-Inducing Impacts in the Draft Program EIR.   

98.7 This comment concerns the merits of the alternative station locations at Isabel/I-580 and 
Greenville.  The need for a vote to relocate the Urban Growth Boundary in order to 
accommodate transit-oriented development surrounding those stations is discussed in the 
Draft Program EIR on page 4-5.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of 
the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 99 Randy Masker 

99.1 The BART Board is expected to select a preferred alternative for the BART to Livermore 
Extension Program this summer.  This would allow BART to begin protective right-of-way 
acquisition.  In terms of overall schedule for project construction and operation, please see 
Response 96.3. 
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Letter 100 Jeff McAuliff 

100.1 This comment concerns the merits of choosing an alternative that is in the I-580 freeway 
median. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.  Regarding the 
comment that BART should keep its existing cars, BART is now in the process of 
designing and procuring new cars.  (See page 3.2-61 of the Draft Program EIR.)  The new 
cars will be needed to replace the existing vehicle fleet, many of which were manufactured 
in 1972, as well as provide cars to serve planned extensions, such as Warm Springs.  
Regarding the commentor’s suggestion that BART be extended toward Tracy to Mountain 
House, see Response 83.8. 
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Letter 101 Daniel McInerney 

101.1 As discussed on pages 3.10-68 and 3.10-69 of the Draft Program EIR, vibration from the 
alignment under Portola Avenue may significantly impact receptors within 125 feet using 
conservative assumptions regarding soil characteristics.  Mitigation Measure NO-6.1 
would require a site-specific detailed vibration study to verify if impacts are significant, 
and if so, specify practices to reduce the vibration levels.  However, sufficient information 
is not available under this program-level analysis to conclude with certainty that this 
mitigation would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels.  Therefore, the impact is 
considered potentially significant and unavoidable.  As the commentor noted, there are two 
schools near Portola Avenue (Junction Avenue Middle School and Portola Avenue 
Elementary School).  However, the nearest buildings on the school property where 
students would be studying are located more than 125 feet from the proposed alignment.  
As such, vibration at these buildings is predicted to be less-than-significant. 

101.2 The commentor supports a freeway alignment and eliminating the Portola alternatives.  The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 102 Roy Nakadegawa 

102.1 This comment states that the Draft Program EIR is limited to an auto-oriented, short-term 
analysis that does not account for long-term, multi-use station area development, 
economic feasibility, and alternative mobility improvements in keeping with the principles 
of Smart Growth and transit-oriented development (TOD).  This comment also states that 
the Draft Program EIR does not consider the potential provision of station access by local 
transit providers.  

One of the program objectives (page 1-13) is to “support local efforts, initiatives, and 
policies to promote transit-oriented development,” and all the alternatives were evaluated 
for TOD potential. Several of the alternatives analyzed in the Draft Program EIR were 
crafted specifically to examine stations in Downtown Livermore (with constrained 
parking) that would support the existing urban core (Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3, and 3a). 
The Draft Program EIR also contains full analyses of both long-term growth inducement 
and program compliance with regional TOD policies.  Section 4.4, Growth Inducing 
Impacts, assesses the growth-inducing impacts of the program alternatives, including 
regional growth, development in the immediate study area, and indirect adverse and 
positive growth-inducement (pages 4-4 to 4-10).  Section 5.4, Regional Transit-Oriented 
Development Policy (pages 5-11 to 5-19), fully outlines the requirements of both BART 
and MTC regional TOD policies, and provides a quantitative assessment of the degree to 
which each alternative satisfies those requirements, specifically including the housing units 
needed to meet the MTC threshold.  These requirements and analyses are summarized in 
Table 5-3 (page 5-13) and Table 5-4 (page 5-15) of the document.  As presented in Table 
5-4 and stated in the document, none of the alignment alternatives would satisfy the 
current MTC housing threshold (page 5-16, paragraph 1).   

The Draft Program EIR also explains that, consistent with BART’s System Expansion 
Policy (SEP), BART expects that the City of Livermore will adopt and implement a local 
ridership development plan (RDP) to encourage development around station areas 
sufficient to meet the MTC TOD policy threshold.  The RDP may take the form of 
General Plan amendments, Specific Plans, zoning amendments, or other strategies (page 
5-12, paragraph 1) to encourage station area development.  RDPs work to ensure that 
station area development is consistent with the community’s design vision, establish TOD 
implementation measures, and define mechanisms to improve infrastructure (page 5-12, 
paragraph 4).  As such, it is the combination of BART’s policy and EIR analysis together 
with the City’s RDPs that provides the integrated, long-term, and multi-use station area 
development strategizing that is described in this comment.   

Finally, local transit providers are identified and described in detail under Connecting 
Transit Services (pages 3.2-13 to 3.2-19) in Section 3.2, Transportation.  Figure 3.2-3 
(page 3.2-15) illustrates all existing Tri-Valley transit services in and near the study area.  
The transportation analysis assumes in the future local transit providers would be 
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reconfigured to respond to changes in demand and would provide service to the BART 
extension stations (page 3.2-46).   

102.2 Please refer to Response 102.1 of this document, regarding the adequacy of the 
assessment of future station area TOD development in the Draft Program EIR.  Cost 
effectiveness is not a CEQA issue, as CEQA does not require programs to look at 
financial feasibility.  Cost-benefit is a component of BART’s SEP, however, and BART 
staff will perform a preliminary ranking of the alternatives based on cost per new rider as 
part of the recommendation to the BART Board on selecting a preferred alternative.  This 
information can be found in the document “Preferred Alternative Memorandum, BART to 
Livermore Extension,” which will be presented to the BART Board as part of the Board’s 
consideration of the project.  As noted above, the Draft Program EIR assumes that 
parking at the Downtown Livermore Station will be constrained to less than necessary to 
meet the demand.  In the past, BART has had a policy of requiring one-for-one parking 
space replacement when redeveloping existing BART surface parking lots with a 
combination of residential/commercial use and parking structures.  However, BART has 
agreed to less than one-for-one parking replacement, for example, in the joint 
development project at the MacArthur Station, where approximately 600 surface parking 
spaces will be replaced with approximately 300 spaces in a parking structure.  At this 
time, it is not possible to state whether or when any surface parking for the BART to 
Livermore extension may be redeveloped, or what parking replacement ratio BART might 
require for such a future project. 

102.3 The procedure used to model the demand for access to BART assumed that an 
unconstrained supply of parking would be available at the new stations, with the exception 
of the Downtown Livermore Station.  The amount of parking proposed for each of the 
non-downtown stations is sufficient to accommodate all of the year 2035 demand.  As is 
the case with many of BART’s larger stations today, the number of parking spaces 
provided requires the use of structured parking in order to place the spaces within a 
reasonable walking distance of the station and to limit the amount of land devoted to the 
station.  The actual station design, placement of parking and its relationship to potential 
TOD would be examined in greater detail during project–level design.  Analysis of life 
cycle costs is not required under CEQA and was not evaluated in the Draft Program EIR.  
As noted in the Air Quality section of the Draft Program EIR, even with automobiles and 
on-site parking as the primary station access, any of the program alternatives would 
reduce greenhouse gases compared to the no build scenario.  Please see Response 102.3 
regarding replacement parking policy.   

102.4 BART has been expanding its service over time with extensions to Millbrae, Pittsburg/Bay 
Point, and Dublin/Pleasanton.  Most recently, elements of the Warm Springs extension are 
under construction.  The purpose of the Draft Program EIR is to evaluate the 
environmental impacts of the various alternatives for the BART to Livermore extension, 
and therefore it does not address possible systemic administrative cost reforms.  As noted 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-447 
June 2010 

in Response 102.2, the Draft Program EIR does not address cost effectiveness for each of 
the alternatives since it is not an environmental issue under CEQA.  However, BART staff 
is preparing an estimate for the cost effectiveness for each alternative.  These cost 
effectiveness estimates will be contained in a staff report that will be presented to the 
BART Board of Directors as part of selecting the preferred alternative.  This staff report 
will be titled “Preferred Alternative Memorandum; BART to Livermore Extension” and it 
will also present estimates of fare revenue as well as the net increase in operating expenses 
for each BART extension alternative.  The cost-effectiveness of extending the BART 
system is one of issues the BART Board of Directors will consider when it discusses the 
merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. 

102.5 Parking at the extension stations would be open to all patrons of the BART system.  The 
text on page on page 2-13 will be modified as follows to remove the reference to 
commuters: 

Parking. The Isabel/I-580 Station would contain 4,100 commuter parking spaces 
distributed between a combination of surface lots and parking garages. 

The 4,100 parking spaces would require approximately 41 acres of land depending on the 
configuration of the parking lots and their access roads, if the parking was all in surface 
lots.  This would leave very little remaining land for the station and other facilities and 
would require some very long walking distances to the station. 

102.6 The Draft Program EIR identified the need to constrain parking at the Downtown 
Livermore Station to be consistent with Livermore’s parking and land use policies for the 
downtown area.  This is discussed under Impact TR-6 on pages 3.2-138 through 3.2-142.  
Mitigation measures to accompany the reduced parking are proposed on pages 3.2-143 and 
3.2-144. 

In general, capital funds that would be available to construct elements of the Livermore 
extension could not be transferred to LAVTA to provide additional operating funding for 
expanded bus services.  Funds available to transit operators are generally characterized as 
either capital funds or operating funds, which are not interchangeable.  LAVTA’s planned 
future service modifications are discussed on page 3.2-41.  Since all of the alignment 
alternatives would reduce greenhouse gas emissions compared to the No Build alternative, 
there would be no impact of GHG emissions. 

102.7 No changes in existing land use policies were assumed around the station sites in preparing 
the ridership forecasts.  This does not mean that BART does not expect or encourage such 
changes.  As stated in the Draft Program EIR, encouraging TOD in proximity to the 
stations and increasing accessibility are important objectives of the project.  However, in 
order to provide a meaningful comparison and not over-estimate ridership, it was important 
to have consistent assumptions regarding land use for all the alternatives.  While is it 
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expected that land use policies could change in the future, in particular in order to satisfy 
MTC’s housing thresholds, there can be no certainty that such changes would occur.  In 
addition it would be difficult to anticipate the exact nature of any land use policy change 
that might occur. At the time that a project-level EIR is prepared there will be opportunity 
to explore in much more detail the implications of potential land use policy changes.  By 
that time the cities would have prepared Ridership Development Plans (see Response 
102.1), which would define the land use policy changes that would occur. 

102.8 As described in the Draft Program EIR, sidewalks and bicycle lanes would be constructed 
along all station access roads to provide pedestrian and bicycle access; and impacts to 
pedestrians, trails, and bicycles are analyzed on pages 3.2-144 through page 3.2-155 of the 
Draft Program EIR.   Local transit service is addressed beginning on page 3.2-131 of the 
Draft Program EIR.  BART will abide by the residential requirements established by MTC 
Resolution #3434. As noted in Response 102.1 above, Section 5.4, Regional Transit-
Oriented Development Policy (see pages 5-14 to 5-19), fully outlines the requirements of 
MTC’s regional TOD policies, and provides a quantitative assessment of TOD potential for 
each alternative in comparison to those requirements.  

102.9 Please see Responses 102.2 and 102.3 regarding parking and Response 102.8 regarding 
BART’s goal of encouraging sustainable TOD.  The ridership forecasts assumed 
continuation of BART’s current parking management policies. Currently there is a $1.00 
weekday parking fee for parking at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station and there is also reserve 
monthly and daily parking available.   

102.10 Please see Response 102.8 regarding the inclusion in the Draft Program EIR analysis of 
improvements for pedestrian and bicycle access, local transit service, MTC’s housing 
density requirements and TOD.  Although BART can plan for increased pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit access, many of the necessary improvements to surrounding streets 
(such as bike lanes, pedestrian trails) and changes to surrounding land uses to allow TOD 
are outside BART’s control.  For this reason, assumptions regarding station access 
continue to be conservative and automobile oriented.  At the time that a project-level EIR is 
prepared it would be appropriate to evaluate the impact of alternative parking management 
policies and investments in pedestrian/bicycle and feeder transit services on the demand for 
parking. 

102.11 Please see Response 102.4 above regarding cost-effectiveness.   

102.12 The comment concerns the advantages of a bus rapid transit (BRT) system in Brisbane, 
Australia, and how it may be adapted to the Livermore area. The Draft Program EIR is 
intended to select a preferred alternative in terms of alignment and footprint for the 
purposes of planning and right-of-way preservation.  The project-level EIR/EIS will 
consider modal alternatives, including bus alternatives.   
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Letter 103 Gary Oehrls 

103.1 Potential alignments north of I-580 were considered during preliminary alternatives 
screening in the planning stages prior to the Draft Program EIR.  Alignments north of 
I-580 created problems related to existing development, frontage roads, and freeway 
interchanges, particularly in Dublin.  Further east, alignments north of I-580 created 
potential biological impacts.  The issues were substantial enough that both a tunnel/below-
grade alignment parallel to I-580 just north of I-580 (within the Caltrans right-of-way) and 
an aerial alignment in the I-580 median for the length of the corridor, passing over all 
freeway overpasses and interchanges, were considered.  BART determined that an at-grade 
alignment in the median of I-580 offered the best combination of location, constructability, 
and cost.  A new paragraph is added between the second and third paragraphs on page 2-64 
in the section “Other Alternatives That Were Considered:” 

Several alignments and/or configurations were considered prior to formal scoping, 
but were not carried forward into the Program EIR for analysis, largely due to cost 
considerations, difficulty of construction, or impacts on areas outside of the urban 
growth boundary.  These alignments or configurations rejected prior to scoping 
are: 

Tunnel/below-grade alignment parallel to I-580, just north of I-580 within the 
Caltrans right-of-way; and 

Elevated aerial alignment in the I-580 median for the length of the corridor, 
passing over all freeway overpasses and interchanges. 

103.2 Appendix B to the Draft Program EIR contains cost estimates for each individual 
alternative.  A cost estimate for the new “hybrid” Alternative 2b is included on page 1-18 
of this document. 

103.3 This comment concerns the merits of placing the terminal station as far east as possible to 
intercept traffic from the Central Valley.  The traffic analysis in the Draft Program EIR, 
Section 3.2, Transportation, reflects the share of traffic from the Central Valley for each 
alternative.  Alternatives with a Vasco Road Station, for example, would also serve to 
intercept such traffic.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

103.4 Please see Master Response 3 regarding visual and noise impacts in the Chain of Lakes 
area.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

103.5 All the two-station alternatives have stations that directly connect to both existing trains in 
the Altamont rail corridor (ACE) and future trains, such as High-Speed Rail. 
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103.6 The commentor favors Alternative 1 or 2 which avoid Downtown Livermore, but 
preferably 2, due to its avoidance of biological and geological constraints at the Greenville 
Yard site.  Please see Master Response 7 regarding such impacts at Greenville Yard.  The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 104 Gary Oehrle 

104.1 BART currently has four maintenance yards.  Three are located near its existing stations in 
Richmond, Concord, and Colma (Daly City Yard); the fourth is the Hayward Yard, which 
is located between Industrial Boulevard and north of Whipple Road approximately 1.8 
miles east of I-880.  The Draft Program EIR, pages 3.10-54 to 3.10-56, discusses noise 
impacts associated with the maintenance yards for the alignment alternatives.  
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Letter 105 Merle Ohlhauser 

105.1 This comment concerns the merits of choosing an alternative that is located in the I-580 
corridor with a station close to the Altamont Pass, based on concerns that a downtown 
station would not have sufficient parking. The existing Livermore parking structure is not 
expected to accommodate all BART patrons; instead, additional parking would be provided 
as part of the project for each alignment alternative with a Downtown Livermore station.  
Parking was addressed in the Draft Program EIR on pages 3.2-138 through 3.2-144.  
Parking at the Downtown Livermore Station is addressed specifically on page 3.2-139.  

105.2 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding traffic and parking in 
Downtown Livermore.  Also please refer to Tables 3.2-27 to 3.2-30 starting on page 
3.2-88 of the Draft Program EIR, which provides a summary of the traffic impact analysis.  
Intersections 8 (First Street/Livermore Avenue) and 9 (First Street/Scott Street) in the 
tables are located in the downtown area. A Downtown Livermore Station would create 
increases in traffic on downtown streets, but the analysis did not indicate any significant 
impacts. 

105.3 As discussed under Impact NO-1 starting on page 3.10-22 of the Draft Program EIR, the 
proposed alignments may significantly impact sensitive noise receptors in Livermore.  
Various noise mitigation measures, as outlined under NO-1.1 on page 3.10-53, would be 
examined to reduce noise levels (sound walls for example).  However, sufficient 
information is not available under this program-level analysis to conclude with certainty 
that this mitigation would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels in Downtown 
Livermore.  BART would carefully examine the noise impacts and mitigation measures in 
greater detail based on project-specific designs when preparing a project-level EIR to 
determine if impacts can be further reduced.   

105.4 The comment is accurate.  The alignments along the I-580 freeway would cost less to 
construct than the downtown alignments.  Cost estimates are identified in Appendix B to 
the Draft Program EIR.  A cost estimate for the new Alternative 2b is contained in this 
document in Section 1.4 on page 1-18. 

105.5 Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of BART 
stations and crime. 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-456 
June 2010 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-457 
June 2010 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-458 
June 2010 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-459 
June 2010 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-460 
June 2010 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-461 
June 2010 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-462 
June 2010 

Letter 106 Valerie Raymond 

106.1 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding traffic and parking in 
Downtown Livermore.  Placing a limit on the amount of BART parking to be provided in 
Downtown Livermore is consistent with the goals of the City of Livermore.   As noted by 
the commentor, the Draft Program EIR acknowledges that placing this constraint on the 
parking supply would have significant impacts on Downtown Livermore (page 3.2-30).  
However, appropriate mitigations to address these impacts have been identified (see page 
3.2-139 of the Draft Program EIR).  Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document 
regarding the assumptions and methodology used for the travel demand modeling. It is 
incorrect to assume that because there is a constraint in the amount of parking at the 
downtown station, that those drivers who cannot find parking will not ride BART.  There 
are many alternative options available including parking at another station, parking outside 
the station in public or private parking, carpooling, kiss-and–ride, transit, and 
walking/biking to the station.  Downtown BART stations typically have constrained 
parking and the riders have been shown to adapt to this situation.  For this reason, no 
adjustment was made to the ridership forecast to reflect a parking constraint. 

106.2 Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions and 
methodology used for the travel demand modeling, in particular, please see the discussion 
of the Incremental Transit Assignment method used to assign parking demand to the 
stations.  This methodology mimics the real life behavior of BART patrons, in that when 
parking at a BART station nears capacity, patrons tend to seek out parking at the nearest 
alternative stations.  This is the likely consequence of constraining the amount of parking at 
the Downtown Livermore Station, as noted in the Draft Program EIR on page 3.2-30.  
Because this is a Program EIR with the purpose of comparing alternatives for the BART 
extension, it was not necessary to enter into a detailed analysis of how the downtown 
station parking constraint would affect the parking demand at the other station.  Should an 
alternative with a downtown station move forward under a project-level EIR, then this type 
of detailed demand modeling would be conducted.  As noted in Response 106.1 above, it is 
not correct to assume that the constraint on parking at a downtown station would result in a 
reduction in the ridership forecast for BART.  The more likely scenario is that the drivers 
who cannot find parking at BART will find another way to access BART.  This assumption 
was used in the Draft Program EIR and is consistent with the experience at existing 
downtown BART stations.  

106.3 Please refer to Response 106.2.  The potential reallocation of drivers to alternative stations 
is not likely to have any major effect on overall ridership or vehicle miles of travel. Most 
drivers quickly adjust to the constrained parking situation and will learn to go directly to 
their alternative station choice.  These trips may involve some increase in VMT as 
compared with the assumption that all drivers can park at the closest station; however, the 
mileage involved is small compared to the total trip mileage.  For example the average 
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VMT reduction per new BART trip for Alternative 2a would be 27.2 miles per day for the 
30,000 total new riders.  If 1,500 drivers (about 10 percent of the total riders or 3,000 
trips) added 5 miles per trip to their travel route to and from BART, that would add an 
average of 0.5 miles per average BART trip, for all 30,000 riders, changing the VMT 
reduction per trip to 26.8 miles or about 2 percent.  This change in VMT reduction would 
not change the relative ranking of the alternatives in terms of VMT, air emissions, or 
energy consumption reductions.  It would also not undercut the support for identifying 
Alternative 2b as the preferred alignment alternative. 

106.4 The comment is correct.  The cost of building additional parking at the non-downtown 
stations to accommodate the parking shortfall at the downtown stations is not included in 
the cost estimate.  A preliminary estimate for the cost of additional parking is 
approximately $45 million.  This would be considered in preparing a more refined cost 
estimate at the project-level stage.  This assumes that 1,500 additional spaces would be 
needed; however, the actual number would be less as not all drivers would decide to drive 
to another station, but would find other ways to access BART.  

106.5 This comment includes a series of valid, but minor, points related to the specific elements 
and assumptions in the projection of future housing development within the Downtown 
Livermore Station area.  However, as indicated by the following recalculation of future 
housing units and associated revisions to the Draft Program EIR, the resulting adjustment 
to the number of future units is minor.  None of the individual corrections made in 
response to this comment, nor the sum total of those corrections, affect the ranking of 
alternatives presented in the Draft Program EIR.  Nor do these adjustments undercut the 
support for identifying Alternative 2b as the preferred alignment alternative.  

The commenter correctly states that the 3,259 additional units projected for the Downtown 
Livermore Station area in 2030 is based on the maximum allowable development of the 
Livermore Downtown Specific Plan (DTSP) area.  This commenter also correctly states 
that because a portion of the DTSP area is located outside the station area, not all allowable 
DTSP housing units can be included in the 2030 station area total.  The 272-acre DTSP 
area (see page 3.3-25, paragraph 2) contains 175 acres of developable land.  Twenty-four 
percent of this land—42 acres—is located outside the Station area.  However, it cannot be 
concluded that 24 percent of the housing units planned for the DTSP area—equal to 782 
units—would be located outside the station area.  The DTSP concentrates higher-density, 
transit-oriented development in the core of the DTSP area, near the existing ACE station 
and within the ½-mile station area.  The majority of the portion of the DTSP area that is 
outside the station area is the DTSP Downtown Neighborhood-North Side Plan Area, a 
corridor of land along the UPRR right-of-way that extends west beyond the station area 
boundary.  According to the DTSP, the primary intent of this Plan Area is “to strengthen 
the established single family neighborhoods to the north and south of downtown core.  
Standards…will direct development in these areas towards residential housing that is 
compatible with the existing single family fabric, as well as allow compatibly designed 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-464 
June 2010 

office and lodging uses.”54  As such, housing in this Plan Area will be developed at 
significantly lower densities than housing in the “Core” areas of the DTSP, and the number 
of future DTSP housing units located outside the Downtown Livermore Station area is 
estimated to be approximately 500 units.  As noted, this adjustment does not affect the 
ranking of alternatives presented in the Draft Program EIR or undercut support for 
identifying Alternative 2b as the preferred alignment alternative. 

 This comment also correctly notes that some DTSP housing units have already been built, 
and thus have been “double-counted” as both existing (2008) and future (2030) units in 
Table 5-4 of the Draft Program EIR.  The commentor cites the PalaSage and Station 
Square developments, both in the DTSP area.  The 90-unit PalaSage development was 
constructed in 2004, and therefore is included in the 2008 total.  For this reason, as noted 
by this comment, 90 units should be removed from the 2030 Station Area total.  However, 
the 110-unit Station Square development was completed in 2009, and is thus not included in 
the 2008 total shown in Table 5-4.  

 Finally, the Draft Program EIR identifies that development of the 27-acre Downtown 
Livermore Station would demand acquisition of approximately 70 residential units on or 
near Chestnut Street and Junction Avenue (page 3.4-16 to 3.4-17).  As this commenter 
states, these units should be removed from the 2030 Station Area total.  

 In order to more accurately present the TOD potential of the Downtown Livermore Station 
in a manner consistent with the above revisions suggested in this comment, Table 5-4 on 
page 5-15 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows: 

Accordingly, the first sentence of paragraph 3 of page 5-17 is revised as follows: 

These alternatives, both of which include the Dublin/Pleasanton, Downtown 
Livermore, and Greenville east Stations, would have a housing deficit of an 
average of 824 1,044 units per station (for three stations) compared to the MTC 
threshold of 3,850 units. 

The second sentence of paragraph 2 of page 5-18 is revised as follows: 

Alternative 2a would have a housing deficit of an average of 505 725 housing units 
per station (for three stations) compared to the MTC threshold of 3,850 units. 

 

                                              
54  City of Livermore, 2004. Downtown Specific Plan. “Development Standards: Downtown Neighborhood 

North Side and South Side Plan Areas, page 1 of 13.  



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments  Page 4-465 
June 2010 

Table 5-4 
Comparison of MTC Resolution #3434 Target with Proposed Station Area Development 

 Station Area Housing Units  

 

Dublin/ 

Pleasanton Isabel/I-580 

Isabel/ 

Stanley 
Downtown 
Livermore Vasco Road Greenville East 

2030 
Average 

Comparison 
of 2030 

Average to 
3,850 Target 

Alternative 2008 
2030 
Total 2008 

2030 
Total 2008 

2030 

Total 2008 
2030 
Total 2008 

2030 
Total 2008 

2030 

Total   

1 – Greenville  East 1,351 3,978 468 1,158 NA NA NA NA NA NA 0 0 1,712 -2,138 

1a – Downtown - Greenville  
East via UPRR 

1,351 3,978 NA NA NA NA 1,841 5,100 
4,440 

NA NA 0 0 3,026 
2,806 

-824 
-1,044 

1b – Downtown - Greenville  
East via SPRR 

1,351 3,978 NA NA NA NA 1,841 5,100 
4,440 

NA NA 0 0 3,026 
2,806 

-824 
-1,044 

2 – Las Positas 1,351 3,978 468 1,158 NA NA NA NA 227 956 NA NA 2,031 -1,819 

2a – Downtown-Vasco 1,351 3,978 NA NA NA NA 1,841 5,100 
4,440 

227 956 NA NA 3,345 
3,125 

-505 
-725 

3 – Portola 1,351 3,978 468 1,158 NA NA 1,841 5,100 
4,440 

NA NA NA NA 3,412 
3,192 

-438 
-658 

3a– Railroad 1,351 3,978 NA NA 110 110 1,841 5,100 
4,440 

NA NA NA NA 3,063 
2,843 

-787 
-1,007 

4 – Isabel/I-580 1,351 3,978 468 1,158 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2,568 -1,282 

5 – Quarry 1,351 3,978 NA NA 110 110 NA NA NA NA NA NA 2,044 -1,806 

Sources: City of Livermore, 2009; Livermore General Plan Environmental Impact Report, 2003; East Dublin Specific Plan, 2008; Claritas, Inc, 2008; Bay Area Economics, 2009. 

Notes: 

NA = this station is not proposed for this alternative and thus is Not Applicable to the station area development estimates. 

a. 2008 housing units are for ½ mile radius around station location, as projected by Claritas, 2008. 

b.  2030 housing units include existing (2008) and planned units  

c.  Based on projected number of units in the Livermore General Plan Change Area in which station would be located.  Change Areas exceed the size of the ½ mile station areas; therefore, not all 
housing realized in the areas would be located in station areas. 

d.  Dublin/Pleasanton Station planned units based on Transit Village and Hacienda planned developments, from East Dublin Specific Plan, Chapter 4, amended 2008. 
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The second sentence of paragraph 4 of page 5-18 is revised as follows: 

Like Alternative 2a, the corridor-wide projected housing average for the three 
stations that would be served by this alternative nearly attains the MTC target, at 
only 438 658 units below the MTC threshold. 

The second sentence of paragraph 6 of page 5-18 is revised as follows: 

Alternative 3a would have a housing deficit of an average of 787 1,007 units per 
station (for three stations) compared to the MTC threshold of 3,850 units.  

The Draft Program EIR states that none of the alternatives would satisfy the MTC current 
TOD threshold, although Alternatives 2a and 3 have shortfalls that could be addressed by 
increasing development potential around other stations along these extensions (see page 
5-16, paragraph 1).  As stressed earlier in this response, the above adjustments to future 
housing around the Downtown Livermore Station do not affect these conclusions, the final 
ranking of alternatives, or the identification Alternative 2b as the preferred alignment 
alternative. 

Finally, a detailed analysis of station area TOD potential of the preferred alternative would 
be performed as part of the upcoming project-level environmental review.  Moreover, 
consistent with BART, the City of Livermore would be expected to develop a Ridership 
Development Plan including changes in land use designations necessary to meet housing 
density thresholds, before a project would be funded by MTC.   

106.6 This comment correctly states that the one-half mile Downtown Livermore Station area 
contains a number of existing constraints to future housing development, including multiple 
schools, minimal vacant parcels, public open spaces and existing single-family 
neighborhoods.  However, as noted in Response 106.5 of this document, year 2030 
housing units in the Downtown Livermore Station area, as identified in the Draft Program 
EIR (and revised in Response 106.5), are derived entirely from the build-out potential of 
the Downtown Specific Plan area.  This figure, cited in the DTSP, is based on an analysis 
of redevelopable land in the DTSP area.  It therefore accounts for any constraints to 
development within the Plan area.  For that reason, constraints outside the Plan area, such 
as those identified in this comment, do not impact the housing potential of the station area 
as identified in the Draft Program EIR.   

As stated in Response 106.5 above, the DTSP area contains about 175 acres of developable 
land, much of which is designated for TOD-oriented, high-density residential development 
standards in the DTSP.  As such, it is reasonable to expect that the development of the 
maximum number of dwelling units cited in the DTSP and identified in the certified 
Downtown Specific Plan Final EIR (3,259 units) represents a realistic development 
potential. 
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106.7 This comment correctly states that the projection of future residential units in the 
Downtown Livermore Station area is based on the maximum development capacity of the 
DTSP.  However, the text cited in this comment is from the Draft Downtown Specific 
Plan.  The adopted Downtown Specific Plan does not state that this development scenario is 
unlikely.  To quote the latter: “The anticipated maximum development capacity for the 
Downtown area illustrates the maximum development possible under the policies contained 
within this Specific Plan…The maximum residential development potential within the 
Downtown Specific Plan area shall be 2,000 new units as of February 2004.  After 
approval of 1,400 new residential units, the City Council shall review the progress of the 
implementation of the Specific Plan.  The City Council shall consider increasing the 
maximum number of new dwellings to 3,259 from the February 2004 base number for a 
build-out total of 3,600 residential units, unless there is a compelling reason not to 
implement the build-out scenario analyzed in the Final EIR prepared and certified for the 
2003 General Plan and Downtown Specific Plan.”55  As of this writing, no “compelling 
reason” has been identified to discredit the build-out figure identified in the certified 2003 
General Plan/Downtown Specific Plan Final EIR. 

106.8 Development restrictions in the Isabel/I-580 Station area are summarized in Section 5-4 of 
the Draft Program EIR (page 5-16, paragraph 3).  As stated in this comment, the entire 
Isabel/I-580 Station area is located within the Livermore Airport Protection Area, in which 
land use intensification is prohibited.  The Draft Program EIR also explains that a portion 
of the Isabel/I-580 Station area lies outside the northern limits of the City of Livermore 
Urban Growth Boundary (page 3.3-36, paragraph 2).  As stated on page 3.3-25, the City’s 
UGB limits were approved by City voters as initiatives, and modifications can only be 
permitted with voter approval (paragraph 1).  The commenter is correct in stating that 
establishment of the UGB was based on a successful initiative campaign and then adopted 
by the Livermore City Council.  The City Council chose to adopt the UGB after it qualified 
with sufficient signatures for a ballot measure.  As a result, it was never voted on.  
However, the initiative contained language stating that a subsequent citizen vote would be 
required to change it.  By adopting this language, the City Council made it City policy not 
to change the UGB without a vote.  This is reflected in Goal LU-5 of the City of 
Livermore General Plan, which states “It is the goal of the City to establish a coherent and 
logical pattern of urban uses that protects and enhances open space and agriculture uses by 
providing a clear and permanent boundary for urban uses within the City’s Planning Area.  
The provisions of Goal LU-5, as readopted by the North Livermore Urban Growth 
Boundary Initiative shall be amended only by a vote of the people.”56  As summarized by a 
City of Livermore Principal Planner: “Although the [Urban Growth] Boundary was 
ultimately approved by City Council following a voter initiative, it remains an adopted City 
policy that would require voter approval to change.”57   

                                              
55  City of Livermore, 2004.  Downtown Specific Plan. pages 4-16 to 4-17. 
56  City of Livermore, City of Livermore General Plan 2003-2025. Land use Element, page 3-47.  
57  Frost, Susan. Principal Planner, City of Livermore.  Personal communication with Greg Goodfellow,  

DC&E, May 17, 2010.  
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The Draft Program EIR also states that guidelines established by the California Air 
Resources Board of vehicle emission impacts from freeways on residential development, 
which would apply to portions of both the Isabel/I-580 and Greenville East Station areas, 
may reduce future development potential in those station areas (page 5-16, paragraph 3).  
Finally, the Draft Program EIR states that the Greenville East Station area lies in a City-
designated scenic corridor.  It does not state that the Isabel/I-580 Station lies in such a 
corridor.  For clarity, the final sentence of paragraph 3 on page 5-16 is revised as follows: 

Further, the eastern portion of the Greenville East Station station area is dominated 
by land contracted under the Williamson Act (see Figure 3.3-3), which as detailed 
in Section 3.3, Land Use, is considered an agricultural resource to be conserved 
and also lies in a City-designated scenic corridor. 

Table 5-4 of the Draft Program EIR, sets forth the shortfall in housing units compared to 
the MTC Resolution #3434 policy threshold for each alignment alternative.  Under BART’s 
System Expansion Policy, the City’s Ridership Development Plan (RDP) must include 
strategies—such as amending General Plan land use map, developing a specific plan, or 
updating the zoning ordinance—which would be used to meet MTC’s specified housing 
thresholds.  Although Livermore has the discretion to decide what these RDP strategies 
are, it must adopt the strategies before BART will certify a final project-level EIR or MTC 
will authorize project funding.   

106.9 This comment concerns the current and potential employment density in the vicinity of the 
Isabel/I-580 Station as a ridership generator.  BART would benefit from a “reverse 
commute” to employment centers in the Livermore area.  Ridership forecasts are developed 
from existing land uses and anticipated future trends. As indicated on page 3.3-40, most of 
the Isabel/I-580 Station area is within Livermore’s Airport Protection Area, and thus would 
have restrictions on intensification of existing land uses, particularly for residential 
development.  Projected ridership by station for each alternative is shown in Table 3.2-21 on 
page 3.2-56.  The land uses within the station areas are discussed in Section 3.3, and Table 
3.3-2 indicates type of land use by station area.  Population and employment density is 
discussed in Section 3.4, with the demographic data in each station area shown in Table 
3.4-2, and major employers in each station area shown in Table 3.4-3.   

106.10  This comment states that the Downtown Livermore Station site “has been given a free ride 
with respect to its problems” related to TOD.  However, as noted in Section 3.3 on pages 
3.3-36 through 3.3-44, all station sites for all alternatives would require planning for 
transit-supportive land uses and access in the vicinities of the stations, as current densities 
are lower than required by MTC Resolution #3434.  One of the program objectives is to 
conform with MTC Resolution #3434.  None of the build alternatives met the full 
objective, as none of the alternatives have existing or proposed station area densities 
sufficient to meet the MTC target.  Alternatives 2a and 2b have the highest potential to 
address the MTC TOD policy thresholds, due to the fact that they serve the two station 
sites (Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road) with the highest current levels of 
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development, and are the locations where the City of Livermore would like to channel 
growth, recognizing that the City of Livermore land use zoning will have to change in 
order to fully meet the MTC target. 

Please see Responses 106.5, 106.6, and 106.7 of this document regarding the specifics of 
TOD potential in the Downtown Livermore Station area, and the manner in which the 
Downtown Livermore Specific Plan addresses maximum development capacity of the Plan 
area.   

106.11 Development around any of the station sites would be a long-term process extending over 
many years if not decades. BART has demonstrated that it can be a major stimulus to the 
vitality of downtown areas as is evidenced by the BART stations in Walnut Creek, 
Concord, Lafayette, and Hayward. In addition, according to City of Livermore Community 
Development Department senior staff, although Livermore’s Redevelopment Agency would 
provide initial support for development, Agency funding is not a prerequisite for station 
area development.  "[Redevelopment] Agency participation in downtown development is 
relatively minor.  The Downtown Specific Plan was never written under the assumption 
that development of the plan area would be dependent on redevelopment monies."58  
Rather, "the role of the Agency is limited to support for select, key "catalyst projects" in 
the Downtown.  Outside of those projects, DTSP development will be the result of market 
activity, private investment and a program of strategic assistance."59 

106.12 Please refer to Response 106.5 of this document regarding TOD potential around the 
Downtown Livermore Station, including the impact of land occupied by the station on 
future housing totals.  As noted in 106.11 above, BART has been a major stimulus to a 
downtown area.  The purpose of limiting the amount of BART parking in Downtown 
Livermore is to avoid land use impacts that could hamper efforts to increase development 
densities.  The parking impacts of a BART station are not that much different from the 
parking impacts of increased development densities.  The other cities where BART has a 
downtown station have been able to manage the potential problems of BART parking 
spillover while maintaining an acceptable level of parking availability for downtown 
employees, customers, and nearby residents.  The Draft Program EIR includes Mitigation 
Measure TR-6.2, in which BART would assist the City of Livermore in implementing 
parking controls on the downtown area, if that were to become necessary.    

106.13 It is correct that LAVTA reports that Routes 12 and 18 currently experience traffic related 
delays.  Future traffic conditions in the downtown were addressed in the Draft Program 
EIR. Please refer to Tables 3.2-27 to 3.2-30 starting on page 3.2-88 of the Draft Program 
EIR, which provide a summary of the traffic impact analysis.  Intersections 8 (First 
Street/Livermore Avenue) and 9 (First Street/Scott Street) in the tables are located in the 

                                              
58  Spence, Paul, City of Livermore Principal Planner.  Personal communication with Greg Goodfellow, DC&E. 

May 19, 2010. 
59  Frost, Susan, City of Livermore Principal Planner.  Personal communication with Greg Goodfellow, DC&E. 

May 19, 2010. 
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downtown area. A Downtown Livermore Station would create increases in traffic on 
downtown streets, but the analysis did not indicate any significant impacts.  It is important 
to consider that much of the traffic entering the downtown to access BART would be traffic 
that would have already been traveling through the area to access the I-580 freeway if 
BART were not available.  In addition the presence of BART will reduce the number of 
auto trips generated by land uses in the downtown.  Also the traffic analysis was conducted 
with the assumption that there would be adequate parking near the BART station to 
accommodate the demand for BART.  As a result the traffic analysis tends to overstate the 
impact.  Accordingly it is not anticipated that LAVTA buses will experience more delay 
with a downtown BART station, than the delay that could be expected under the No Build 
Alternative. 

106.14 This comment identifies a series of TOD limitations around the Vasco Road Station.  These 
limitations are clearly identified in Section 5, Program Merits, of the Draft Program EIR.  
Section 5 states that residential development around the Vasco Road Station is constrained 
by existing industrial and public land use designations, which currently prevent future 
residential units beyond those associated with the City of Livermore’s Brisa Neighborhood 
Plan (page 5-17, paragraph 3).  This comment also correctly states that the Vasco Road 
Station area is projected to have less housing in 2030 than the Isabel/I-580 Station area.  
This is reflected in Table 5-4 of the document.  However, the likelihood of overcoming the 
limitations of the Isabel/I-580 Station site, which include the City’s Urban Growth 
Boundary and Airport Protection Area, is far lower than that of overcoming the land use 
designation restrictions around the Vasco Road Station.  As noted in the Draft Program 
EIR, the latter could be overcome with amendments to the City of Livermore General Plan 
land use map (see pages 5-17 to 5-18), while the former would demand voter approval and 
an increase in the potential risk to public safety associated with airport-adjacent 
development (see Response 106.8 of this document). 

Finally, the Draft Program EIR identifies that the primary attraction of the Vasco Road 
Station is its potential to become a popular destination due to the large amount of 
employment in the station area.  Please refer to Table 3.4-3 on page 3.4-7, which lists 
major employers in the station areas.  Vasco Road has, by far, the largest number of 
employees within the station area. 

106.15 Please refer to Response 83.1.  The ridership forecasts showed that the Vasco Road Station 
is closed enough to the freeway to function as a freeway intercept station and attract traffic 
traveling over the Altamont Pass.  Therefore, it would function similar to the Greenville 
East Station. 

106.16 Section 4.4, Growth Inducing Impacts, in the Draft Program EIR includes a discussion of 
how the alternatives would influence local growth.  The Draft Program EIR explains that 
transportation projects may hasten growth in certain areas, retard it in others, and intensify 
development in certain locations (page 4-4, paragraph 5).  The Draft Program EIR does not 
conclude that the Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road stations would directly provide 
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new economic benefits that the others stations would not.  Rather, it concludes that focused 
growth in these station areas would complement the direction of existing policies and plans 
guiding land use in those locations. 

106.17 This comment supports the merits of the freeway alignment and Alternatives 1 and 4 and 
summarizes comments raised above. Please see Responses 106.1 to 106.16.  The Draft 
Program EIR compares the ridership, environmental impacts and costs of the alignment 
alternatives. Comparisons between the various alternatives were made throughout the Draft 
Program EIR, most notably in the summary Table S-2 and Table 5-1 in Section 5, Program 
Merits. Although not in the Draft Program EIR text, costs for each alternative are provided 
in Appendix B.  “Support for local efforts, initiatives, and policies to promote transit-
oriented development,” is one of the nine program objectives (see page 1-13) and is 
considered important in order to develop a self-sustaining core of future transit ridership.  
Increasingly, transit-oriented development is seen as key to building ridership, combating 
suburban sprawl, initiating “smart growth,” and complying with state requirements, such 
as SB 32, to reduce greenhouse gases. It is appropriate for the policy goals of 
transportation agencies to evolve in response to changing conditions and increased 
understanding of the benefits of smart growth in addressing traffic congestion, energy use, 
and climate change.  The District’s System Expansion Policy was adopted in 1999 and 
presents a uniform set of criteria for evaluating future projects (page 1-14 of the Draft 
Program EIR).  The District’s extension polices could continue to evolve as the District 
assesses their effectiveness on generating ridership, preventing sprawl and its related 
impacts, such as greenhouse gases.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits 
of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 106A George Reid 

106A.1 Please refer to Section 3.7, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, in the Draft Program EIR 
regarding impacts associated with each of the alternatives including alternatives along 
I-580.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 107 Jennifer Rieble 

107.1 This comment supports an alignment along I-580. The BART Board of Directors will 
consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 

107.2 Transportation improvements assumed in the Draft Program EIR are discussed on pages 
3.2-36 and 3.2-37 of the Draft Program EIR; the extension of Stoneridge Drive to El 
Charro Road is included in the analysis.  The proposed extension does not propose to alter 
this improvement.  See Master Response 4, Staples Ranch, of this document, for a 
discussion of traffic and noise impacts to the Staples Ranch site.  The developers of the 
Continuing Life Communities facility in Staples Ranch were not involved in discussions 
with BART prior to publication of the Draft Program EIR.  Their comment letter on the 
Draft Program EIR is included as Letter 26 of this document.  Please see Master Response 
4 regarding the potential noise impacts at Staples Ranch and the Continuing Life 
Communities facility.  Any binding commitments by the developers to develop the senior 
community at Staples Ranch would  be between the developers and Alameda County. 

107.3 The Draft Program EIR considers the traffic impacts due to the stations associated with 
each of the alternatives.  For alternatives with “inland stations” (away from I-580), the 
station activity would result in traffic impacts on local streets (see Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 
in the Draft Program EIR, starting on page 3.2–78).  Alternatives 3a and 5, which would 
include the Isabel/Stanley Station, would result in arterial segments operating at 
unacceptable levels of service, as noted on page 3.2-86.  However, as also noted on page 
3.2-86, Stanley Boulevard would experience improved operation with Alternative 3a, 
although it would continue to operate at an unacceptable level of service due to other 
traffic.  Alternative 3a would also result in unacceptable levels of service at 6 intersections 
in the study area during the morning peak hour and 7 intersections during the evening peak 
hour (see page 3.2–126 and 127 of the Draft Program EIR).  Alternative 5 would result in 
unacceptable levels of service at 3 intersections in the study area during the morning peak 
hour and 7 intersections during the evening peak hour (see page 3.2–128 and 129 of the 
Draft Program EIR). 
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Letter 108 Dan Sapone 

108.1 Please see Master Response 3 for discussion of alignments along El Charro Road and 
through the Chain of Lakes, and Master Response 4 for a discussion of impacts to Staples 
Ranch.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   
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Letter 109 Paul Schaich 

109.1 This comment concerns the merits of the project alternatives and does not concern the 
adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final 
hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

109.2 As shown in Figures 3.10-6 through 3.10-14 of the Draft Program EIR, noise levels at 
homes adjacent to the tracks are predicted to result in significant noise level increases with 
the addition of BART trains along this alignment.  The Draft Program EIR also indicates 
that noise levels in other areas of Livermore could also experience significant noise level 
increases with the addition of BART train noise to these areas.  The mitigation strategies 
described under NO-1.1 on page 3.10-53 would substantially reduce impacts related to 
BART train noise; 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.  BART acknowledges that noise impacts from operations in 
some areas could be a significant and unavoidable impact.   

109.3 A change in property values and property tax revenues, in itself, is not considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA.   

109.4 See Master Response 8 for a discussion of Livermore’s funding contribution.    

109.5 The Draft Program EIR contains a full discussion of noise impacts in Section 3.10, Noise 
and Vibration.  As illustrated on Figures 3.10-9 and 3.10-10, there could be significant 
noise impacts from BART operations on sensitive receptors south of the UPRR and west of 
Vasco Road (west of the Vasco Road Station).  Also, as noted on page 3.10-55 of the Draft 
Program EIR, noise impacts from the Vasco Road Yard are considered to be less-than-
significant.     

109.6 San Joaquin commuters will benefit from stations on the east side of Livermore, but they 
would not be the only beneficiaries.  As indicated in the parking discussion beginning on 
page 3.2-138, with the exception of the Downtown Livermore Station, the available 
parking supply at Livermore extension stations would match the daily peak parking 
demand.  Parking demand includes both local Livermore patrons and those from San 
Joaquin County, so Livermore residents would have opportunities to park at the BART 
stations.  Improving ridership on the BART system through a Livermore extension would 
help remove additional cars from I-580.  One of the principal objectives of a BART 
extension is to provide congestion relief along the I-580 corridor through the Tri-Valley 
area.  This would provide benefits to Tri-Valley residents as well as commuters from the 
Central Valley.  See Master Response 8 for a discussion of Livermore’s funding 
contribution. 

109.7 Please refer to Response 109.12.   
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109.8 The potential noise impacts from the operation of maintenance yards are described starting 
on page 3.10-54.  Based on conservative assumptions, the assessment concluded that noise 
impacts may be significant near the Greenville Yard and Portola/Railroad Yard. Mitigation 
Measure NO-2.1 on page 3.10-56 is expected to reduce impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. As noted on page 3.10-55.  Noise impacts from the Vasco Road maintenance yard 
are less than significant. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 

109.9 A change in property values and property tax revenues, in itself, is not considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA.    

109.10 The Draft Program EIR analyzes and provides mitigation for displacement of businesses; 
see pages 3.4-15 to 3.4-23.  A change in property values and property tax revenues, in 
itself, is not considered an environmental impact under CEQA.   

109.11 As noted in this comment, the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) represents a considerable 
challenge to TOD surrounding the Greenville East Station.  As explained in the Draft 
Program EIR, Section 5.4, Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policies, the residential 
development potential of Alternatives 1, 1a and 1b is limited due to the fact that the 
majority of the eastern portion of the Greenville East Station area is located outside the 
City of Livermore and Alameda County UGBs (page 5-16, paragraph 3).  The resulting 
future housing deficit in the station area, as compared to the target set by MTC Resolution 
#3434 TOD policy, is shown in Table 5-4 (page 5-15).  The conflict between the 
Greenville East Station and UGB is also identified as a key environmental consideration in 
Table S-2 of the Draft Program EIR (page S-13).   

109.12 The Draft Program EIR evaluates the impacts of the alternatives on the I-580 freeway (see 
pages 3.2-65 to 3.2-78).  Traffic conditions for each of the alternatives and the No-Build 
Alternative were evaluated for each of the 10 freeway segments on I-580 between Hopyard 
Road to the west and a point east of Greenville road at the eastern end of the corridor.  The 
alternatives showed a range of impacts as compared to the conditions with the No-Build 
Alternative.  The alternatives would result in improved operation on 5 to 7 of the ten 
segments, but would also result in a deterioration of conditions on 1 to 4 segments.  All of 
the alternatives would cause a deterioration of conditions on I-580 east of Greenville Road.  
This is due to the increase in travel over the Altamont Pass by drivers wishing to access 
BART.  While the alternatives will attract some new travelers over the Altamont Pass, 
most of the those drivers attracted to BART would be individuals who already were driving 
the I-580 corridor between San Joaquin County and the Bay Area, who decide to use the 
extended BART to Livermore service.  This type of diversion results in less traffic on 
I-580 to the west of the BART stations which are intercepting trips from the San Joaquin 
Valley.   The majority of the riders forecast to use the BART extension actually come from 
Livermore and the surrounding areas of the Tri-Valley within Alameda County.  Many of 
these transit trips would be made by auto drivers who would have used I-580 prior to the 
availability of BART.  This type of trip also reduces the traffic on the freeway west of the 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-484 
June 2010 

BART stations that are intercepting theses locally generated trips.  However, when the 
BART station is located on the freeway, such as the Isabel/I-580 Station, it also attracts 
trips to the freeway from the local area that would not have used the freeway but now must 
use I-580 in order to access BART.  This type of trip results in worsening conditions to the 
east of the station that is attracting these drivers.  Overall, as is shown in the analysis, there 
will be a net beneficial impact on the freeway between Hopyard Road and Greenville Road.  
In terms of growth inducement in San Joaquin County it is important to note that the 
capacity bottleneck for traffic between San Joaquin and Alameda Counties is the Altamont 
Pass.  The BART extension alternatives will not provide additional travel capacity over the 
Altamont Pass and as such would not create an incentive for additional growth in San 
Joaquin County.   

109.13 There are a variety of reasons why businesses chose to locate in one area versus another, 
including transportation options and commute times.  BART provides an additional 
transportation option, which can be good for business as well as commuters.  The 
commentor prefers that BART not be extended to Livermore, i.e., the No Build 
Alternative.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the No Build 
Alternative as well as the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 

109.14 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station to the character and quality of Downtown Livermore.  The 
commentor prefers that BART not be extended to Livermore, that is, the No Build 
Alternative.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the No Build 
Alternative as well as the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 

109.15 Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of BART 
stations and crime. 

109.16 BART is in the process of procuring new cars to replace its existing fleet, though as noted 
by the commentor, delivery of the new cars is not expected until approximately 2017.  
However, the additional 54 to 89 new rail cars required for the BART to Livermore 
Extension would be funded separately as part of the project.  Potential project impacts 
related to revenue vehicle (rail car) loading and overall rail car requirements are addressed 
in the Draft Program EIR (see pages 3.2-59 to 3.2-65).  The costs for new rail cars are 
included in the cost estimates for each alternative (see Appendix B).  
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Letter 110 Joan Seppula 

110.1 The commentor supports a subway alignment along Portola Avenue with a downtown 
station and a station at Vasco Road.  As noted at the end of the comment, this alignment is 
a “mix and match” of portions of different alternatives.  As a result of public comment, 
BART has developed a tenth alternative, Alternative 2b — Portola-Vasco, which replicates 
the commentor’s mix and match alternative.   This alternative would originate at the 
existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station in the median of I-580, diverge from the I-580 corridor 
at Airway Boulevard (just west of the existing Portola interchange), transition to a subway 
under Portola and Junction Avenues to a station adjacent to the existing ACE station in 
Downtown Livermore, and extend at-grade parallel to the existing UPRR tracks to a 
terminus station at Vasco Road.  See Section 1.4 of this document for a full description and 
analysis of impacts of Alternative 2b.  Please refer to Section 5.4, Regional Transit-
Oriented Development Policies, in the Draft Program EIR for a discussion of the housing 
opportunities and constraints associated with each alternative, including the urban growth 
boundary. 
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Letter 111 Henry Shay 

111.1 The nine program objectives for the BART to Livermore extension are outlined on pages 
1-12 and 1-13 of the Draft Program EIR and include some of the factors suggested by the 
commentor such as alleviating traffic congestion and connection with ACE service.  In 
addition, other criteria for the extension are provided by BART’s System Expansion 
Criteria and MTC’s Resolution #3434.  These policies are presented beginning on page 
1-13 of the Draft Program EIR.  These criteria and policies go beyond the initial 
requirements of creating a functioning rail extension to the land use and planning policies 
that would generate a long-term and sustainable ridership that enhances local communities 
as well.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives and their ability to satisfy program objectives during the final hearing to select 
a preferred alternative.   

111.2 Please see Master Response 2 in this document regarding the assumptions and methodology 
used for estimating BART ridership. Table 3.2-22 on page 3.2-57 and 58 of the Draft 
Program EIR indicates the percentage of the estimated ridership that would walk to the 
BART stations.  For the Downtown Livermore Station the percentage ranges from 4 to 7 
percent depending on which alternative alignment is considered.  These percentages are for 
all trips, residential and non-residential, using the stations.  It is likely that the percentage 
of trips from individual residential developments located near the station would be much 
higher.  This is taken into account in the ridership estimates for that level of development 
currently allowed by the City of Livermore in the downtown area.  It is important to note 
that the 2008 data shown in the comment on the percent of home origin riders walking to 
BART stations is a percentage of all the riders by all modes going to each of the BART 
stations shown.  This is not the same as the percentage of all persons living within one-half 
mile of a BART station that would walk and use BART.   

This comment also expresses a preference for Alternative 1.  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 112 Henry Shay 

112.1 Comment noted. 

112.2 This comment references Livermore City Council meeting minutes from February 9, 2004.  
At that time, BART extension planning in the City of Livermore was focused on BART-
owned property at Greenville Road.  As shown in Figure 3.3-4 (page 3.3-21) and 3.3-5 
(page 3.3-29) of the Draft Program EIR, the City of Livermore General Plan (adopted in 
2004) designates this property for BART land use, and establishes a BART TOD 
Transitional Area in association with it.  As is evident in the Draft Program EIR in Figures 
3.3-4 and 3.3-5, these City-designated planning areas are within the UGB. 

However, over the course of the BART to Livermore planning, scoping and community 
outreach processes, the location of the proposed terminus station was moved from the 
BART-owned site west of Greenville Road to a site further east of the road and south of 
I-580.  This new, easterly site is the location of the Greenville East Station assessed in the 
Draft Program EIR.  As shown in Figure 3.3-4, the station footprint is largely outside of 
the UGB.  As a result, accomplishing transit-oriented development in a large portion of the 
station area would require a voter-approved amendment to the City’s UGB.   

112.3 As illustrated in the Draft Program EIR in Figure 3.3-4, though the Isabel/I-580 Station is 
within the city limits and UGB, a portion of the station area lies outside the UGB.  The 
station is also within the Livermore Airport Protection Area. Both these issues could affect 
future development and particularly, transit-oriented development, around the Isabel/I-580 
Station site.  See Response 112.2 above for a discussion of the development possibilities at 
the Greenville East Station site. 
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Letter 113 Becky Simpson 

113.1 This program-level environmental analysis assumes that the BART extension to Livermore 
would use existing BART technology and electric-powered vehicles.  The only location 
where BART is using diesel-powered vehicles is in eastern Contra Costa County, which 
will use independent, diesel-powered vehicles, known as diesel-multiple units (DMUs) as 
part of BART’s East Contra Costa County extension, known as eBART.  A future project-
level environmental analysis for the Livermore extension may include diesel vehicles as 
part of a study to analyze a variety of transit modes, and environmental impacts associated 
with diesel emissions would be considered at that time.   
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Letter 114 Paul Smith 

114.1 As noted in the comment, BART staff will prepare a Preferred Alternative Memorandum 
(PAM) that will recommend a preferred alignment.  The Preferred Alternative 
Memorandum will be distributed to a variety of stakeholders, including the Tri-Valley 
Regional Rail Policy Working Group, the Livermore City Council, other public agencies 
and elected officials, and will be available for review by the public.  These community 
representatives, as well as individual members of the public, can then make their 
recommendations to the BART Board.  This process is outlined on page S-29 of the Draft 
Program EIR. The BART Board is expected to select a preferred alternative in mid-2010.   
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Letter 115 Tracy Smith 

115.1 The Draft Program EIR contains a thorough evaluation of noise impacts; see Section 3.10, 
Noise and Vibration.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alignment alternatives, including potential noise impacts, during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 

115.2 This comment notes that though the Dublin/Pleasanton Station is on I-580, Pleasanton’s 
downtown area is doing well.  This comment concerns the merits of the project alternatives 
and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with 
CEQA.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 116 Erin Spoden 

116.1 Several of the BART alternatives include a maintenance yard north of I-580 and east of 
Laughlin Road.  Although Alternative 1 includes a BART guideway parallel to and north of 
I-580, there would be no station or maintenance facilities west of Laughlin Road.  The best 
illustration of this is Figure 2-5 of the Draft Program EIR.  Parking impacts and mitigation 
at station sites are discussed beginning on page 3.2-138 of the Draft Program EIR. 
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Letter 117 John Stein 

117.1 The Draft Program EIR considers the traffic impacts due to the stations associated with 
each of the alternatives.  Please refer to Tables 3.2-27 to 3.2-30 starting on page 3.2-88 of 
the Draft Program EIR which provides a summary of the traffic impact analysis.  Three 
intersections were studied in the area near Livermore High and Junction Middle School.  
These are #6 Portola Ave/Livermore Ave, #7 Livermore Ave/Chestnut Street, and #8 First 
Street/Livermore Avenue.  These intersections are representative of the conditions in the 
area.  The traffic analysis is based on counts of existing traffic which includes current 
traffic generation from the schools in this area.  The intersection of Portola and Livermore 
Avenues would experience conditions worse than midrange level of service D during the 
AM peak hour period for the No-Build Alternative (that is, even without a BART 
extension) and also for all of extension alternatives.  The other intersections mentioned by 
the commentor were not analyzed, but a similar result would be expected.  A similar 
analysis was conducted in the vicinity of the Vasco Road and Greenville East Station and 
the analysis includes the full impact of planned employment in the area, including 
employment at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratories.  The Draft Program EIR, 
pages 3.2-129 to 3.2-132, includes mitigation measures where feasible to address traffic 
impacts.  When traffic improvements adopted as mitigation measures are carried out by 
other agencies, BART will contribute its fair share of funding as appropriate for the traffic 
impacts attributable to the BART extension.   

117.2 The analysis for the proposed alternatives assume a train will pass in each direction every 
12 minutes resulting in up to 10 trains passing a point every hour between 4 a.m. and 12 
a.m. (weekdays).  This is equivalent to about 200 train trips per day.  These can vary from 
5 to 10 car trains.  The City of Livermore General Plan adopted in February 9, 2004, and 
amended in June 2009 estimates that the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) makes six 
trips per day and freight trains make about five trips per day through Livermore.  The 
freight trains can have up to 60 to 80 cars per train, and can generate higher noise levels 
than a 10-car BART train.  However, over the course of a day, there may be more than 10 
times more BART train trips than freight and ACE trips.  Please see Response 26.2 for 
discussion of noise levels during maintenance of the tracks. 

117.3 While contours and the exact number of individual homes impacted by increased noise 
levels are not available in the program-level EIR analysis, Figures 3.10-6 through 3.10-14 
in the Draft Program EIR show the areas along the alignment that are expected to 
experience significant noise levels from the BART trains.  

117.4 This comment addresses the potential impact on home prices that could result from BART 
extension alternatives.  A change in property values and property tax revenues, in itself, is 
not considered an environmental impact under CEQA. 
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117.5 The Draft Program EIR specifically examines noise impacts to schools, hospitals, 
churches, and senior centers. The potential impacts to these types of receptors are 
addressed starting on page 3.10-22 of the Draft Program EIR.  No school, church, or 
senior centers were identified as being significantly impacted by the proposed alternatives.  
However, Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, and 3a were found to have significant noise impacts to 
sensitive receptors in Downtown Livermore.  This would include theatres located in the 
downtown area.  Various noise mitigation measures as outlined under NO-1.1 on page 
3.10-53 would be examined to reduce noise levels, e.g., sound walls.  The potential for 
vibration impacts are addressed starting on page 3.10-65 of the Draft Program EIR.  No 
school, church, or senior centers were identified as being significantly impacted by the 
proposed alternatives.  However, Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, and 3a were found to have 
significant vibration impacts to sensitive receptors in Downtown Livermore.  Vibration 
mitigation measures as outlined under NO-6.1 on page 3.10-69 would be examined to 
reduce vibration levels.  Sufficient information is not available under this program-level 
analysis to conclude with certainty that these mitigation measures would reduce impacts to 
less-than-significant levels.  BART would carefully examine noise impacts and mitigation 
measures in greater detail based on project-specific designs when preparing a project-level 
EIR, to determine if impacts can be further reduced. 

117.6 Three historic sites of particular interest near the proposed alignments include: 4221 Las 
Positas Road, Rancho del Charro (on El Charro Road), and Trevarno Road Historic 
District.  These are all located more than 140 feet from the proposed alignments where the 
tracks are at grade.  Impact NO-6 starting on page 3.10-65 of the Draft Program EIR 
describes how vibration impacts may be considered significant if structures are located 
within 125 feet of the tracks.  Given that these historic structures are more than 140 feet 
away from the tracts, vibration impacts during operation of the proposed BART trains are 
not expected to have significant impacts on these historic resources.   

117.7 At the stage of this program-level EIR analysis, the exact location and size of the sound 
walls are not known.  The approximate areas of required mitigation are shown in the Draft 
Program EIR in Figures 3.10-6 through 3.10-14.  Typically, sound walls can be anywhere 
from 5 to 15 feet tall and are most effective when they are located close to the noise source 
or receptor.  Generally, they need to extend in each direction at least four times the 
distance between the receptor and wall.  The parties responsible for maintenance of the 
sound walls depend in part on the location of the walls.  Possible responsible parties may 
include BART, the City of Livermore, and Caltrans.  Depending on the specific location of 
the ventilation shafts, shielding can be used to mitigate noise from these shafts. Refer to 
pages 3.3-48 to 3.3-52 for the potential for BART structures and associated facilities to 
divide a community.  As discussed, many of the areas where the BART alignments are 
proposed, such as along I-580 and the UPRR corridor, are already divided by the existing 
transportation corridor, and BART structures and associated sound walls may reinforce this 
separation. 
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117.8 The Draft Program EIR contains a broad, comparative assessment of the degree to which 
each alternative satisfies the corridor-level housing threshold of 3,850 units established by 
MTC’s Resolution #3434 (page 5-11, paragraph 2).  Potential station area housing units for 
the year 2030, as identified in Table 5-4 (page 5-15), are based the number of existing 
(2008) units in each station area combined with housing projections for the City of 
Livermore “Change Area” in which the station is located.  “Change Areas” are areas of 
Livermore identified by the City as expected to house much of the City’s future growth 
(page 5-14, paragraph 6).  Projections for the number of future units in each “Change 
Area” were calculated during the City of Livermore General Plan EIR process, and 
consider land use policies and plans that define future development in each area.  For 
example, the Downtown Specific Plan Change Area, in which the Downtown Livermore 
Station Area is located, is projected to accommodate a maximum of 3,259 additional units 
by 2030, as allowed by residential density and land use designations established in the 
Downtown Specific Plan.  Conversely, as shown in Table 5-4 and explained in the text, the 
Greenville East Station area is located partially outside the Urban Growth Boundary and 
contains large amounts of agricultural resources (page 5-16, paragraph 3).  Therefore, the 
area contains no housing at present and is not expected to accommodate any new housing 
by 2030.   

Although large amounts of the property in which future TOD is expected to be located is 
vacant, projections of future TOD development are not based entirely on available vacant 
land.  For example, housing projections in the Downtown Livermore Station area are based 
on maximum build-out allowed under the Downtown Specific Plan, whose land use policy 
is based on an assessment of “Likely Redevelopment Sites.”  These are sites that, at the 
time of plan preparation, were “vacant or assumed to be vulnerable (not developed with a 
use or intensity that allows the highest economic return on the land and therefore 
vulnerable to the market forces that trigger redevelopment)…”60 Please refer also to 
Responses 106.5, 106.6, 106.7, and 106.8 of this document, regarding the TOD potential 
around the Downtown Livermore Station.   

In order to satisfy MTC Resolution #3434 housing density thresholds, and consistent with 
BART’s System Expansion Policy, BART anticipates that the City of Livermore will adopt 
a Ridership Development Plan (RDP) to encourage housing development.  The RDP 
strategy development would be funded by the City, and may take the form of a Specific 
Plan, General Plan amendment, zoning code update, or other actions. 

Eminent domain would likely be required to acquire land for BART station development.  
As stated in the Draft Program EIR, land acquisition would be required to accommodate 
BART stations, associated parking, rights-of-way, and maintenance facilities.  Under 
Mitigation Measure PH-2.1, property acquisitions would comply with California 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Guidelines.   

                                              
60  City of Livermore, 2004.  Downtown Specific Plan. pages 4-2 to 4-3. 
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117.9 The comment refers to new alternative that has been added to the Program EIR.  The new 
alternative, Alternative 2b, would be a subway under Portola Avenue to a downtown 
underground station and would continue at grade to a terminus station at Vasco Road.  
Alternative 2b is described in detail in Section 1.4 of this document.  The costs and 
ridership of Alternative 2b are not substantially different than the other two-station 
alternatives that also serve Downtown Livermore.  For instance, Alternative 2b’s estimated 
cost is $3.83 billion, while the estimated cost for Alternative 2a, which does not have a 
subway but serves the same two stations, is slightly lower at $3.8 billion.  Other two-
station alternatives through downtown (Alternatives 1a, 1b, and 3a) are estimated at 
approximately $3.38 to 3.65 billion.  The other two station alternatives that do not serve 
downtown (Alternatives 1, 2) are estimated to cost between $2.92 billion and $3.28 billion.  
Ridership on all of the two-station alternatives is relatively comparable, from a low of 
29,700 to a high of 31,900 daily riders.  Accordingly, Alternative 2b is considered a viable 
option, similar to other two-station alternatives serving downtown.  The merits of this and 
the other alignment alternatives will be considered by the BART Board during the final 
hearing to select a preferred alternative. 

117.10 As noted in this comment, the Downtown Livermore Station would be situated on an 
approximately 27-acre site.  However, as noted in Response 117.8 of this document, the 
quantity of future TOD projected for the station area is based on adopted City of Livermore 
land use policy contained in the Downtown Specific Plan (DTSP).  The DTSP would 
distribute residential development throughout the approximately 275-acre Downtown 
Specific Plan area.  Although this projection represents the existing development potential 
of the downtown area, this potential is much more likely to be fulfilled following 
development of a BART station.  BART’s System Expansion Policy calls for the adoption 
of a Ridership Development Plan that includes strategies—such as amending General Plan 
land use map, developing a specific plan, or updating the zoning ordinance—which would 
be used to meet MTC’s specified housing thresholds.  As noted in the Draft Program EIR, 
a key reason for developing RDPs is to ensure that future TOD helps fulfill the 
community’s design vision (see page 5-12, paragraph 4), including preservation of local 
character.  Although Livermore has the discretion to decide what these RDP strategies are, 
it must adopt the strategies before BART will certify a final project-level EIR or MTC will 
authorize project funding.  The City of Livermore will be responsible for CEQA review of 
any General Plan amendment, Specific Plan, or zoning changes as part of the RDP process. 

117.11 Please refer to Response 177.10 above, as well as Response 80.2, regarding impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station on the City of Livermore’s designation as a Preserve 
America Community.  In addition, the Downtown Specific Plan, on which the future TOD 
potential in the Downtown Livermore Station area is based, was approved following 
certification of the 2003 City of Livermore General Plan/Downtown Specific Plan Final 
EIR.  This CEQA document identifies and mitigates potentially significant and significant 
environmental impacts of the Plan, including impacts to cultural and/or historic resources. 
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117.12 Different techniques for constructing tunnels will be evaluated in detail during preliminary 
engineering in the project-level EIR/EIS phase of the program.  There are different costs 
and benefits to both tunneling and cut-and-cover subway construction.  Constructing the 
extension in a tunnel under I-580 for the entire length of the alignment would be 
significantly more expensive than construction at grade, even with the need for additional 
right-of-way. An alternative was considered during the preliminary screening of 
alternatives that was in tunnel or below grade and located just to the north of I-580, but 
within the Caltrans right-of-way.  Please refer to the response to Response 103.1. 

117.13 A station north of I-580 near Greenville Road on BART-owned land was considered 
initially in the Draft Program EIR process.  The station site north of I-580 was dropped 
from consideration because it did not provide a direct connection to ACE.  The reasons for 
rejecting this site are presented in more detail on page 2-62 of the Draft Program EIR. 
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Letter 118 Mathew Steinberg 

118.1 The Program EIR incorporates a range of alternatives for both alignment and stations, 
resulting from a variety of inputs.  Some alignments and station locations are carried 
forward from earlier studies, as noted by the commentor, some are new alignments or 
stations suggested in the public or agency scoping sessions for the Draft Program EIR, and 
one was the result of comments on the Draft Program EIR, which are then incorporated 
into the Final Program EIR.  The process for conducting scoping, and then including 
alternatives is documented in the Draft Program EIR in Section 1.6. 

118.2 This comment concerns the merits of selecting the lowest cost two-station alternative 
(Alternative 1) as the preferred alternative, and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft 
Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  Please note that although Alternative 1 
would provide 31,700 new BART riders as cited in the comment, the cost of Alternative 1 
would be $2.92 billion, not the $1.12 billion cited.  (Please see Appendix B of the Draft 
Program EIR).  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

118.3 The comment suggests that insufficient housing can be built for stations off the freeway to 
meet the housing threshold established by MTC Resolution #3434 TOD policy.   Meeting 
this threshold requires that, on average, station areas serving a given corridor are able to 
accommodate a minimum of 3,850 units, including existing units (page 5-14, paragraph 3).  
Therefore, a housing deficit around one station of a multi-station corridor does not 
necessarily mean that the corridor will not meet MTC TOD requirements. 

Three of the BART stations assessed in the Draft Program EIR are located off of the I-580.  
As summarized in Table 5-4 (page 5-15), projected housing potential around two of these 
stations—Isabel/Stanley and Vasco Road—does not meet the MTC Resolution #3434 
housing threshold of 3,850 units, while projected housing around the Downtown Livermore 
Station exceeds the threshold.  However, the housing threshold established by MTC 
Resolution #3434 is a corridor-level average.  Meeting this threshold requires that, on 
average, station areas serving a given corridor are able to accommodate a minimum of 
3,850 units, including existing units (Draft Program EIR, page 5-14, paragraph 3).   On 
this basis, as shown in Draft Program EIR Table 5-4, none of the alternatives, regardless 
of the location of stations served on or off the freeway, were shown to satisfy MTC 
Resolution #3434 policy.  A more thorough analysis of the degree to which the preferred 
alternative satisfies the regional policy would be performed during project-level EIR.  If it 
is confirmed that the alternative does not satisfy the minimum housing threshold, BART 
anticipates that the City of Livermore would adopt a Ridership Development Plan (RDP), 
consistent with BART and MTC policy, in order for the project to achieve the housing 
threshold and receive MTC approval for funding.  See Draft Program EIR Section 5.4, 
Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policies.   
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118.4 Please refer to Master Response 2 in this document for a discussion of the assumptions and 
methodology used to develop the ridership forecasts.  One key assumption is that the 
amount of parking assumed for the BART stations was not constrained so that the ridership 
forecasts show the actual total demand for parking.  The amount of parking provided for 
each station was then assumed to equal the amount of demand (with the exception of the 
Downtown Livermore Station – see Master Response 5 for more information). 

118.5 This comment concerns the merits of selecting the Greenville station site as the intermodal 
connection site.  Please note that the estimated cost of an alignment with a Greenville 
Station would range from $2.92 billion to $3.65 billion, depending on the alignment.  The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 

118.6 Noise, visual quality, and construction impacts are discussed fully in the Draft Program 
EIR in Sections 3.10, 3.5, and 3.16, respectively.  A change in property values, in itself, is 
not considered an environmental impact under CEQA.  

118.7 This comment concerns traffic and noise issues at the Isabel/Stanley Station site.  Traffic 
and parking issues for arterials and intersections in the vicinity of the station site are 
identified in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.2, and noise issues are identified in 
Section 3.10.   

118.8 This comment concerns traffic, parking, noise, and cost issues at the Downtown Livermore 
Station site.  Traffic and parking issues are identified in the Draft Program EIR in Section 
3.2, and noise issues are identified in Section 3.10.  A cost comparison of the alternatives 
is provided in Appendix B of the Draft Program EIR.  Also, please refer to Master 
Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the Downtown Livermore 
Station including traffic and parking issues in Downtown Livermore.  The total ridership 
for the freeway alignment (Alternative 1) is similar to that for the downtown alignments 
(Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3, and 3a). 

118.9 Refer to Response 106.14 regarding the development potential around the Vasco Station.  
Although the number of existing residences and potential for transit-oriented development 
within walking distance may be limited, the Draft Program EIR identifies that the primary 
attraction of the Vasco Road Station is its potential to become a popular destination due to 
the large amount of employment in the station area. The remainder of this comment 
concerns traffic, parking, noise, and property value issues at the Vasco Road Station site.  
Traffic and parking issues are identified in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.2, and noise 
issues are identified in Section 3.10.  A change in property values, in itself, is not 
considered an environmental impact under CEQA.    

118.10 This comment concerns the merits of selecting Alternative 1 as the preferred alternative, 
and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with 
CEQA.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 119 Michelle Steward 

119.1 Noise and visual impacts from aerial alignments are analyzed in the Draft Program EIR in 
Sections 3.10 and 3.5, respectively; however, it should be noted that the Portola Avenue 
alignment (Alternatives 3 and 2b) is proposed as an underground alignment. The remainder 
of this comment concerns the merits of the alignments and does not concern the adequacy 
of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives, including potential noise 
impacts, during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 120 Muljadi Sulistio 

120.1 This comment concerns the merits of a Downtown Livermore Station.  The BART Board 
of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives, including potential noise 
impacts, during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.  Please see Master 
Response 5 regarding the impacts of a Downtown Livermore Station.  The ridership 
analysis indicates that a downtown station would result in a greater reduction in vehicle 
miles travelled than an alternative with freeways stations, which suggests that there would 
be less out of direction driving by commuters with a downtown station. 

120.2 All of the alternatives contemplate bus services reconfigured to serve the new stations; see 
Draft Program EIR page 3.2-132.  In addition the ridership estimates include consideration 
of these bus service changes to provide access to the BART stations. 

120.3 Pleasanton staff has been apprised of BART project developments throughout the planning 
and environmental process and an additional public hearing was held in Pleasanton to 
receive comments on the Draft Program EIR.  Please see responses to Comment Letter 18 
from the City of Pleasanton. 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-515 
June 2010 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-516 
June 2010 

Letter 121 Mary Travers 

121.1 A station site at Isabel/Stanley was included in the prior study “I-580 BART to 
Livermore,” which was published in July 2002. 
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Letter 122 Patricia Uhlich 

122.1 This comment supports an alignment along the I-580 corridor and stations at Isabel/I-580 
and Greenville.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 

122.2 The Greenville East Station has been designed to provide a stop for the ACE train, no 
shuttle would be necessary.  Parking at the Greenville Station and projected traffic on I-580 
are discussed in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.2, Transportation. 

122.3 Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of BART 
stations and crime. 

122.4 As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, Section 5.4, MTC Resolution #3434 would require 
additional residential development around station sites in order to justify funding for a 
BART extension to Livermore.  Growth-inducing impacts of the alignment alternatives are 
discussed beginning on page 4-4 of the Draft Program EIR.  The analysis concluded that 
the BART to Livermore extension would not directly foster population of housing growth, 
but would indirectly and adversely result in potential growth-related impacts in the project 
corridor and would indirectly and positively contribute to smart growth patterns in the 
project corridor.   
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Letter 123 Carl Walter 

123.1 The commentor suggests a station at Livermore Avenue along I-580. A station in this 
general location would duplicate service provided either the Isabel/I-580 Station or a 
terminus station at Greenville, and BART determined that stations at Isabel/I-580 and 
Greenville Road would serve the market better than one at Livermore Avenue.     
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Letter 124 Dana and Gloria Warren 

124.1 Please refer to Response 68.1 of this document. 

124.2 Please refer to Response 68.2 of this document. 
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Letter 125 Jon Wasilausky 

125.1 This comment concerns the merits of an alignment along Portola Avenue and a downtown 
station.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.  Noise impacts of the 
alignment alternatives are addressed in Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft 
Program EIR. 

125.2 All comments on the project, both written and those made at the public meetings, are 
presented in this document.  See Section 5 of this document, Responses to Oral Comments 
on the Draft Program EIR, for transcripts of the three meetings. 
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Letter 126 Chuck Weir 

126.1 Approximately $80 to 100 million dollars currently is available for the acquisition of right-
of-way.  Additional funding for construction of the project has not been identified.  Please 
see Master Response 8 for a discussion of project funding. 
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Letter 127 David Williams 

127.1 The existing conditions portion of the Noise and Vibration section of the Draft Program 
EIR, starting on page 3.10-1 describes the existing noise sources and levels in the area.  
The dominant source of noise is traffic from major freeways and roadways.  The proposed 
alternatives will increase noise levels as described in the Draft Program EIR.  Some 
locations, especially those near Downtown Livermore, may experience significant noise 
levels as a result of the proposed alternatives.  Various noise mitigation measures as 
outlined under NO-1.1 on page 3.10-53 (sound walls for example) would be implemented 
to reduce noise levels from the BART trains.  However, sufficient information is not 
available under this program-level analysis to conclude with certainty that this mitigation 
would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels in Livermore, and noise from BART 
operations is considered a potentially significant and unavoidable impact.  Mitigation 
measures would be examined in more detail in the project-level EIR to determine if impacts 
can be further reduced.  The existing conditions of the Air Quality section of the Draft 
Program EIR, starting on page 3.11-1 describes the existing air quality in the region.  As 
noted in Section 3.11, the BART extension would result in reduced vehicle miles travelled 
on roadways within the region, and therefore, less associated air emissions. 

127.2 The noise analysis uses established methods outlined in the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) Guidance on evaluating noise and vibration impacts, to assess potential noise 
impacts to nearby sensitive receptors.  These methods are based on both theoretical and 
empirical data.  The one deviation from the FTA Guidance is the use of a reference noise 
level specifically for the BART trains.  In February 2003, noise measurements were taken 
from BART cars traveling at 80 mph.61  Based on these noise measurements, BART-
specific reference noise levels were derived. Following the FTA Guidance together with 
BART specific noise data, the noise impacts can be reasonably assessed without the need to 
broadcast sound using loudspeakers.   

127.3 This comment concerns the merits of the proposed maintenance yards.  BART operations 
on the Dublin/Pleasanton line would require a maintenance yard near the terminus of the 
extension, for both train storage and maintenance, for each of the two-station alternatives.  
BART has other maintenance yards in other sectors of the system, but each of those yards 
has limited capacity for additional vehicles.  In additional, the travel time between those 
yards and proposed Livermore stations would make vehicle storage and maintenance in 
yards outside the Tri-Valley area time-consuming and inefficient.  See Master Response 8 
regarding project funding and Livermore’s contribution to funding.  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative.   

                                              
61  HMMH. Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment for BART Warm Springs Extension Project, February 

2003. 
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127.4 Alternative 2b and Alternative 3 include a subway alignment along Portola and Junction 
Avenues, and the cost estimates, $3.83 and $3.47 billion respectively, include the subway.  
Geological hazards associated with a subway alignment were evaluated in Section 3.7 in the 
Draft Program EIR for Alternative 3, and subway construction was determined to be 
feasible.  BART received many comments both supporting and opposing the downtown 
alternatives. 

127.5 The comment supports Alternative 4 — Isabel/I-580 as an economic stimulus project.  The 
number of construction jobs and construction-related jobs has not been calculated, though 
as noted in Table 3.16-1 on page 3.16-5 of the Draft Program EIR, construction duration 
could last from approximately 3 years and 9 months to 7 years and 4 months, depending on 
the alternative selected.   

127.6 There are bus transit services that originate in San Joaquin County, such as San Joaquin 
Regional Transit District and the Modesto Area Express, which provide connecting service 
to BART in Alameda County.  See page 3.2-18 and 3.2-19 of the Draft Program EIR.   

127.7 The noise impacts of the various BART alignments are discussed in Section 3.10, Noise 
and Vibration, of the Draft Program EIR. As described in the Draft Program EIR, there 
could be significant and unavoidable impacts related to noise along portions of the at-grade 
or aerial alignments.  A change in property values, in itself, is not considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA. 

127.8 The Draft Program EIR discusses the benefits of transportation improvements for each of 
the alignment alternatives; see Table 5-1.  As noted on page 3.15-14 and 3.15-15 of the 
Draft Program EIR, all the extension alternatives provide a net reduction in the 
consumption of petroleum for transportation energy.  No timeline has been established for 
the construction of the extension, which will depend on the availability of funding.   
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Section 4 
Responses to Written Comments  

on the Draft Program EIR 
This section contains each comment letter and written responses to the individual comments in each 
letter.  Specific comments have been bracketed and enumerated in the margin of the letter.  Responses 
to each of these comments follow each letter in Section 4.  Each commentor has been assigned a 
discrete comment letter number, as listed in Section 2.  For the most part, the responses provide 
explanatory information or additional discussion of text in the Draft Program EIR.  In some instances, 
the response supersedes or supplements the text of the Draft Program EIR for accuracy or clarification.  
New text that has been added to the Draft Program EIR is indicated with underlining.  Text that has 
been deleted is indicated with strikethrough.  
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Letter 1 United States Department of the Interior: Fish and Wildlife Services, 
Endangered Species Program 

1.1 During preparation of the Draft Program EIR, BART completed a programmatic evaluation 
of impacts on special status species (see page 3.9-13).  Based on a review of the historical 
distribution and the lack of kit fox sign (i.e. tracks, scat, and burrows) during 
reconnaissance surveys, BART concluded that the BART extension alternatives were 
unlikely to adversely impact the San Joaquin kit fox (SJKF).  Notably, all of the extension 
alternatives would traverse areas that are currently urban, industrial, and previously 
disturbed, or affect land uses that are incompatible with kit fox ecology within the cities of 
Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore.  The Greenville Yard, which is proposed under three 
of the alternatives, contains grassland that could provide foraging habitat for the SJKF; 
however, no evidence of suitable burrows was found in the study area during field surveys 
conducted for the BART extension alternatives.  For these reasons, extensive analysis and 
supporting data were not included in the Draft Program EIR itself.  However, in response 
to the comment, the following analysis provides the information that supports BART’s 
conclusion that the BART extension alternatives are unlikely to impact the SJKF. 

Study Area.  Section 3.9, Biological Resources, defines the study area for purposes of 
analyzing biological impacts, as those areas where any permanent feature is proposed 
together with a 500-foot buffer from the centerline of the proposed BART tracks, yards, 
and station areas (see page 3.9-1, paragraph 1).  The 500-foot buffer was defined to ensure 
that resources directly adjacent to the BART extension alternatives were included in 
biological assessments.  In addition, special-status species sightings identified outside of the 
study area, listed in the CNDDB, were mapped (see Draft Program EIR Figure 3.9-3, page 
3.9-15) to address potential indirect effects on these sensitive resources, as described in the 
Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-1, paragraph 1). 

San Joaquin Kit Fox.  The San Joaquin Kit Fox (SJKF) is federally listed as an 
endangered species, and State-listed as a threatened species.  The SJKF currently inhabit 
suitable habitat in the San Joaquin Valley and in surrounding foothills of the Coast Ranges, 
Sierra Nevada, and Tehachapi Mountains; southern Kern County to the north; Contra 
Costa, Alameda, and San Joaquin counties to the west; and near La Grange, Stanislaus 
County, to the east.  The SJKF occur in a variety of habitats, including grasslands, 
scrublands, vernal pool areas, alkali meadows and playas, and an agricultural matrix of 
row crops, irrigated pastures, orchards, and vineyards. 

The SJKF has been reported in five occurrences within 5 miles of the BART extension 
alternatives, as indicated in Table 4-1. 
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Table 4-1 
California Department of Fish and Game CNDDB Recorded  

Occurrences for San Joaquin Kit Fox 

Occurrence No. Element Date Distance to Study Area 

43 1989-06-XX 1.96 miles 

58 2002-08-20 3.4 miles 

559 198X-XX-XX 5.42 miles 

1031 1975-07-XX 1.7 miles 

1035 1975-07-XX 5.6 miles 

Source: CNDDB, 2008. 

Note:  

X = Unknown date. 

Occurrence No. 43 was reported from 1989.  The area where this occurrence was recorded is 
approximately 1.96 miles east of the proposed Vasco Yard, and the area was described as a 
“hillside pasture dominated by non-native grasses with other plant species.”  The surrounding 
area is comprised of grazed pasture.  Three homes have been subsequently built in the area just 
northwest and southeast of this record. 

Occurrence No. 58 was recorded approximately 3.4 miles northeast of the Greenville Road 
underpass at I-580, and approximately 0.6 miles east of Brushy Peak.  This occurrence is 
the most recent record for the SJKF in the vicinity of the study area.  The habitat was 
described as non-native grassland, with scattered oak trees and abundant rock 
outcroppings.  Surrounding land uses included cattle ranching and a wind energy farm.  A 
residence is present less than 0.2 miles southeast of this record.  Several rolling hills 
separate this occurrence from the Greenville Road and I-580 intersection. 

Occurrence No. 559 is located 5.42 miles northeast of the Greenville Road underpass.  
This occurrence was recorded in the early 1980s.  Occurrence data are from Hall and 
Frank (1983).1  The only information provided for this record is “one den was observed 
during survey that observed 51 dens and 8 foxes within this area.”  There are several 
barriers to migration from this occurrence area to the study area and migration is thought to 
be limited, because this occurrence is separated from the BART to Livermore Extension 
study area by the Altamont Landfill, the South Bay Aqueduct, and several roads crossing 
the wind turbine arrays and there is suitable foraging habitat nearby when compared to the 
study area. Occurrence No. 1031 is the closest occurrence to any of the BART extension 
alternatives.  This occurrence was reported 1.7 miles north of the intersection of I-580 and 
Tassajara Road.  This occurrence was observed during the mid 1970s.  The source of this 

                                              
1 Hall, F. A. Jr. 1983. Status of the San Joaquin kit fox, Vulpes macrotis mutica, at the Bethany Wind Turbine 

generating (WTG) project site, Alameda County, California. Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game, Final Report, 
Bay-Delta Fish Project, Sacramento, CA. 
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occurrence is from Morrell (1975).2  The location is described as being in “San Ramon, 
near Tassajara Creek Regional Park.”  This occurrence is separated from the BART 
extension alternatives by extensive urban development. 

Occurrence No. 1035 is located 5.6 miles east of the proposed Vasco Yard.  This 
occurrence was observed “sometime from 1972 through July 1975.”  The data source is 
Morrell (1975).3  No additional data are provided about this occurrence. 

In addition to reviewing the CNDDB, a literature review was conducted, including a 
review of the Bell et al. (1994),4 Smith et al. (2006),5 and Clark et al. (2007).6  Bell et al. 
(1994), Distribution and Abundance of San Joaquin Kit Fox, records additional SJKF 
historical sightings in the northeastern part of Alameda County.  The report further stated 
that no SJKF were detected within the surveyed areas during the February–September 1993 
survey period, even in areas with historical SJKF sightings and suitable habitat.  The 
surveys used track plates and spotlighting from a slow moving vehicle.  One area that the 
authors surveyed was the Altamont Pass Road, which is just east of the Greenville Road 
underpass.  No SJKF were detected, although the authors were only able to survey nine out 
of the 21 survey planned areas due to access restrictions. 

Smith et al. (2006), Relative Abundance of Endangered San Joaquin Kit Foxes (Vulpes 
macrotis mutica) Based on Scat-Detection Dog Surveys, used a trained detection dog to 
survey for kit fox, red fox, and gray fox scat on properties in eight counties in the San 
Joaquin Valley.  These surveys were followed by species identification based on genetic 
analysis of DNA extracted from collected scat.  The scat searches were conducted 
opportunistically from May 31, 2001 to February 25, 2003.  In the northern range of the 
survey area, which encompasses the BART to Livermore Extension Program study area, 
Smith et al. (2006) surveyed 213 kilometers (132.35 miles) on 24 properties.  Fox scats 
were located in Alameda and San Joaquin counties.  DNA was isolated from 16 of 32 scats 
collected in Alameda County and from the one scat collected in San Joaquin County; the 
results indicated that all of the 17 scat samples came from red fox.  Table 4-2 summarizes 
the properties surveyed for scats of SJKF, red fox, and gray fox. 
 

                                              
2 Morrell, S. H. 1975. San Joaquin kit fox distribution and abundance in 1975. Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game, 

Wildl. Manage. Branch, Admin. Report 75-3, Sacramento, CA. 
3 Morrell, S. H. 1975. San Joaquin kit fox distribution and abundance in 1975. Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game, 

Wildl. Manage. Branch, Admin. Report 75-3, Sacramento, CA. 27 pages. 
4 Bell, H.M., J.A. Alvarez, L.L. Eberhardt, and K. Ralls. 1994. Distribution and Abundance of San Joaquin 

Kit Fox. Draft Final Report to the Department of Fish and Game. March 31. 
5 Smith D. A., K. Ralls, B. L. Cypher, H. O. Clark, Jr., P. A. Kelly, D. F. Williams and J. E. Maldonado. 

2006. Relative Abundance of Endangered San Joaquin Kit Foxes (Vulpes macrotis mutica) Based on Scat-
Detection Dog Surveys. The Southwestern Naturalist, Vol. 51, No. 2 (Jun.), pp. 210-219. 

6 Clark, H. O. Jr., R. R. Duke, M. C. Orland, R. T. Golightly, and S. I. Hagen. 2007. The San Joaquin Kit 
Fox in North-Central California: A Review. in Transactions of the Western Section of the Wildlife Society 
43:27-36. 
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Table 4-2 
Summary of Properties Surveyed in Alameda County for Scats of  

Kit Fox, Red Fox, and Gray Fox  

Survey Property 
Distance 

Searched (km) 

Number of 
Kit Fox 
Scats 

Collected 
Fox Species 

Detected 

Alameda County

Bethany Reservoir 8 0 red fox 

Haera Conservation Bank 11 0 red fox 

Interstate 580 undercrossings 3 0  

California Aqueduct 8 0 red fox 

USBR Delta Mendota Canal 15 0 red fox 

Brushy Peak Regional Preserve 22 0  

Borges parcel 2 0  

Bruns parcel 5 0  

Kelso/Bruns parcel 3 0  

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (Site 300) 7 0  

Contra Costa County 

Los Vaqueros Reservoir 4 0  

Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve 30 0  

Round Valley Regional Preserve 10 0  

Contra Loma Regional Park 4 0  

Vasco Caves Regional Preserve 9 0  

Cowell Ranch 13 0  

Byron mitigation parcel 15 0  

California Aqueduct 6 0  

USBR Delta Mendota Canal 4 0  

San Joaquin County 

Haera Conservation Bank 2 0  

Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way 18 0  

USBR Delta Mendota Canal 3 0 red fox 

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area 2 0  

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (Site 300) 9 0  

Source: Smith et al. (2006). 
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Smith et al. (2006) proposed that the northern range of the SJKF may possibly be a population 
sink, meaning that this geographic area is not supporting a self-sustaining kit fox population and 
must receive immigrants from other areas in order to persist over time.  In Clark et al. (2007),7 
The San Joaquin Kit Fox in North-Central California: A Review in Transactions of the Western 
Section of the Wildlife Society, the authors report their findings of an extensive literature review 
of the SJKF in the northern range.  They cite the summarized sighting records of SJKF and the 
results of surveys in Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Joaquin counties by H.T. Harvey & 
Associates (1997)8 in Clark et al. (2007).  These records were used to delineate the range limit 
of the SJKF in these counties, which represented little change from the findings of Swick 
(1973)9 in Clark et al. (2007).  The SJKF range appeared to be restricted to the Altamont Hills 
and the western edge of San Joaquin Valley. 

The authors state that recent sightings prompted further research to determine the current 
distribution of the SJKF in the northern range.  These sightings included observations of kit 
foxes on the Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve in 1996, 1997, and 1999; three kit 
foxes at Bethany Reservoir in 1998; kit foxes at Vasco Caves (East Bay Regional Parks) in 
2001 and 2002; 2 kit foxes at Brushy Peak (East Bay Regional Parks) in 2002; and two kit 
foxes at Carnegie State Recreation Area. Clark et al. (2007), finalized their kit fox 
distribution discussion by citing Clark et al. (2002 a, b)10,11 and noting that these two 
reports concluded that the current status of the SJKF in the northern range is unknown and 
that continued development in the northern range would reduce habitat availability for kit 
foxes.  Habitat loss could negatively affect the probability of maintaining a viable kit fox 
population in the northern range.  Clark et al. (2007) cites the Smith et al. (2006) to point 
out that the northern range may possibly be a sink for the SJKF and future resources should 
be directed in conserving kit foxes in the three core populations described in the Recovery 
Plan.12 

Clark et al. (2007) also describe the kit fox habitat in the northern range as grasslands, 
alkali scrub, oak savanna, and areas with vernal pools.  The grassland habitat of the 
northern range may lack some environmental characteristics critical to the survival of the 

                                              
7 Clark, H. O. Jr., R. R. Duke, M. C. Orland, R. T. Golightly, and S. I. Hagen. 2007. The San Joaquin Kit 

Fox in North-Central California: A Review. in Transactions of the Western Section of the Wildlife Society 
43:27-36. 

8 H.T. Harvey & Associates. 1997.  Distribution of the San Joaquin kit fox in the north part of its range. H.T. 
Harvey & Associates, San Jose, CA. 

9 Swick, C. D. 1973. Determination of San Joaquin kit fox range in Contra Costa, Alameda, San Joaquin and 
Tulare Counties, 1973. California Department of Fish and Game, Special Wildlife Investigations Program 
Report W-54-R-4, Sacramento, CA. 

10 Clark, H. O. Jr., B. L. Cypher and P. A. Kelly. 2002a. Aerial Surveys for kit fox natal dens in the Northern 
Range, California. California State University, Stanislaus, Endangered Species Recovery Program, Fresno, 
CA.   

11 Clark, H. O. Jr., and P. A. Kelly. 2002b. Scent dogs Surveys for the San Joaquin kit fox in the Tracy 
Triangle area, California.  California State University, Stanislaus, Endangered Species Recovery Program, 
Fresno, CA. 

12 USFWS. 1998. Recovery Plan for Upland Species of the San Joaquin Valley, California. U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Region 1. Portland, Oregon, USA. 
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SJKF.  The geographic range and specific habitat characteristics of the SJKF in the 
northernmost portion of its range are less well understood than the information available 
for the southern range, and Bell (1994)13 cautioned that it might not be appropriate to base 
kit fox habitat use patterns in the northern range on use patterns in the southern range. 

Clark et al. (1997) cite Orloff et al. (1986)14 since they reported on the habitat requirements 
of the SJKF in the northern limit of its range based on two sites.  The habitat of the two 
study sites (Los Vaqueros and Bethany reservoirs) consisted of low rolling hills with annual 
grasslands.  These sites had steeper slopes and denser soil characteristics of hard-packed 
clays or clay loams when compared to other soils found over most of the SJKF range.  No 
evidence was apparent that kit foxes on the two sites constructed their own dens; most 
appeared to be enlarged California ground squirrel burrows, and it was assumed that the 
hard soils prevented kit foxes from digging their own dens.  Therefore, many portions of 
the northern range may be unsuitable for kit fox if ground squirrels are not present. 

The USFWS published the Recovery Plan for Upland Species of the San Joaquin Valley, 
California (Recovery Plan) in 1998.  In the 1998 Recovery Plan, the USFWS described 
SJKF habitat requirements to include grasslands, scrublands, vernal pool areas, alkali 
meadows and playas, and an agricultural matrix of row crops, irrigated pastures, orchards, 
vineyards, and grazed annual grasslands.  The USFWS further stated that the SJKF prefers 
habitats with loose-textured soils that are suitable for digging, but they occur on virtually 
every soil type.  The kit fox preferred sites that are relatively flat, well-drained terrain and 
are seldom found in areas with shallow soils due to high water tables or impenetrable 
bedrock or hardpan layers.  However, based on Orloff et al. (1986), kit foxes may occupy 
soils with high clay content where they can modify burrows dug by other animals, such as 
California ground squirrels. 

As the previous references indicate, there is potentially suitable grassland and ruderal 
habitat within the Altamont Hills for the kit fox.  However, there are two primary factors 
that indicate that the BART extension alternatives would not likely adversely affect the 
SJKF.  First, the BART extension alternatives traverse urbanized, industrial, and 
previously disturbed areas, or sites with land uses that are incompatible with SJKF ecology 
in the cities of Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore.  Second, while the Greenville Yard site 
could contain suitable foraging habitat for the SJKF, the distances of historically recorded 
occurrences of SJKF and intervening urban development, wind turbine development, and 
access roads, suggest that the SJKF has a low likelihood of occurrence in or adjacent to the 
BART extension study area.  Based on these factors, BART did not evaluate potential 
impacts to the SJKF further in the Draft Program EIR. 

                                              
13 Bell, H.M., J.A. Alvarez, L.L. Eberhardt, and K. Ralls. 1994. Distribution and Abundance of San Joaquin 

Kit Fox. Draft Final Report to the Department of Fish and Game. March 31. 
14  Orloff, S., F. Hall and L. Spiegel. 1986. Distribution and habitat requirements of the San Joaquin kit fox in 

the northern extreme of their range. Transactions of the Western Section of the Wildlife Society 22:60-70. 
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1.2 Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville Yard.   

1.3 The study area is not part of a major or local wildlife corridor/travel route, because 1) 
existing land uses in the proximity of the ACE railroad line underpass east of the 
Greenville Road underpass are not compatible with wildlife movement and 2) other I-580 
underpasses in the vicinity do not connect two significant habitats.  Impact BIO-1 (see 
pages 3.9-43 to 3.9-51) states that alternatives with the proposed Isabel/I-580 Station would 
result in the fill (culverting) of Arroyo las Positas.  However, Arroyo las Positas does not 
connect two significant habitat areas.  North of I-580, there is suitable habitat for species 
that could use the arroyo as a wildlife crossing, but south of the freeway, the arroyo 
meanders through a small active agricultural area, an industrial/office complex, the 
Livermore Municipal Airport, and the Las Positas Golf Course, and eventually drains into 
Arroyo Mocho which continues to drain through the urban area of Pleasanton.  Thus, the 
area south of I-580 is not significant habitat and the Arroyo las Positas would not act as a 
wildlife travel route.  In order to clarify these points, page 3.9-34, paragraph 4 of the Draft 
Program EIR is revised and supplemented as follows: 

Wildlife Corridors 

Wildlife corridors link together areas of suitable wildlife habitat that are otherwise 
separated by rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, or human disturbance.  The 
fragmentation of open space areas by urbanization creates isolated “islands” of 
wildlife habitat.  The study area is not part of a major or local wildlife 
corridor/travel route, because it does not connect two significant habitats.15  
Additionally much of the study area has already been divided by I-580, and wildlife 
are not likely to move through the study area north to south (or vice versa).  The 
creeks and arroyos within the study area do not serve as wildlife corridors since 
they do not connect two significant habitat areas.  Fragmentation can also occur 
when a portion of one or more habitats is converted into another habitat, such as 
when woodland or scrub habitat is altered or converted into grasslands after a 
disturbance such as fire, mudslide, or grading activities. In the absence of habitat 
linkages that allow movement to adjoining open space areas, various studies have 
concluded that some wildlife species, especially the larger and more mobile 
mammals, would not likely persist over time in fragmented or isolated habitat areas 
because they prohibit the infusion of new individuals and genetic 
__________________ 
15  California Wilderness Coalition, Missing Linkages: Restoring Connectivity to the California Landscape, 

November 2000. 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-13 
June 2010 

information.15,16,17,18  Wildlife corridors mitigate the effects of this fragmentation by 
(1) allowing animals to move between remaining habitats, thereby permitting 
depleted populations to be replenished and promoting genetic exchange; (2) 
providing escape routes from fire, predators, and human disturbances, thus 
reducing the risk of catastrophic events (such as fire or disease) on population or 
local species extinction; and (3) serving as travel routes for individual animals as 
they move within their home ranges in search of food, water, mates, and other 
needs. 19,20,21 

Wildlife movement activities usually fall into one of three movement categories: (1) 
dispersal (e.g., juvenile animals from natal areas, or individuals extending range 
distributions); (2) seasonal migration; and (3) local movements related to home 
range activities (foraging for food or water, defending territories, searching for 
mates, breeding areas, or cover). A number of terms have been used in various 
wildlife movement studies, such as "wildlife corridor," "travel route," "habitat 
linkage," and "wildlife crossing," to refer to areas in which wildlife move from one 
area to another. To clarify the meaning of these terms and facilitate the discussion 
of wildlife movement in this analysis, these terms are defined as follows: 

Travel route—A landscape feature (such as a ridgeline, drainage, canyon, or 
riparian strip) within a larger natural habitat area that is used frequently by animals 
to facilitate movement and provide access to necessary resources (e.g., water, 
food, cover, den sites). The travel route is generally preferred because it provides 
the least amount of topographic resistance in moving from one area to another. It 
contains adequate food, water, and/or cover while moving between habitat areas 
and provides a relatively direct link between target habitat areas. 

Wildlife corridor—A piece of habitat, usually linear in nature, that connects two or 
more habitat patches that would otherwise be fragmented or isolated from one 
another. Wildlife corridors are usually bounded by urban land areas or other areas 

                                              
15 MacArthur Robert H and Edward O. Wilson. The Theory of Island Biography. Princeton, NJ.: Princeton 

University Press. 1967. 
16 Soule, M.E. 1987 Where Do We Go From Here? In M. Soule (ed) Viable Populations for Conservation. 

Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press: 175-183. 
17 Harris, L.D. and P.B. Gallagher. 1989. New Initiatives for Wildlife Conservation: the Need for Movement 

Corridors. Pages 11-34 in G. Mackintosh ed. Preserving Communities and Corridors. Defenders of 
Wildlife., Washington, D.C. 96pp. 

18 Bennett, A.F. 1990. Habitat Corridors and the Conservation of Small Mammals in a Fragmented Forest 
Environment. Landscape Ecol. 4:109-122. 

19 Noss, R.F. 1983. A Regional Landscape Approach to Maintain Diversity. Bio Science 33:700-706. 
20 Simberloff, D. and J. Cox. 1987. Consequences and Costs of Conservation Corridors. Conserv. Biol. 

1:63-71. 
21 Harris, L.D. and P.B. Gallagher. 1989. New Initiatives for Wildlife Conservation: the Need for Movement 

Corridors. Pages 11-34 in G. Mackintosh ed. Preserving Communities and Corridors. Defenders of 
Wildlife., Washington, D.C. 96pp. 
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unsuitable for wildlife. The corridor generally contains suitable cover, food, and/or 
water to support species and facilitate movement while in the corridor. Larger, 
landscape-level corridors (often referred to as "habitat or landscape linkages") can 
provide both transitory and resident habitat for a variety of species. 

Wildlife crossing—A small, narrow area, relatively short in length and generally 
constricted in nature, that allows wildlife to pass under or through an obstacle or 
barrier that otherwise hinders or prevents movement. Crossings typically are 
manmade and include culverts, underpasses, drainage pipes, and tunnels to provide 
access across or under roads, highways, pipelines, or other physical obstacles. 
These often represent "choke points" along a movement corridor. 

Within a large open space area in which there are few or no manmade or naturally 
occurring physical constraints to wildlife movement, wildlife movements may not 
be funneled into corridors, as defined above. Given an open space area that is both 
large enough to maintain viable populations of species and provide a variety of 
travel routes (canyons, ridgelines, trails, riverbeds, and others), wildlife would use 
these "local" routes while searching for food, water, shelter, and mates, and would 
not need to cross into other large open space areas. Based on their size, location, 
vegetative composition, and availability of food, some of these movement areas 
(e.g., large drainages and canyons) are used for longer lengths of time and serve as 
source areas for food, water, and cover, particularly for small- and medium-size 
animals. This is especially true if the travel route is within a larger open space 
area. However, once open space areas become constrained and/or fragmented as a 
result of urban development or construction of physical obstacles, such as roads 
and highways, the remaining landscape features or travel routes that connect the 
larger open space areas can become corridors as long as they provide adequate 
space, cover, food, and water, and do not contain obstacles or distractions (e.g., 
manmade noise, lighting) that would generally hinder wildlife movement. 

The California Wilderness Coalition report “Missing Linkages: Restoring 
Connectivity to the California Landscape,”22 refers to the Altamont Hills area as a 
connectivity choke-point based on the fact that the two grassland habitat areas north 
and south of I-580 are divided by the freeway.  The Altamont Hills were identified 
as a connectivity choke-point for movements of San Joaquin kit fox, golden eagle, 
burrowing owl, California condor, and California tiger salamander.  Numerous 
barriers were mentioned for the Altamont Hills linkage: I-580, Altamont Hills wind 
turbine development, development and expansion of Los Vaqueros Reservoir, the 
California Aqueduct, and loss of habitat from development in Brentwood, Antioch, 
Tracy Hills, and South Schulte.  Maintaining adequate habitat cover at the 
Greenville Road crossing was named as a restoration priority.  The “Greenville 

                                              
22 California Wilderness Coalition, Missing Linkages: Restoring Connectivity to the California Landscape, 

November 2000. 
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Road crossing” referred to in the Missing Linkages report represents the crossing 
west of the ACE railroad lines.  The crossing is located 0.2 miles east of the 
Greenville Road underpass.  This crossing is approximately 300 feet wide and it 
was where the old Southern Pacific Railroad would start its ascent up the Altamont 
Hills.  In summary, the Missing Linkages report focuses on the Altamont Hills 
since that is the area where suitable habitat would be present.  As a result, the 
urban areas of Dublin, Livermore, and Pleasanton are not included in this linkage 
since the urban nature precludes the presence of habitat and of some of the species 
identified in the Altamont Hills linkage. 

The area north of I-580 at the junction of Greenville Road is mostly undeveloped; 
however, in the northeast quadrant of this interchange there is an off-
road/motocross park, and two small model airplane landing strips within the BART 
property, a cell phone radio tower and small building, and Altamont Pass Road.  
The rest of the surrounding area is undeveloped.  The area south of I-580 and west 
of Greenville Road is a semi-industrial area consisting of office/industrial park, 
hotels, and a Chevron gas station. The area east of Greenville Road contains a 
sheep corral; a small vineyard; industrial uses, such as construction equipment and 
material storage; and the ACE railroad tracks.  The area under the I-580 overpass 
is fenced with a chain-link fence, surrounding the construction materials and 
equipment; this storage area extends into the underpass.  The ACE railroad tracks 
to the east are also fenced creating a barrier between the tracks and the properties 
to the west of the tracks.  The only area that is not blocked by chain link fencing is 
the area east of the ACE railroad tracks, which are fenced by barb wire.  
Additionally, a small vineyard is located just south of this overpass, and the eastern 
border of this vineyard is also fenced.  As a result, the only area under the freeway 
that is available for any type of wildlife movement would be the ACE railroad 
tracks and the dirt road on the east side of the ACE railroad tracks, which are 
regularly disturbed by passing ACE trains.  The travel route is thus not expected to 
be highly used because of limited access and the developed nature of the area south 
of I-580.  Nevertheless, if a BART extension alternative, including the Greenville 
Station East were selected for further design and environmental review, the 
conditions at the Greenville Road crossing should be examined at that time.   

Other areas within the study area that could serve as wildlife crossings include the 
creeks that cross I-580.  The extension alternatives that would cross these creeks, 
including Arroyo las Positas, would utilize free span bridges and are not expected 
to alter the configuration of the box culverts within these crossings.  Furthermore, 
the animals that currently use these areas are already habituated to the lighting, 
noise, and vibration from I-580 traffic.  The proposed Isabel/I-580 Station would 
result in the fill (culverting) of Arroyo las Positas.  However, Arroyo las Positas 
does not connect two significant habitat areas.  North of I-580, there is suitable 
habitat for species that could use the arroyo as a wildlife crossing, but south of the 
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freeway, the arroyo meanders through unsuitable habitat consisting of a small 
active agricultural area, an industrial/office complex, the Livermore Municipal 
Airport, and the Las Positas Golf Course and eventually drains into Arroyo Mocho 
which continues to drain to the urban area of Pleasanton. 

The California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) and California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) recently released data from the “California Essential 
Habitat Connectivity Project: A Strategy for Conserving a Connected California,” 
which identifies large remaining blocks of intact habitat or natural landscape and 
models linkages between them that need to be maintained, particularly as corridors 
for wildlife.  The information is intended to serve as “an initial analysis of 
connectivity for California and a map upon which future analyses can be built.” As 
such, the connectivity maps are useful at the program-level of analysis to determine 
if alternatives may affect wildlife movement. As shown in Figure 3.9-5, there are 
patches of open space that represent intact habitat and areas of connectivity in the 
BART to Livermore Extension study area (these areas typically correlate with 
parks and golf courses in the area); however, none of the alternative alignments 
would cross these connectivity areas and, thus, would not be expected to detract 
from major wildlife migration routes. 

In summary, based on current conditions, the underpass east of Greenville Road is 
not serving as a major or local wildlife corridor since the functions of the crossing 
have been rendered unusable by current land uses.  The creek culverts beneath 
I-580 could serve as wildlife crossings, but the BART to Livermore alternatives 
that would cross these creeks are not expected to alter those box culverts or affect 
the wildlife crossings.  Therefore, the BART extension alternatives would not 
affect the wildlife crossings in the Study Area and are not discussed further. 

1.4 Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the proposed Greenville 
Yard and the impacts that it would have on vernal pool fairy shrimp, California tiger 
salamander, and California red-legged frog habitat.  In addition, please also refer to 
Response 1.1, regarding San Joaquin kit fox, and Response 1.3, regarding wildlife 
corridors.  Furthermore, please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the 
differences between program- and project-level analyses.  Master Response 1 includes a 
discussion of the adequacy of the mitigation measures included in the Draft Program EIR.  
Additionally, BART disagrees with the USFWS assertion that the Greenville East Station 
location would remove denning and foraging habitat for the San Joaquin kit fox, in part, 
because no kit fox signs were observed during the reconnaissance surveys and other 
surveys for kit fox (Smith et al, 2006)23 have not found kit fox signs in the area of the 
Greenville East Station.  Additionally, the area of the proposed Greenville East Station is 

                                              
23 Smith D. A., K. Ralls, B. L. Cypher, H. O. Clark, Jr., P. A. Kelly, D. F. Williams and J. E. Maldonado. 

2006. Relative Abundance of Endangered San Joaquin Kit Foxes (Vulpes macrotis mutica) Based on Scat-
Detection Dog Surveys. The Southwestern Naturalist, Vol. 51, No. 2 (Jun.), pp. 210-219. 
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currently occupied by a construction material, equipment, and recreational vehicle storage 
area; sheep corral; vineyard; and other industrial uses.  Although the area supports small 
patches of disturbed annual grassland, these are surrounded by industrial uses, truck 
storage, construction material storage, and disked areas that are incompatible with the 
requirements of the kit fox.  These land use areas are depicted in Figure 3.9-2c of the Draft 
Program EIR (see page 3.9-6).  Due to the present land uses and disturbed nature of the 
area, it is unlikely that the kit fox would be found in the area proposed for the Greenville 
East Station.  Furthermore, the USFWS assertion that the Greenville East Station would 
result in the loss of eight percent of vernal pool fairy shrimp critical habitat, and aquatic 
and upland habitat for California tiger salamanders and California red-legged frogs is 
incorrect, since the location of the Greenville East Station is outside of the vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat designation and current land uses as described above would preclude 
the presence of California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog. 

1.5 Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the differences between 
program- and project-level analyses and the adequacy of programmatic mitigation measures 
The Draft Program EIR, pages 3.9-58 to 3.9-68 and Mitigation Measures BIO-4.2 and 
BIO-5.1 provides analysis and mitigation measures for impacts to California red-legged 
frogs, vernal pool shrimp, and critical habitat at an appropriate level of detail for a 
programmatic environmental analysis.  Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document 
for additional discussion of these biological resources.   

1.6 Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document regarding the Greenville Yard, and 
please refer to Response 1.4 regarding the Greenville East Station.  Please also refer to 
Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the adequacy of programmatic mitigation 
measures included in the Draft Program EIR.  Mitigation Measures BIO-4.2 and BIO-5.1 
require BART to consult with USWFS and obtain appropriate incidental take authorization 
for California red-legged frogs and vernal pool shrimp (see Draft Program EIR, pages 
3.9-62 and 3.9-65 to 3.9-66).  The need for incidental take authorization is also 
acknowledged in Table 1-1 of the Draft Program EIR.  It would not be appropriate to 
remove alternatives from consideration in the Final Program EIR and eliminate them from 
consideration by the BART Board of Directors.  The BART Board will consider the merits 
of the alignment alternatives, including the biological resource issues raised by the 
comment, during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.  
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Letter 2 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit 

2.1 This letter acknowledges the receipt of the Draft Program EIR by the State Clearinghouse, 
and its distribution to State agencies for review.  No response is necessary. 
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Letter 3 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit 

3.1 This letter is a cover letter forwarding comments from other State agencies.  No response 
is necessary. 
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Letter 4 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit 

4.1 This letter is a cover letter forwarding comments from other State agencies.  No response 
is necessary. 
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Letter 5 California Department of Transportation 

5.1 CEQA encourages placing highly technical and specialized information in separate reports 
rather than in the body of an EIR, so long as the information is available for public review.  
The travel demand forecast methodology and travel demand model local area validation 
have been included in the Transportation Technical Report prepared for the BART to 
Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR.  This report was provided to Mr. Ravinder 
Singh and Mr. Phillip Cox at Caltrans District 4 on December 16, 2009. 

The Transportation Technical Report Chapter 4 (see Section 4.5, page 46) includes the 
travel demand validation for the study area, and Tables 23 and 24 show the AM and PM 
peak hour model validation by facility type for the study area, respectively.  Section 4.8 in 
the report includes the future volume development methodology; Figure 21 depicts the link 
volume adjustment process; and Figure 22 depicts the intersection turning movements 
adjustment process (Furness Method). 

5.2 The mainline volumes (I-580 freeway) and arterial volumes (total through movements per 
corridor) for the No Build Alternative and BART extension alternatives that were used as 
inputs to the level-of-service analysis are presented in Table 4-3 and Table 4-4 (see 
attached tables).  These tables are added to the Transportation Technical Report 

5.3 The intersection turning movement forecast volumes in Figures 3.2-7 through 3.2-16 of the 
Draft Program EIR reflect adjusted future year 2035 traffic turning movements based on 
actual counts, and existing and future year model forecasts.  The difference between the 
future year and existing year model forecast values was added to the existing traffic count 
data to derive the adjusted forecast traffic numbers that are presented in the figures. 

5.4 The existing, interim, and interim with project scenarios were not considered in this 
analysis.  Since this is a program EIR, its primary purpose is to provide a meaningful 
comparison of the alternatives.  As required by CEQA, impacts are identified as the change 
to “baseline” conditions which are normally, but not always, the conditions that exist at the 
time the environmental analysis is commenced.  When conditions vary substantially over 
time, the baseline conditions should not be an unrepresentative “snapshot” of conditions on 
the date that CEQA review commenced, but should consider the long-term trend of 
variation.  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. Also, because this is a program EIR, an implementation plan has not been 
developed for the alternatives under consideration.  Typically an “interim” analysis as 
requested by the commentor would address the conditions during or shortly after the year 
in which the alternative is implemented.  Given that no implementation or funding plans 
exist for the BART to Livermore Extension Program, there is no basis to assume that the 
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Table 4-3 
I-580 Study Freeway Segment Analysis – Mainline Volumes by Alternative - 2035 

Alternatives  

Freeway Segment 

From: 
Hopyard 

Road 
Hacienda 

Drive 
Santa 

Rita Road 
El Charro 

Road 
Airway 

Boulevard 
Isabel 

Avenue 
Livermore 

Avenue 
First 
Street 

Vasco 
Road Greenville Road 

To: 
Hacienda 

Drive 
Santa Rita 

Road 
El Charro 

Road 
Airway 

Boulevard 
Isabel 

Avenue 
Livermore 

Avenue First Street 
Vasco 
Road 

Greenville 
Road 

East of 
Greenville Road 

Peak 
Hour 

Mainline  
Volumes 

Mainline  
Volumes 

Mainline  
Volumes 

Mainline  
Volumes 

Mainline  
Volumes 

Mainline  
Volumes 

Mainline  
Volumes 

Mainline  
Volumes 

Mainline  
Volumes 

Mainline  
Volumes 

No Build 
EB 

AM 
PM 

8,832 8,570 6,294 5,560 5,969 5,501 5,978 6,002 5,133 6,029 
10,372 10,061 8,412 8,838 9,692 9,901 9,380 8,571 7,244 10,087 

WB 
AM 
PM 

10,435 10,448 9,255 9,929 10,068 8,882 7,941 6,501 7,192 8,364 
6,563 6,471 5,788 5,875 6,248 5,989 5,977 5,356 4,519 5,068 

1  Greenville 
East 

EB 
AM 
PM 

8,488 8,285 6,343 5,422 5,969 5,382 5,885 5,908 4,940 5,826 
9,889 9,010 7,118 7,353 8,426 9,148 9,219 8,684 7,307 10,555 

WB 
AM 
PM 

9,791 9,007 7,984 8,256 8,649 8,291 7,360 6,071 6,853 8,836 
6,787 6,438 5,731 5,826 6,124 5,977 5,992 5,465 4,501 5,076 

1a  Downtown 
Greenville via 
UPRR 

EB 
AM 
PM 

8,466 8,249 6,307 5,389 5,937 5,392 5,884 5,917 4,994 5,843 
9,947 9,057 7,433 7,619 8,584 9,158 8,896 8,456 7,628 10,809 

WB 
AM 
PM 

9,810 9,221 8,216 8,482 8,859 7,972 7,047 6,070 7,256 9,178 
6,772 6,477 5,764 5,849 6,161 5,897 5,934 5,505 4,498 5,060 

1a  Downtown 
Greenville via 
SPRR 

EB 
AM 
PM 

8,466 8,249 6,307 5,389 5,937 5,392 5,884 5,917 4,994 5,843 
9,947 9,057 7,433 7,619 8,584 9,158 8,896 8,456 7,628 10,809 

WB 
AM 
PM 

9,810 9,221 8,216 8,482 8,859 7,972 7,047 6,070 7,256 9,178 
6,772 6,477 5,764 5,849 6,161 5,897 5,934 5,505 4,498 5,060 

2  Las Positas 
EB 

AM 
PM 

8,468 8,234 6,347 5,399 5,958 5,380 5,889 5,915 4,902 5,827 
9,914 9,013 7,325 7,526 8,524 9,401 9,473 8,917 7,660 10,454 

WB 
AM 
PM 

9,853 9,152 8,170 8,528 8,791 8,599 7,669 6,332 7,143 9,130 
6,825 6,472 5,766 5,859 6,169 5,984 5,983 5,521 4,591 5,063 

2a  Downtown-
Vasco 

EB 
AM 
PM 

8,416 8,273 6,292 5,383 5,933 5,396 5,881 5,913 4,990 5,851 
9,918 9,086 7,386 7,676 8,709 9,054 8,830 8,377 7,762 10,592 

WB 
AM 
PM 

9,760 9,213 8,151 8,413 8,744 7,987 7,057 6,058 7,212 9,077 
6,689 6,491 5,774 5,853 6,187 5,884 5,885 5,528 4,502 5,071 

3  Portola EB 
AM 
PM 

8,406 8,212 6,305 5,415 5,971 5,426 5,889 5,927 4,968 5,853 
9,872 8,990 7,437 7,647 8,719 10,021 10,092 9,614 8,554 10,978 

 WB 
AM 
PM 

9,697 9,300 8,251 8,483 8,864 9,168 8,240 6,868 7,963 9,229 
6,811 6,478 5,776 5,867 6,179 5,994 6,018 5,587 4,580 5,058 

3a  Railroad 
EB 

AM 
PM 

8,423 8,228 6,321 5,406 5,953 5,383 5,888 5,905 4,960 5,855 
9,882 9,087 7,636 7,883 8,855 9,504 9,575 9,120 8,585 10,998 

WB 
AM 
PM 

9,783 9,491 8,455 8,698 9,072 8,718 7,789 7,004 8,066 9,304 
6,756 6,471 5,755 5,842 6,159 5,953 5,985 5,569 4,575 5,041 

4  Isabel/I-580 
EB 

AM 
PM 

8,568 8,390 6,314 5,384 5,871 5,526 5,984 5,993 4,937 5,865 
10,013 9,145 7,700 7,926 8,994 10,469 10,541 9,953 8,457 11,010 

WB 
AM 
PM 

9,885 9,614 8,469 8,800 9,220 9,650 8,726 7,260 7,994 9,258 
6,791 6,502 5,788 5,887 6,203 6,090 6,086 5,603 4,579 5,056 

5  Quarry 
EB 

AM 
PM 

8,552 8,372 6,378 5,444 8,928 5,471 5,952 5,986 4,986 5,890 
9,975 9,396 7,938 8,187 9,188 9,791 9,864 9,345 7,881 10,396 

WB 
AM 
PM 

9,906 9,815 8,753 9,153 9,465 8,960 8,034 6,594 7,419 8,604 
6,747 6,488 5,784 5,871 6,182 5,983 5,994 5,542 4,503 5,015 

Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009. 
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Table 4-4  
Arterial Roadway Analysis – Volumes by Alternative - 2035 

Alternatives  

 Alternatives 

 
No Build 

1 – 
Greenville 

East 

1a – Downtown 
Greenville via 

UPRR 

1b – Downtown 
Greenville via 

SPRR 
2 – Las 
Positas 

2a – 
Downtown-

Vasco 
3 – 

Portola 
3a – 

Railroad 
4 – Isabel/ I-

580 
5 – 

Quarry 

Peak 
Hour 

Arterial  
Volumes 

Arterial  
Volumes 

Arterial  
Volumes 

Arterial  
Volumes 

Arterial  
Volumes 

Arterial  
Volumes 

Arterial  
Volumes 

Arterial  
Volumes 

Arterial  
Volumes 

Arterial  
Volumes 

1  Greenville 
Road 

NB 
AM 
PM 

1,170 1,272 1,324 1,324 987 1,013 1,019 1,064 1,079 1,043 
6,790 6,361 6,203 6,203 7,644 7,490 6,222 6,267 6,109 6,181 

SB 
AM 
PM 

6,001 7,573 7,121 7,121 7,083 7,545 5,716 5,662 5,739 5,752 
933 1,532 1,155 1,155 989 1,014 898 918 933 904 

2  Vasco  
Road 

NB 
AM 
PM 

10,287 9,777 9,705 9,705 9,859 9,778 9,724 9,976 9,834 9,887 
23,242 21,765 21,380 21,380 23,444 23,661 21,772 22,764 21,656 21,807 

SB 
AM 
PM 

17,733 18,140 17,598 17,598 19,509 19,849 17,698 18,879 18,189 18,152 
8,052 7,507 7,369 7,369 8,008 8,153 7,552 7,884 7,768 7,441 

3  First St. 
NB 

AM 
PM 

5,895 5,597 5,611 5,611 5,668 5,653 5,939 5,990 5,638 5,510 
7,308 8,039 10,011 10,011 7,729 9,515 9,671 7,844 7,757 7,696 

SB 
AM 
PM 

7,125 7,227 10,339 10,339 7,406 9,808 8,262 9,230 7,488 7,343 
6,247 5,854 5,995 5,995 5,960 6,153 6,248 6,641 5,987 5,890 

4  First St. 
(downtown) 

EB 
AM 
PM 

2,450 2,223 2,462 2,462 2,365 2,500 2,428 2,654 2,235 2,307 
5,686 5,812 6,511 6,511 5,830 6,340 6,115 6,747 5,724 5,767 

WB 
AM 
PM 

5,119 5,118 5,471 5,471 5,292 5,568 5,516 6,326 5,180 5,433 
3,040 2,933 3,093 3,093 2,965 3,182 3,123 3,263 2,973 3,075 

5  Livermore 
Ave. 

NB 
AM 
PM 

8,139 8,157 7,759 7,759 8,103 7,397 7,509 7,686 8,530 7,913 
8,332 8,874 8,952 8,952 8,749 9,434 8,410 8,587 8,690 9,020 

SB 
AM 
PM 

5,175 5,071 5,098 5,098 4,950 5,169 5,028 5,256 5,037 5,745 
8,973 8,154 7,501 7,501 7,909 7,813 7,250 8,414 7,677 7,582 

6  Livermore 
Ave.  
(downtown) 

NB 
AM 
PM 

1,240 964 1,220 1,220 1,121 1,135 1,069 1,211 1,126 1,015 
1,222 1,368 1,415 1,415 1,429 1,433 1,380 1,242 1,436 1,566 

SB 
AM 
PM 

1,070 1,000 1,105 1,105 971 1,030 1,002 1,110 1,021 1,001 
1,311 1,215 1,075 1,075 931 1,097 1,207 1,355 1,124 987 

7  Stanley 
Blvd 

EB 
AM 
PM 

3,113 2,832 2,925 2,925 2,780 2,979 2,952 3,056 2,927 3,128 
14,224 14,535 14,389 14,389 14,268 14,364 14,190 14,567 14,095 15,667 

WB 
AM 
PM 

14,141 13,477 13,630 13,630 13,650 13,787 13,556 13,909 13,794 15,215 
3,980 4,213 4,408 4,408 4,155 4,360 4,486 4,049 4,226 4,466 

8  Stanley 
Blvd.  
(downtown 

EB 
AM 
PM 

4,160 3,797 4,330 4,330 379 4,554 4,368 4,570 3,857 3,981 
8,568 8,761 8,854 8,854 8,581 8,647 8,649 8,674 8,551 9,198 

WB 
AM 
PM 

7,134 7,013 7,266 7,266 7,052 7,339 7,353 7,196 7,332 7,709 
4,590 4,472 5,333 5,333 4,513 5,475 5,481 4,945 4,575 4,616 

9  Isabel 
Avenuec 

NB 
AM 
PM 

12,209 11,529 10,738 10,738 11,349 10,757 10,715 10,941 11,416 11,150 

9,680 9,290 9,283 9,283 9,508 9,527 9,347 9,922 9,644 10,088 

SB 
AM 
PM 

7,757 7,144 6,850 6,850 7,230 7,008 6,806 8,514 7,117 8,145 

8,907 9,067 8,204 8,204 9,296 8,518 9,266 8,185 9,872 8,343 

Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009. 
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alternatives would start service before 2035.  Since the project is addressing both existing 
and long-term growth and transportation shortfalls, that longer-term perspective dictates 
that long-term permanent impacts are evaluated against expected conditions in 2035.  This 
assessment incorporates the planned growth (jobs and employment) and related funded 
transportation improvements as proposed in the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s 
(MTC) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).   

5.5 The Transportation Technical Report, Section 4.7 includes the project-only trips for all the 
alternatives (please refer to Figures 12 to 20 of the Transportation Technical Report).  As 
explained in Response 5.4, given that no implementation or funding plans exist for the 
BART to Livermore Extension Program, there is no basis to assume that the alternatives 
would start service before 2035, and therefore that is no basis for selecting an interim year 
analysis. 

5.6 Because this is a program EIR, a detailed description of the terminus station configurations 
was not developed.  In fact, for the Draft Program EIR, only a station footprint that was 
sufficiently large to accommodate the anticipated facilities and circulation was delineated.  
As such, the specific locations of station entrances and exits and the configuration of station 
facilities such as parking, kiss-and-ride facilities, and transit connections have not been 
determined.  The level of detail presented in the Draft Program EIR is sufficient to allow a 
comparison of the alternatives, and detailed plans for station access and egress 
improvements will not be developed until a project-level EIR is prepared. 

5.7 The following diagrams (Figures 4-1 through 4-7) show the assumed configurations of the 
I-580 interchanges and ramps.  These configurations are consistent with current plans for 
improvements at each of the interchanges.  These illustrations are added to the 
Transportation Technical Report. 

5.8 Diagrams of the proposed interchanges are provided in Response 5.7.  Analyses of the 
traffic performance of all intersections of the interchange ramps with the surface street 
network are provided in the Draft Program EIR (see Tables 3.2-27 through 3.2-30 on pages 
3.2-88 through 3.2-98).  For this Program EIR, detailed operations analyses of the 
interchanges ramps are not necessary to allow a comparison of alternatives; however, such 
analyses will be performed at the time that a project-level EIR is prepared.

5.9 The mainline freeway volumes used in the analyses are presented in Table 4-3 in Response 
5.2.  Ramp volumes are presented in the Draft Program EIR (see Figures 3.2-7 to 3.2-16 
on pages 3.2-99 to 3.2-118).  The ramp turning movements on these figures are labeled 
with an “F,” indicating freeway ramp volumes. 
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5.10 For this Program EIR, the primary purpose of the evaluation is to provide a comparison of 
the alternatives.  Mitigation Measure TR 2.1 requires BART to coordinate with Caltrans 
and local jurisdictions to implement freeway traffic management strategies and potential 
localized freeway and ramp improvements, such as new or improved auxiliary lanes, 
improvements in ramp capacity and geometrics, and other operational mitigations.  
Development of more detailed, project-specific mitigations is not practical or necessary 
given that the alternatives are only defined at a conceptual level of detail.  Once a proposed 
project is identified, a full project-level EIR will be conducted and at that time project-
specific freeway mitigation would be identified if necessary.  

5.11 Please refer to Response 5.10 of this document, regarding the need to present detailed 
mitigation measure features. 

5.12 For purposes of the Draft Program EIR, the intersection geometry at the Greenville Road/ 
I-580 Westbound Ramp intersection, was modeled as a four-legged intersection, including 
two exclusive left turning lanes and three through lanes in the northbound approach (along 
Greenville Road); one exclusive right turn lane and two through lanes in the southbound 
approach (along Greenville Road); two exclusive left turning lanes and one exclusive right 
turn lane in the westbound approach (along I-580 Westbound Off-Ramp); and the I-580 
Westbound On-Ramp (to accommodate the northbound left and southbound right turning 
movements from Greenville Road).  Furthermore, the intersection has been modeled 
separately from Northfront Road/Greenville Road and the Greenville Road/I-580 
Eastbound Ramp intersections to account for ramp volumes turning onto Greenville Road. 
The volumes for westbound Altamont Pass Road are considered in Greenville 
Road/Northfront Road intersection.  

5.13 For purposes of the Draft Program EIR, the intersection geometry at the Greenville 
Road/I-580 Eastbound Ramp intersection, was modeled as a three-legged intersection, 
including two exclusive left turning lanes and two through lanes in the northbound 
approach (along Greenville Road); one exclusive right turn lane and two through lanes in 
the southbound approach (along Greenville Road); and one exclusive left turning lane and 
two exclusive right turn lanes in the eastbound approach (along I-580 Eastbound Off-
Ramp).  The southbound right turning movements represent the Eastbound On-Ramp 
volumes and the northbound left turning movements represent the Eastbound On-Ramp 
volumes as well.  Therefore, eastbound on- and off-ramp volumes were both modeled at 
this intersection.  As stated previously, detailed ingress and egress analyses related to 
station areas have not been performed.  Accordingly, the possible future parking 
access/driveway access to the Greenville East Station was not modeled; therefore, this 
additional leg was not included in the analysis. The volumes for westbound Altamont Pass 
Road are considered in the Greenville Road/Northfront Road intersection.   
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5.14 For purposes of the Draft Program EIR, the intersection geometry at the Vasco Road/I-580 
Eastbound Ramp intersection was modeled with four through lanes in the northbound and 
southbound approach (along Vasco Road); and two exclusive left turning lanes, one shared 
left-right turning lane, and two exclusive right turning lanes from the I-580 Eastbound Off-
Ramp.  This configuration is consistent with the interchange improvement plans that have 
been approved by Caltrans and the City of Livermore.  Under the new configuration, the 
southbound Vasco Road to I-580 Eastbound On-Ramp would be a loop ramp located north 
of the Vasco Road/I-580 Eastbound Ramp intersection, and the northbound Vasco Road to 
I-580 Eastbound On-Ramp would be a direct connection separate from Vasco Road/I-580 
Eastbound Ramp intersection.  As a result, the I-580 Eastbound On-Ramp would no longer 
be accessed from this intersection. The traffic volumes for southbound Vasco Road to the 
I-580 Eastbound On-Ramp have been reviewed and they are consistent with the available 
traffic count data and model forecast data.  The alternatives have very little effect on the 
volume of traffic making this particular traffic movement.  

5.15 With respect to First Street/I-580 Westbound Ramp intersection, westbound right turns 
were observed at 567 vehicles per hour.  The model forecasts significant growth at this 
location, to 1,368 vehicles per hour under the No Build Alternative.  The I-580 Westbound 
Off-Ramp volumes for Alternative 3 are only 5 vehicles per hour different from the No 
Build Alternative under PM peak hour conditions, and the ramp volumes are similar under 
other build alternatives.  As a result, traffic forecasting is consistent throughout the entire 
analysis.  The alternatives have very little effect on the volume of traffic making this 
particular traffic movement. 

5.16 Based on Responses 5.12 to 5.15, above, there is no need to alter the study intersection 
forecasts presented in the Draft Program EIR. 

5.17 As noted in Response 5.6, the station footprints were deliberately prepared to provide a 
basis for comparison among the different alignments and stations.  The footprints were 
delineated to provide sufficient area to accommodate station and parking facilities, internal 
circulation, and ingress/egress.  If a Isabel/I-580 Station were to be advanced for the 
project-level engineering and environmental review, Figure 2-3 of the Draft Program EIR 
would be refined and altered to eliminate portions of the I-580 mainline and the freeway 
ramps as part of the station area.  A possible revision to Figure 2-3 of the Draft Program 
EIR, were this station to be advanced as part of a project-level analysis, is presented in 
Figure 4-8, below.
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5.18 Table 3.2-2 on page 3.2-7 in the Draft Program EIR revised as shown below to reflect the 
start of the Arterial #9 study roadway segment at the I-580 Eastbound Off-Ramp. 

 

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 I-580 Eastbound 
Ramps 

Scott Street Livermore 

4.  First Street Scott Street Holmes Street/ 
Murrieta Boulevard/ 

College Avenue 

Livermore 

5.  Livermore Avenue I-580 Eastbound 
Ramps 

Chestnut Street Livermore 

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 I-580 Eastbound 
Off-Ramp 

Concannon Boulevard Livermore 

Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009. 

 

5.19 Figure S-1 in the Draft Program EIR is intended to present the BART to Livermore 
Extension study area, including the general terrain, transportation facilities, and 
jurisdictions.  The proposed station areas are not relevant to understanding the location and 
physical characteristics of the study area.  Elements of the project alternatives, including 
station areas, are illustrated in Figure S-2 in the Draft Program EIR. 

5.20 The conceptual outline of the Isabel/I-580 Station is illustrated in the Draft Program EIR 
(see page 2-12, Figure 2-3).  The Draft Program EIR states that, at a minimum, 46 feet are 
required for widening the freeway between the eastbound and westbound lanes along the 
project corridor (see page 2-50, paragraph 5).  At the Isabel/I-580 Station, 60 feet is 
required at the center of the BART platform, which is the widest point of freeway 
widening. 

5.21 Alternative 1 (Greenville East) includes a pedestrian bridge over I-580 at the Isabel/I-580 
Station that would connect parking areas north and south of I-580 with the station platform 
in the median of I-580.  The actual location of the pedestrian bridge has not been 
determined, but the location would be identified at the project-level EIR stage. 
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5.22 The BART park-and-ride lot is located on Airway Drive at Rutan Drive, near the new 
Isabel/I-580 interchange.  The final design for the Isabel/I-580 interchange would not 
necessitate the relocation the BART park-and-ride lot.  Accordingly, the last sentence of 
page 3.2-19 is deleted: 

The lot will be relocated with construction of the new I-580/Isabel Avenue 
interchange.      

5.23 The project list presented in the report was compared with the MTC 2009 RTP T2035 list 
of transportation improvements for any changes to the project list.  MTC’s 2009 RTP did 
not include any additional projects that were not already identified in the Draft Program 
EIR for the study area. 

5.24 Text on page 3.2-30 (last paragraph, last sentence) is revised as follows to clarify that the 
most recent RTP has been consulted: 

 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 2009 RTP. 

5.25 Text on page 3.2-38 (first paragraph, first sentence) is updated as follows to acknowledge 
the most recent RTP: 

The 2001 RTP for the San Francisco Bay Area (revised in November 2002) was 
developed by MTC, and was mostly recently updated and approved in April 2009.  
The following roadway improvement projects are scheduled on regional facilities 
in and near the City of Livermore area and are identified in the 2009 updated 
RTP: 

5.26 All of the alternatives as defined in Section 2.0, Alternatives, of the Draft Program EIR 
assume that when the alignment is in the median of I-580, the cross-section of I-580 would 
be widened to accommodate the normal flow lanes and the HOV/HOT lanes.  As I-580 is a 
transportation land use and the BART to Livermore extension is a transportation facility, 
planning to accommodate BART in the median of I-580 would not constitute a land use 
conflict.  Other impacts related to the widening of the freeway due to BART are indicated 
in Tables S-2 and S-3 and the impacts discussions in Sections 3.2 through 3.16 of the Draft
Program EIR. 

5.27 The following Tables A-3 and A-4 show changes to the I-580 freeway traffic volumes that 
occur under each of the alternatives compared to the No Build Alternative for various 
segments of the freeway corridor.  These tables are added to the Transportation Technical 
Report.  
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No Build
Freeway From To Volume Volume Diff % Volume Diff % Volume Diff % Volume Diff % Volume Diff % Volume Diff % Volume Diff % Volume Diff %
I 580 El Charro Rd Airway Blvd 8,838 7,353 17% 7,619 14% 7,526 15% 7,676 13% 7,647 13% 7,883 11% 7,926 10% 8,187 7%
I 580 Santa Rita Rd El Charro Rd 8,412 7,118 15% 7,433 12% 7,325 13% 7,386 12% 7,437 12% 7,636 9% 7,700 8% 7,938 6%
I 580 Hacienda Dr Santa Rita Rd 10,061 9,010 10% 9,057 10% 9,013 10% 9,086 10% 8,990 11% 9,087 10% 9,145 9% 9,396 7%
I 580 Hopyard Rd Hacienda Dr 10,372 9,889 5% 9,947 4% 9,914 4% 9,918 4% 9,872 5% 9,882 5% 10,013 3% 9,975 4%

No Build
Freeway From To Volume Volume Diff % Volume Diff % Volume Diff % Volume Diff % Volume Diff % Volume Diff % Volume Diff % Volume Diff %
I 580 Airway Blvd Fallon Rd 9,929 8,256 17% 8,482 15% 8,528 14% 8,413 15% 8,483 15% 8,698 12% 8,800 11% 9,153 8%
I 580 Fallon Rd Tassajara Rd 9,255 7,984 14% 8,216 11% 8,170 12% 8,151 12% 8,251 11% 8,455 9% 8,469 8% 8,753 5%
I 580 Tassajara Rd Hacienda Dr 10,448 9,007 14% 9,221 12% 9,152 12% 9,213 12% 9,300 11% 9,491 9% 9,614 8% 9,815 6%
I 580 Hacienda Dr Dougherty Rd 10,435 9,791 6% 9,810 6% 9,853 6% 9,760 6% 9,697 7% 9,783 6% 9,885 5% 9,906 5%

Table A 3 Eastbound PM Peak Hour Volume Comparison

ALT 1 ALT 1a and 1b ALT 2 ALT 2a ALT 3 ALT 3a ALT 4 ALT 5

Table A 4 Westbound AM Peak Hour Volume Comparison

ALT 1 ALT 1a and 1b ALT 2 ALT 2a ALT 3 ALT 3a ALT 4 ALT 5
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Letter 6 California High-Speed Rail Authority 

6.1 BART acknowledges receipt of the California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) 
comment letter outlining future coordination activities between BART for the BART to 
Livermore Extension project and the CHSRA Altamont Corridor Rail Project. BART 
appreciates the CHSRA’s willingness to coordinate on planning an intermodal station in the 
Livermore area.  In April 2010, the BART Board adopted a Memorandum of 
Understanding between BART and CHSRA for coordination of environmental review in 
the Livermore area.  BART staff will continue to participate in discussions with the 
CHSRA as its alternatives analysis and environmental review progress 
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Letter 7 State of California Public Utilities Commission 

7.1 The comment identifies the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) as a 
responsible agency, applicable rules and regulations, and the presence of existing and 
potential rail service along some of the alignments evaluated by BART in the Draft 
Program EIR.  BART acknowledges the CPUC’s role in ensuring safe rail operations in the 
state and will coordinate with CPUC staff once a preferred alternative is selected and more 
detailed engineering and environmental review commence.  Table 1-1 of the Draft Program 
EIR recognizes the CPUC as a State agency with future permitting and/or approval 
authority over the project.   

7.2 The alternatives in the BART to Livermore Extension Program contain a combination of 
vertical alignments depending on the situation of the alternative in relation to existing 
railroad lines, freeways, arterial streets, and urban development.  BART recognizes the 
relative advantages, disadvantages, and costs of each.  BART is a fully-enclosed, grade-
separated system, without grade crossings with other transportation systems.  The 
alternatives are primarily in an at-grade configuration, with segments elevated, and in one 
case, a subway segment.  The ability to vary the vertical alignment allows BART to avoid 
conflicts with industrial activities, other transportation systems, or to higher density urban 
areas.  The various alignments are shown in the Draft Program EIR in Figures 1-3 and 2-1, 
and described in detail in Section 2.3 (see pages 2-7 through 2-50).  Separate figures are 
provided for each alternative and supplemental figures show detail at various station 
locations.   In addition, there is a discussion of the grade-separation issues on page 2-55, 
with Figure 2-19 on page 2-56 illustrating the different configurations considered.  For a 
detailed description of the alignment configuration for the “hybrid” alternative, Alternative 
2b, see Section 1.4 of this document.  

7.3 The Draft Program EIR is intended to help identify a preferred alternative in terms of 
alignment and footprint for the purposes of right-of-way preservation.  The project-level 
EIR will consider modal alternatives, including whether any variances may be required 
from GO-143B. 

7.4 BART is aware of the California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) Altamont Corridor 
Rail Project (see Draft Program EIR pages 1-16 to 1-17 and pages 3.2-131 to 3.2-132), and 
is already working to coordinate future activities with CHSRA for the BART to Livermore 
Extension project and the CHSRA Altamont Corridor Rail Project.  The BART Board 
adopted a Memorandum of Understanding between BART and CHSRA in April 2010 for 
coordination of environmental review.  BART staff has attended Technical Working Group 
meetings for the Altamont project.  Preliminary design for the BART extension will occur 
during the project-level EIR phase, and BART will contact the CPUC to coordinate traction 
power and utility issues once that project gets underway.   

7.5 Within the project study area, the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) is already grade-
separated from the road system at most locations where the BART extension would be 
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parallel and adjacent to the UPRR right-of-way.  There are only public grade crossings 
adjacent to the extension alternatives at two streets in Downtown Livermore (North L 
Street and Junction Avenue).  Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, and 3a traverse this area in an at-
grade or elevated configuration parallel to the UPRR.  The Draft Program EIR assumed 
that these two grade crossings (North L Street and Junction Avenue) would be rebuilt as 
underpasses.  The potential impacts of these road modifications for Alternative 1a are 
described on page 3.2-146.  Impacts for the other identified alternatives in this area are 
similar.   Alternatives 2b and 3 would traverse this area in a subway underneath Junction 
Avenue, and cross under the UPRR in subway before coming to the surface, and, thus, 
would not raise the issue of potential elevated structures adjacent to the UPRR in areas with 
public grade crossings.  Maintaining safety at all crossings will be one of the concerns 
addressed in the project-level design phase.  

7.6 As noted in Response 7.3, a primary purpose of the Draft Program EIR is to help identify a 
preferred alignment and footprint for right-of-way preservation.  Once a preferred 
alternative is selected by the BART Board, BART will work with local cities, local 
agencies, the County, and Caltrans to ensure that all required steps are initiated to preserve 
right-of-way for both BART and roadway improvements.   

7.7 Preliminary design for the BART extension will occur during the project-level EIR phase, 
and address pedestrian access to the BART stations and pedestrian access between BART 
and the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE).  Where BART currently interfaces with 
mainline rail passenger services (Millbrae, Richmond, and Coliseum Stations), grade-
separated pedestrian access between the BART platforms and the mainline rail platforms 
have been provided.  BART recognizes that grade-separated pedestrian crossings are 
preferred, and will design pedestrian transfer facilities to the same standard at future 
transfer stations with ACE.   

7.8 The information requested in this comment is more appropriate for the project-level EIR 
stage and will be provided after preliminary engineering.  The grade crossings identified in 
the comment are the only public grade crossings that BART is aware of along the 
alternative alignments.  Depending on the preferred alternative selected by the BART 
Board, this number could be reduced. 

7.9 Traffic information and delays at selected intersections are presented in Section 3.2, 
Transportation, of the Draft Program EIR.  At this programmatic level of review, a 
primary purpose of the analysis is to highlight tradeoffs and the key discriminators among 
the alternatives to help select a preferred alternative.  Once an alternative is selected for 
further engineering and environmental review, more detailed investigations, such as vehicle 
queuing near the rail lines, can be examined, although BART will operate in a grade-
separated guideway that avoids at-grade crossings with rail lines or streets.   

7.10 As noted in Response 7.1, the CPUC is identified as a responsible agency that will be 
consulted as further studies advance.  In particular, BART staff will coordinate with the 
CPUC’s Rail Transit and Crossings Branch. 
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Letter 8 California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

8.1 In accordance with the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(SFBRWQCB) recommendation, the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act description is 
expanded.  The fifth paragraph on page 3.8-23 of the Draft Program EIR, following the 
subject heading, is revised as follows: 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act (Water Code Section 13000 et seq.). The 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act was passed in 1969. It established the 
SWRCB and divided the State into nine regions, each overseen by a RWQCB. The 
SWRCB is the primary State agency responsible for protecting the quality of the 
State’s surface and groundwater supplies, but much of its daily implementation 
authority is delegated to the nine RWQCBs, which are responsible for 
implementing CWA, Sections 401, 402, and 303. In general, the SWRCB manages 
both water rights and Statewide regulation of water quality, while the RWQCBs 
focus exclusively on water quality within their regions. The SFBRWQCB has 
regulatory authority over wetlands and waterways under both the federal Clean 
Water Act (CWA) and the State of California’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act (California Water Code, Division 7). Under the CWA, the 
SFBRWQCB has regulatory authority over actions in waters of the United States, 
through the issuance of water quality certifications (certifications) under Section 
401 of the CWA, which are issued in combination with permits issued by the Army 
Corps of Engineers (ACOE) under Section 404 of the CWA.  When the 
SFBRWQCB issues Section 401 certifications, it simultaneously issues general 
Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for the project under the Porter-Cologne 
Water Quality Control Act.  Activities in areas that are outside the jurisdiction of 
the ACOE (e.g., isolated wetlands, vernal pools, or stream banks above the 
ordinary high water mark) are regulated by the SFBRWQCB under the authority of 
the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.  Activities that lie outside ACOE 
jurisdiction may require the issuance of either individual or general WDRs from 
the SFBRWQCB. 

Under the authority of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act, the SFBRWQCB has 
developed and implements the San Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality Control 
Plan (Basin Plan), which defines the Beneficial Uses of waters of the State within 
the San Francisco Bay Region.  Many of the water bodies that may be impacted by 
the BART extension are tributaries to either Arroyo Las Positas or Arroyo Mocho, 
which have been assigned the following existing and potential Beneficial Uses in 
the Basin Plan: groundwater recharge, cold freshwater habitat, warm freshwater 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-71 
June 2010 

habitat, fish migration, fish spawning, wildlife habitat,24 contact water recreation, 
and non-contact water recreation.  Since the Beneficial Uses of any specifically 
identified water body generally apply to all its tributaries, the beneficial use of 
wildlife habitat applies to the tributaries of Arroyo las Positas and Arroyo Mocho.  
Any permit action taken by the SFBRWQCB must be consistent with maintaining 
Beneficial Uses of waters of the State. 

8.2 For the purposes of the hydrology and water quality analysis in Section 3.8 of the Draft 
Program EIR, impacts are addressed for all surface water features and are not limited to 
addressing only jurisdictional waters.  Potential impacts to jurisdictional waters (federal 
and State) are addressed in Section 3.9, Biological Resources, in the Draft Program EIR.   

In addition, as described in Section 3.9, Biological Resources, of the Draft Program EIR, a 
reconnaissance-level survey was conducted to identify potential wetlands and potential 
jurisdictional waters (see page 3.9-4, paragraph 2).  Figures 3.9-2a through 3.9-2f of the 
Draft Program EIR shows locations of the reconnaissance survey seasonal wetlands, 
swales, water features, and riparian features within the biological resources study area.  
Potential impacts to jurisdictional waters are described under Impact BIO-1 on pages 
3.9-43 to 3.9-52 in the Draft Program EIR.  Identification of and determination of 
jurisdictional waters would be based on a more specific wetland delineation for the selected 
alternative design and is not critical to distinguishing among the relative impacts of the 
different BART extension alternatives, which is a primary purpose of the Draft Program 
EIR.  Mitigation Measures BIO-1.1, BIO-1.2, and BIO-1.3 of the Draft Program EIR 
would ensure that jurisdictional waters are identified for the selected alternative and that 
appropriate mitigation measures are developed and implemented (pages 3.9-51 to 3.9-52).  
Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the level of detail for 
analysis of impacts and mitigation measures that is appropriate in a programmatic 
environmental document.   

Figure 3.8-2 of the Draft Program EIR identifies sources of surface water features as NWI, 
2008; Zone 7 Water Agency, 2009; USGS NHD; California Resource Agency, 2003.  
Data from the PBS&J reconnaissance-level survey, including wetlands and potential 
jurisdictional waters, was also used in the Hydrology and Water Quality impacts analysis.  
Additionally, wetlands are included in the definition of surface waters and “…river and 
stream channels as identified on… or GIS datasets…” used in the impacts analysis for the 
Draft Program EIR (see page 3.8-28, paragraph 2).  As such, ‘blue line creeks’ were not 
identified as the only surface water features analyzed for impacts.   

                                              
24  Wildlife habitat is defined as, "Uses of waters that support wildlife habitats, including, but not limited to, the 

preservation and enhancement of vegetation and prey species used by wildlife, such as waterfowl. The two 
most important types of wildlife habitat are riparian and wetland habitats. These habitats can be threatened by 
development, erosion, and sedimentation, as well as by poor water quality" (Section 2.1.20 of the Basin 
Plan). 
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In order to clarify sources of data used in the analysis, the sources listed for Figure 3.8-2 
of the Draft Program EIR are revised as follows: 

Source: AECOM May 4, 2009; NWI, 2008; Zone 7 Water Agency, 2009; USGS 
NHD; California Resource Agency, 2003; PBS&J, 2008 and 2009. 

The second paragraph on page 3.8-28 is revised as follows: 

For this analysis, surface waters include improved flood control or drainage 
channels, canals, intermittent/ephemeral river and stream channels as identified on 
USGS topographic maps or GIS datasets; permanent river and stream channels; 
impoundments such as ponds, lakes, and reservoirs; and wetlands.  Sources of data 
used to identify surface water features include USGS topographic maps or GIS 
datasets, National Wetlands Inventory (NWI), Zone 7 GIS datasets, and PBS&J 
reconnaissance-level surveys.  Groundwater includes the Livermore Valley 
Groundwater Basin. 

8.3 As stated in the Draft Program EIR, the Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) 
requirements do not include maintenance of the existing runoff hydrograph for storm 
events greater than the 10-year storm event, which could cause or contribute to 
downstream flooding (see page 3.8-39, last paragraph).  This statement and impact analysis 
do not address potential impacts associated with hydrograph modification or requirements 
of the Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit (MRP) pertaining to water quality and 
downstream erosion potential.  Instead, this statement and impact analysis refers to the 
potential for flooding.  However, this sentence may incorrectly lead a reader to assume that 
portions of the study area may be within an area exempt from the Hydromodification 
Management (HM) Standard.  As such, text in the second sentence of the last paragraph on 
page 3.8-39 is revised as follows: 

Although the HM Standard, as described in the MRP and Hydromodification 
Management Plan (HMP) prepared by the Alameda County Clean Water 
Program,25 would require that flows are maintained for low and moderate storm 
events (10 percent of the 2-year storm event up to the 10-year storm event) for 
discharges to most creeks within from the study area, there is no standard for 
discharges to the local storm drain system and for storm events above the 10-year 
storm event.  

8.4 As the commentor notes, the project would require a CWA Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification and/or an individual WDR issued by the SFBRWQCB.  Therefore, the 
SFBRWQCB should be included in review of the Hydraulic and Hydrology Study 
identified in Mitigation Measure HY-1.1.  As such, text for Mitigation Measure HY-1.1 
beginning on page 3.8-42 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows: 

                                              
25  Alameda County Public Works Agency. Alameda County Clean Water Program. Hydrograph Modification 

Management Plan. May 15, 2005. 
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HY-1.1  Engineer Storm Drain System to Accommodate Design Flows. BART 
shall prepare a Hydraulic and Hydrology Study for the entire project to 
determine runoff rates and durations for the existing and proposed 
drainage system discharging into any local drainage system or natural 
drainage feature. BART shall submit the Hydraulic and Hydrology 
Study to Caltrans, the cities of Livermore and Pleasanton, Zone 7, 
SFBRWQCB, and ACCWP for review.  The jurisdictional agencies’ 
engineering staff shall review the project drainage design.  BART shall 
evaluate the comments and any proposed revisions for potential 
incorporation into the project design, as appropriate. 

Compliance with SFBRWQCB conditions of the CWA Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification and/or potentially an individual WDR, including any revisions to proposed 
drainage designs based on the SFBRWQCB review of the Hydraulic and Hydrology Study, 
would be required under existing regulations. 

8.5 The commentor notes that the Dewatering Operations and Management Plan (Mitigation 
Measure HY-1.2 on page 3.8-43 of the Draft Program EIR) is also subject to review and 
approval by the SFRWQCB.  However, permanent groundwater dewatering on water 
quality would be subject to conditions and restrictions identified in an individual 
WDR/National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit or Treated 
Groundwater Dewatering WDR, as required by the SFBRWQCB and as part of existing 
regulatory requirements.     

For an individual WDR/NPDES permit, the SFBRWQCB already requires a complete 
characterization of the discharge that includes, but is not limited to, design and actual 
flows, a list of constituents and the discharge concentration of each constituent, a list of 
other appropriate waste discharge characteristics, a description and schematic drawing of 
all treatment processes, a description of any Best Management Practices (BMPs) used, and 
a description of disposal methods.  If the SFBRWQCB determines that an assessment of 
potential effects of project dewatering on downstream flooding is necessary to define 
conditions and restrictions of an individual WDR/NPDES permit for protecting water 
quality, the SFBRWQCB may, at its discretion, request such information under existing 
regulatory requirements.  

In accordance with Treated Groundwater Discharge WDR, water quality effluent 
limitations, reclamation and land discharge specifications, receiving water limitations, 
groundwater limitations, and monitoring and reporting requirements are required.  The 
proposed treatment system and associated operation, maintenance, and monitoring plans 
must be submitted to the SFRWQCB under existing regulatory requirements.  

Therefore, existing regulatory requirements provide the SFRWQCB with pertinent 
information and authority regarding groundwater dewatering for protection of water 
quality.  Additionally, Response 8.4 of this document identifies text revisions to Mitigation 
Measure HY-1.1 to include the SFRWQCB in the list of agencies to which the Hydraulic 
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and Hydrology Study is submitted for review.  Impact HY-1 and Mitigation Measure 
HY-1.2 (see pages 3.8-37 to 3.8-42) address impacts and mitigation associated with 
flooding potential, not water quality or hydrograph modification.  As such, no 
modifications to Mitigation Measure HY-1.2 are warranted. 

8.6 To clarify the existing regulatory requirements regarding jurisdictional waters, the first 
sentence of the second paragraph on page 3.8-44 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as 
follows:  

Work within creeks, as required for implementation of new or expanded creek 
crossings, would require compliance with an individual WDR (‘Waters of the 
State’) or a CWA 404 Permit, and CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
(‘Waters of the U.S.’), and a Streambed Alteration Agreement.  

8.7 Specific creek crossing designs will be developed when a preferred alternative is proposed.  
Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the level of detail for 
analysis of impacts and mitigation measures that is appropriate in a programmatic 
environmental document.  Existing regulatory requirements are explicitly stated in each 
impact analysis discussion, used in identifying factors that may minimize potential project 
effects, and incorporated into programmatic mitigation measures where appropriate to 
guide more detailed mitigation to be determined when a specific project is proposed.   

8.8 BART acknowledges that stormwater treatment measures should be included in the site 
plans at the stage of facility design.  Stormwater quality treatment would have to comply 
with the current term municipal stormwater NPDES permit, including the HM Standard 
and Low Impact Development (LID) source control BMPs, site design BMPs, and 
stormwater treatment BMPs for Regulated Projects, such as the project.  Please refer to 
Section 6 of this document regarding text changes to page 3.8-25 of the Draft Program EIR 
on the new regulation (Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit).   

8.9 BART acknowledges the special nature of the vernal pool habitat on the Greenville Yard 
property.  In order to evaluate the worst-case scenario, the Draft Program EIR assumed 
that the possible Greenville Yard used BART’s entire Greenville property.  A project-level 
design may demonstrate that it is possible to avoid the most biologically sensitive areas of 
the site and still provide a workable BART maintenance area.  BART acknowledges that 
the SFBRWQCB has stated its position that it is not likely to issue permits for projects that 
impact significant amounts of designated critical habitat. Please refer to Master Response 7 
of this document, regarding the Greenville Yard, wetland and vernal pool species and their 
critical habitat, and the feasibility of mitigation.  In addition, a discussion of the CWA and 
Section 404 are included in the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-35, paragraph 5, and 
page 3.9-36, paragraph 6).  As provided in Mitigation Measure BIO-1.2, BART must 
obtain a CWA Section 404 permit and comply with its requirements.  As the comment 
notes, the requirements for obtaining a permit include preparation of an alternatives 
analysis and selection of the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative. 
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8.10 As the SFBRWQCB no longer issues waivers of WDRs, the fourth sentence of the first 
paragraph on page 3.9-40 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows: 

Historically, California relied on its authority under Section 401 of the CWA to 
regulate discharges of dredge or fill material to California waters.  That section 
requires an applicant to obtain “water quality certification” from the SWRCB 
through its RWQCBs to ensure compliance with state water quality standards 
before certain federal licenses or permits may be issued.  The permits subject to 
Section 401 include permits for discharge of dredge or fill materials (CWA Section 
404 permits) issued by the USACE.  Waste discharge requirements under the 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act were historically typically waived for 
projects that required certification; however, the San Francisco Bay RWQCB no 
longer issues waivers of Water Discharge Requirements or WDRs, and all 
certifications are now issued in combination with SWRCB Order No. 2003 – 0017 
– DWQ, General Waste Discharge Requirements for Dredge and Fill Discharges 
That Have Received State Water Quality Certification. 

8.11 As noted in the comment, the SFBRWQCB usually asserts jurisdiction over roadside 
drainages.  Based on available information, it was determined that potential wetlands and 
roadside drainages could be present with several of the BART extension alternatives, but 
would have to be field verified by a wetland delineation, as described in Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1.1.  The degree of impact on the drainages would vary depending on which 
alternative were selected as the preferred alternative.  It should be noted though, as stated 
in the Draft Program EIR, that project designs have not been finalized and could potentially 
avoid these wetland features (see page 3.9-44, paragraph 1).  The impact is identified as 
“potentially significant” because such impacts may be avoided, not because the ditches 
have relatively low habitat value.  Measures would be developed at the project level to 
mitigate any significant drainage impacts.  Also see Master Response 1, regarding the 
adequacy of mitigation measures in a program EIR.    

8.12 Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville Yard, and 
Master Response 1, regarding the level of detail appropriate to a program versus a project 
EIR.  If the BART Board wishes to select an alternative that includes the Greenville Yard 
as its preferred alternative, then further consultation with the resource agencies will be 
warranted to determine the feasibility of mitigating impacts and obtaining requisite permits 
for development of the site.  BART acknowledges that, if mitigation is determined to be 
infeasible based on such consultations, the Draft Program EIR may have to be revised and 
recirculated to address any unmitigable significant impacts to wetland and vernal pool 
species and critical habitat within the Greenville Yard, if the BART Board wishes to select 
an alternative that includes the Greenville Yard based on overriding considerations.  
However, it would not be appropriate to remove alternatives from consideration in the 
Final Program EIR and eliminate them from consideration by the BART Board of 
Directors.  Rather, the BART Board will consider the merits of the alternatives, including 
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the biological resource issues, and will balance the environmental impacts with the 
environmental benefits when selecting the preferred alternative.   

8.13 See Response 8.12 above and refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the 
Greenville Yard, and to Master Response 1 regarding the level of detail for analysis of 
impacts and mitigation measures that is appropriate in a programmatic environmental 
document.  Please also see responses to Comment Letter 1 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

8.14 See Response 8.12 above and refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the 
Greenville Yard, and to Master Response 1 regarding the level of detail for analysis of 
impacts and mitigation measures that is appropriate in a programmatic environmental 
document.  Although, Altamont Creek is not pointed out specifically in the impact 
summaries of Table 3.9-5 of the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-46), each alternative 
impact description states the number of watercourses and approximate acreage of wetland 
impacts which would include the watercourse acreages as well. Additionally, the 
watercourses names are pointed out in the Impact BIO-1 of the Draft Program EIR for each 
alternative (see pages 3.9-44 to 3.9-55). Specific creek crossing designs will be developed 
when a specific project is proposed. However, in order to be consistent within the impact 
summaries, the last sentence for Alternatives 1, 1a, 1b, and 4 that summarizes impacts to 
Wetlands, Waters of the U.S., and Waters of the State within Table 3.9-5 of the Draft 
Program EIR on pages 3.9-46 to 3.9-48 is revised as shown on the following pages. 

8.15 See Master Response 1 regarding the appropriate level of detail in a program versus project 
EIR, and Master Response 7 regarding the Greenville Yard.  The definition of “mitigation” 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15370 includes avoidance and minimization of impacts.  Since 
the specific extent of impacts, timing and amount of mitigation and mitigation sites cannot 
be identified until a specific project is proposed, it is not clear what a programmatic 
“conceptual mitigation plan” as requested by the commenter would contain.  As noted 
above, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.2 requires BART to obtain a CWA Section 404 permit 
and the requirements for obtaining a permit include preparation of an alternatives analysis 
and selection of the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative.  In addition, 
BART acknowledges that the state’s “no net loss of wetlands” policy would apply and that 
SFBRWQCB generally requires permittees to take into account temporal impacts and the 
distance between impact and mitigation sites to determine the amount of mitigation.   
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Table 3.9-5 
Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives  

Alternative 

Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 

the State 
Special-status Plants 

and Habitat 
Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat 

Special-status 
Amphibians and 

Reptiles, and Habitat 

Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
 and Vernal Pool 

Fairy Shrimp  
Critical Habitat 

California Central 
Coast Steelhead 

Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 

 

1 - Greenville East This alternative has the 
potential to impact the 
greatest number of 
watercourses and wetland 
habitat.  Nine 
watercourses and 
approximately 24 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. Wetland 
areas could be present 
within grassland habitat 
north of I-580, the 
proposed Isabel/I-580 and 
Greenville-East station 
footprints, and Greenville 
Yard.  The Isabel/I-580 
Station footprint is within 
an unnamed tributary to 
Arroyo las Positas and 
Arroyo las Positas. The 
Greenville Yard footprint 
is within Altamont Creek. 

Due to the amount of 
undeveloped land that this 
alternative could impact, 
including land north of 
I-580, the Isabel/I-580 
Station, and the 
Greenville Yard and 
Station, this alternative 
has the greatest potential 
to impact habitat for 
special-status plants.  
Approximately 800 acres 
of potential habitat lies 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment.   

Approximately 276 acres 
of potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted.  This 
habitat is located within 
the Greenville Station and 
Greenville Yard areas of 
the alternative. 

This alternative has the 
potential to impact the 
greatest amount of 
potential CTS aquatic 
habitat.  Approximately 
12.5 acres of potential 
aquatic CTS habitat is 
located with a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment, located north 
of I-580 between 
Livermore Avenue and 
the Las Colinas Road 
overcrossing, and at the 
Greenville Yard.  

This impact has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
potential habitat for 
CRLF and WPT; 
approximately 31 acres of 
potential habitat for both 
species is present in the 
watercourses this 
alternative would cross. 

This alternative would 
impact the greatest amount 
of potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat.  
Between 10 and 15 acres 
of potential habitat is 
located in a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alternative.  Potential 
habitat is located north of 
I-580, along the track 
south of the Greenville 
East Station, and at the 
Isabel/I-580 Station and 
Greenville Yard.   
Approximately 113 acres 
of vernal pool fairy shrimp 
critical habitat (8 percent 
of the habitat located in 
Alameda County) would 
be impacted with the 
development of the 
Greenville Yard. 

No CCCS habitat would 
be impacted.   

This alternative could 
impact a fair amount of 
trees, due to its length.  
Trees are located along 
11.5-miles of I-580 and 
within the Isabel/I-580 
Station, Greenville East 
Station, and Greenville 
Yard. 
 

1a - Downtown 
Greenville East 
via UPRR 

This alternative also has 
the potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses.  Seven 
watercourses and 
approximately 20 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.  Potential 
wetland habitat is present 
along El Charro Road and 
the UPRR, and within the 
Greenville East Station 

Similar to Alternative 1, 
this alternative would 
result in the development 
of a large amount of 
currently undeveloped 
land, largely associated 
with the Greenville Yard 
and Station.  
Approximately 555 acres 
of potential special-status 
plant habitat occurs within 
a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment.  

The impact from this 
alternative is the same as 
Alternative 1.   

This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
potential CTS aquatic 
habitat.  Approximately 
5.5 acres of potential 
aquatic CTS habitat is 
located within a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment, primarily 
located within the 
Greenville Yard. 
A moderate amount of 
CRLF habitat could be 
impacted under this 

This alternative would 
impact a moderate amount 
of potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat; 
between 3 and 5 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative.  Potential 
habitat is located along the 
track south of the 
Greenville East Station 
and at the Greenville 
Yard. 
This alternative would 

Arroyo Mocho supports 
CCCS; this alterative 
would run along Arroyo 
Mocho for approximately 
4 miles and cross Arroyo 
Mocho 7 times  

This alternative could 
impact a moderate amount 
of trees, due to its length 
(13.1 miles long) and 
location along El Charro 
Road and Stanley 
Boulevard.  Trees are also 
present along the UPRR 
and at the Greenville East 
Station and Greenville 
Yard. 
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Table 3.9-5 
Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives  

Alternative 

Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 

the State 
Special-status Plants 

and Habitat 
Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat 

Special-status 
Amphibians and 

Reptiles, and Habitat 

Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
 and Vernal Pool 

Fairy Shrimp  
Critical Habitat 

California Central 
Coast Steelhead 

Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 

 
and Greenville Yard. The 
Greenville Yard footprint 
is within Altamont Creek. 

alternative.  
Approximately 31 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat is 
located within a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment that includes the 
watercourses this 
alternative would cross.    
A large amount of 
potential WPT habitat 
could be impacted under 
this alternative.  
Approximately 95 acres of 
potential WPT habitat is 
located within a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment.  In addition to 
the watercourses this 
alternative would cross, 
potential WPT habitat is 
located along the Chain of 
Lakes. 

have the same impact on 
vernal pool fairy shrimp 
critical habitat as 
Alternative 1. 

1b - Downtown 
Greenville East 
via SPRR 

This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses.  Seven 
watercourses and 
approximately 15 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.  Potential 
wetland habitat is present 
along El Charro Road and 
within the Greenville East 
Station and Greenville 
Yard.  The Greenville 
Yard footprint is within 
Altamont Creek. 

As with Alternative 1 and 
1a, this alternative will 
result in the development 
of a large amount of 
currently undeveloped 
land.  Approximately 580 
acres of potential special-
status plant habitat is 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.    

The impact from this 
alternative is the same as 
Alternative 1.   

Potential impacts on CTS 
from this alternative would 
be relatively small.  
Approximately 1.5 acres 
of potential CTS aquatic 
habitat is located within a 
1,000-foot buffer centered 
on the alignment. 
Impacts on CRLF and 
WPT would also be 
similar, but slightly less 
than under Alternative 1a.  
Approximately 30 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat 
and 94 acres of potential 
WPT habitat are located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment.  

This alternative would 
impact a minor amount of 
potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat; 
between 0.5 and 2 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative.  Potential 
habitat is primarily located 
at the Greenville Yard. 
This alternative would 
have the same impact on 
vernal pool fairy shrimp 
critical habitat as 
Alternative 1. 
 

This alternative would 
have the same impact on 
CCCS habitat as 
Alternative 1a.  

This alternative would 
have the same impact as 
Alternative 1a.  Trees are 
located adjacent to 
El Charro Road, north of 
Stanley Boulevard, along 
the SPRR right-of-way, 
and at the Greenville East 
Station and Greenville 
Yard 
 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments  Page 4-79 
June 2010 

Table 3.9-5 
Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives  

Alternative 

Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 

the State 
Special-status Plants 

and Habitat 
Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat 

Special-status 
Amphibians and 

Reptiles, and Habitat 

Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
 and Vernal Pool 

Fairy Shrimp  
Critical Habitat 

California Central 
Coast Steelhead 

Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 

 

2 - Las Positas This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses.  Eight 
watercourses and 
approximately 19 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.  Potential 
wetland habitat is present 
within the proposed 
Isabel/I-580 Station and 
along the UPRR. 

Similar to Alternative 1, 
this alternative has the 
potential to impact 
undeveloped land 
including land north of 
I-580 and the Isabel/I-580 
Station.  There is 
approximately 575 acres 
of potential special-status 
plant habitat located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment.    

No potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. 

A moderate amount of 
potential aquatic CTS 
habitat could be impacted 
under this alternative.  
Approximately 8 acres of 
potential CTS aquatic 
habitat is located within a 
1,000-foot buffer centered 
on the alignment, located 
primarily north of I-580.   
A moderate amount of 
CRLF and CTS habitat 
could be impacted under 
this alternative, similar to 
Alternative 1.  
Approximately 30 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat, 
and 30 acres of potential 
WPT habitat is located in 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment, 
located primarily along 
watercourses this alterative 
would cross. 

This alternative would 
impact a moderate amount 
of potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat; 
between 7 and 9 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative.  Potential 
habitat is located north of 
1-580, along the track 
north of the Vasco Yard, 
and at the Isabel/I-580 
Station. 
No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted.   

No CCCS habitat would 
be impacted.   

Similar to Alternative 1, 
this alternative could 
impact a fair amount of 
trees.  Trees are located 
along I-580, within the 
Isabel/I-580 Station and 
Vasco Road Stations area, 
and the Vasco Yard. 
 

2a - Downtown-
Vasco 

This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses.  Six 
watercourses and 
approximately 18 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.  Potential 
wetland habitat is present 
along El Charro Road and 
the UPRR. 

This alternative has the 
potential to impact less 
undeveloped land 
compared to Alternatives 
1, 1a, 1b, and 2.  
Approximately 320 acres 
of potential special-status 
plant habitat is located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment.    

No potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted.  
Approximately 3.7 acres 
of potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted.  This 
habitat is located within 
the tailtracks of the 
alignment 

This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
relatively small amount of 
potential CTS aquatic 
habitat; approximately 5 
acres of potential CTS 
aquatic habitat, located 
primarily along the 
tailtracks northeast of the 
Vasco Yard, lies within a 
1,000-foot buffer centered 
on the alignment.  
Impacts on potential 
CRLF and WPT habitat is 
similar to impacts 
associated with Alternative 

This alternative would 
impact a moderate amount 
of potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat; 
between 4 and 6 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative.  Potential 
habitat is primarily located 
along the track north of 
the Vasco Yard. 
No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted.   

This alternative would 
have the same impact on 
CCCS habitat as 
Alternative 1a. 

Similar to Alternatives 1a 
and 1b, this alternative 
could impact a moderate 
amount of trees.  Trees 
are located along 
El Charro Road, north of 
Stanley Boulevard, along 
the UPRR, at the 
Downtown Livermore 
Station and Vasco Road 
Station, and at the Vasco 
Yard 
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Table 3.9-5 
Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives  

Alternative 

Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 

the State 
Special-status Plants 

and Habitat 
Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat 

Special-status 
Amphibians and 

Reptiles, and Habitat 

Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
 and Vernal Pool 

Fairy Shrimp  
Critical Habitat 

California Central 
Coast Steelhead 

Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 

 
1a.  Approximately 28 
acres of potential CRLF 
habitat and 92 acres of 
potential WPT habitat are 
located within a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment. 

3 - Portola This alternative could 
impact a moderate amount 
of watercourses but a 
relatively small amount of 
wetland habitat.  Five 
watercourses and 
approximately 5 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.  Potential 
wetland habitat is present 
along I-580 and within the 
Isabel/I-580 Station.   

Similar to Alternative 2a, 
this alternative would 
impact less undeveloped 
land that could support 
special-status plant 
species.  Approximately 
275 acres of potential 
special-status plant habitat 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.    

No potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. 

No potential CTS aquatic 
habitat would be impacted. 
This alternative would 
impact a relatively small 
amount of potential CRLF 
and WPT habitat.  
Approximately 12 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat 
and 12 acres of potential 
WPT habitat is located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment, 
located along watercourses 
this alignment would 
cross, including an 
unnamed drainage at the 
Isabel/I-580 Station.   

This alternative would 
impact a relatively small 
amount of potential vernal 
pool invertebrate habitat; 
between 0.5 and 2 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative.  Potential 
habitat is primarily located 
at the Isabel/I-580 Station. 
No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted.   

No CCCS habitat would 
be impacted.   

This alternative could 
impact a fair amount of 
tress.  Trees are located 
along I-580, within the 
Isabel/I-580 and the 
Downtown Livermore 
Stations, and at the 
Portola/Railroad Yard. 
 

3a - Railroad This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses.  Five 
watercourses and 
approximately 12 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.  Potential 
wetland habitat is located 
primarily along El Charro 
Road and within the 
Isabel/Stanley Station. 

Compared to the other 
alternatives, this 
alternative would impact a 
smaller amount of 
undeveloped land.  
Approximately 180 acres 
of potential special-status 
plant habitat located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment.    

No potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. 

No potential CTS aquatic 
habitat would be impacted. 
Impacts on potential 
CRLF and WPT habitat is 
similar to impacts 
associated with 
Alternatives 1a and 2a.  
Approximately 26 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat 
and 90 acres of potential 
WPT habitat are located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment. 

This alternative would 
impact a relatively small 
amount of potential vernal 
pool invertebrate habitat; 
between 0.5 and 2 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative.  Potential 
habitat is primarily located 
at the Isabel/Stanley 
Station. 
No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted.   

As with Alternative 1a, 
this alternative would 
parallel Arroyo Mocho for 
approximately 4 miles and 
cross Arroyo Mocho 7 
times.  In addition, the use 
of the Isabel/Stanley 
Station would impact 
additional CCCS habitat. 

Similar to Alternatives 1a, 
1b, and 2a, this alternative 
could impact a moderate 
amount of trees.  Trees 
are located along 
El Charro Road, north of 
Stanley Boulevard, at the 
Downtown Livermore 
Station, and at the 
Portola/Railroad Yard 
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Table 3.9-5 
Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives  

Alternative 

Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 

the State 
Special-status Plants 

and Habitat 
Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat 

Special-status 
Amphibians and 

Reptiles, and Habitat 

Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
 and Vernal Pool 

Fairy Shrimp  
Critical Habitat 

California Central 
Coast Steelhead 

Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 

 

4 - Isabel/I-580 This alternative would 
have the smallest potential 
impact watercourses and 
wetland resources.  Six 
watercourses and 
approximately 5 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.  Potential 
wetland habitat is located 
at the Isabel/I-580 
Station. The Isabel/I-580 
Station footprint is within 
an unnamed tributary to 
Arroyo las Positas and 
Arroyo las Positas.  

Similar to Alternatives 2a 
and 3, this alternative 
would impact less 
undeveloped land that 
could support special-
status plant species.  
Approximately 230 acres 
of potential special-status 
plant habitat located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment.    

No potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. 

No potential CTS aquatic 
habitat would be impacted. 
Approximately 12 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat 
and 12 acres of potential 
WPT habitat is located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment. 

This alternative would 
have same impact as 
Alternative 3. 
No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted.   

No CCCS habitat would 
be impacted.   

As this alternative is the 
shortest, it would have the 
least potential impact on 
trees, which could be 
located along the 5.2-mile 
long alignment and at the 
Isabel/I-580 Station.  
 

5 - Quarry This alternative would 
cross the fewest number of 
watercourses (four), but a 
fair amount of wetland 
habitat (approximately 11 
acres) is located within a 
1,000-foot buffer centered 
on the alignment, due to 
its proximity to Arroyo 
Mocho along El Charro 
Road and within the 
Isabel/Stanley Station.   

This alternative would 
impact the least amount of 
potential special-status 
plant habitat; 
approximately 125 acres 
is located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. 

No potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. 

No potential CTS habitat 
would be impacted. 
Impacts on potential 
CRLF and WPT habitat is 
similar to impacts 
associated with 
Alternatives 1a, 2a and 3a.  
Approximately 23 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat 
and 87 acres of potential 
WPT habitat are located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment. 

This alternative would 
have same impact as 
Alternative 3a. 
No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted.     

This alternative would 
have the same impact on 
CCCS habitat as 
Alternative 3a. 

Because of its route along 
El Charro Road and 
Stanley Boulevard, this 
alternative could impact a 
moderate amount of trees.  
Trees are also located at 
the Isabel/Stanley Station. 
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8.16 See Responses 8.12 to 8.15 above and refer to Master Response 7 regarding impacts to 
biological resources at Greenville Yard and timing of surveys, and Master Response 1 of 
this document, regarding the differences between program- and project-level analyses.  
Master Response 1 includes a discussion of the adequacy of the mitigation measures 
included in the Draft Program EIR.  BART recognizes the importance of including the 
SFRWQCB in discussions regarding vernal pools, as it is a permitting authority for the 
project as discussed in the Draft Program EIR.   

8.17 Mitigation plans would be completed as part of the project-level design and environmental 
evaluation phase.  Please see Master Response 1, regarding the level of detail in a program 
versus project EIR.  

8.18 BART recognizes the importance of including the SFBRWQCB in discussions regarding 
vernal pools, and that vernal pools are Waters of the State with the Beneficial Use of 
Wildlife Habitat.  The SFBRWQCB has been added to Mitigation Measure BIO-5.1 on 
page 3.9-65 as an agency for consultation.  Mitigation Measure BIO-5.1 of the Draft 
Program EIR is revised as follows: 

BIO-5.1 Consult with USFWS and SFBRWQCB, and Reduce Impacts on Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates and Their Habitat.  BART shall comply with the 
following steps to ensure protection of vernal pool invertebrates and 
their habitat. 

a. BART, in consultation with the USFWS and SFBRWQCB, shall 
either (1) conduct a protocol-level survey for federally listed vernal 
pool crustaceans, or (2) assume presence of federally-listed vernal 
pool crustaceans in areas of suitable habitat.  Surveys shall be 
conducted by qualified biologists in accordance with the most 
recent USFWS guidelines or protocols to determine the time of 
year and survey methodology (survey timing for these species is 
dependent on yearly rainfall patterns and seasonal occurrences, and 
is determined on a case-by-case basis).  The surveys may be done 
as part of the 404 permit process, if a 404 permit is required. 

If surveys along the selected BART extension alternative reveal no 
occurrences of federally listed vernal pool crustaceans, no further 
mitigation would be required.   

b. If surveys determine that one or more special-status vernal pool 
invertebrate species occurs along the selected BART extension 
alternative, or if BART, in consultation with the USFWS, assumes 
presence of federally-listed vernal pool invertebrates in all affected 
habitats, no net loss of habitat shall be achieved through avoidance, 
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preservation, creation and/or purchase of credits.  The selected 
measures may be part of the permitting process. 

c. Where feasible, all vernal pool invertebrate habitat shall be 
avoided.  If habitat that can be avoided during construction 
activities is identified at a distance determined in consultation with 
USFWS, a USFWS-approved biologist (monitor) shall inspect any 
construction-related activities to ensure that no unnecessary take of 
listed species or destruction of their habitat occurs.  BART will 
establish monitoring and reporting protocols to reduce impacts to 
vernal pool invertebrate species and habitat. 

d. BART shall ensure that an appropriate number of acres, as 
approved by USFWS and SFBRWQCB during consultation, are 
preserved to mitigate for direct or indirect impacts on vernal pool 
crustacean habitat.  

e. Water quality in the avoided wetlands shall be protected using 
erosion control techniques, such as silt fencing or straw waddles 
during construction in the watershed.  This shall be completed in 
accordance with the State Construction Permit, as outlined in the 
NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002, Waste Discharge 
Requirements, Order No. 99-08-DWQ 2009-0009-DWQ. 

Additionally, please refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville 
Yard and the sensitive biological resources within the study area.  In addition, BART 
would be required to complete focused biological surveys, prior to the permitting process, 
in order to quantify suitable habitat in the study area.  An analysis of impacts to the 
California tiger salamander (CTS) is included in the Draft Program EIR, under Impact 
BIO-4, Special-status Amphibians and Reptiles (beginning on page 3.9-58, paragraph 2). 
As part of required habitat assessment identified in Mitigation Measure BIO-4.1a of the 
Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-61, paragraph 2), BART would have to follow the 
prevailing USFWS Interim Guidance on Site Assessment and Field Surveys for 
Determining Presence or a Negative Finding of the California Tiger Salamander.  The 
guidance would require an analysis of the known localities within 3.1 miles and the habitats 
types within 1.24 miles of the project site.  If the BART Board selects an alignment 
alternative that includes the Greenville Yard, the project-level EIR analyses would include 
Frick Lake and any potential impact to Frick Lake would be mitigated accordingly. 

8.19 BART recognizes the importance of including the SFBRWQCB in discussions of impacts 
related to in-water construction, and Mitigation Measure BIO-7.1 on page 3.9-70 of the 
Draft Program EIR is revised as follows: 

BIO-7.1 Avoid the Rainy Season During In-Water Construction (Alternatives 1a, 
1b, 2a, 3a, 5).  BART will consult with the National Oceanic and 
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Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries, and/or CDFG, and 
SFBRWQCB (as applicable) to define the schedule for in-water work, 
as well as for work on bridges and/or culverts within the main channel 
of the Arroyo Mocho.  If the waterway is not inundated, work may 
occur without restriction if approved by NOAA, and/or CDFG, and 
SFBRWQCB. 

8.20 Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the differences between 
program- and project-level analyses.  Master Response 1 includes a discussion of the 
adequacy of the mitigation measures included in the Draft Program EIR.  In addition, 
BART acknowledges that, at this time, there are no mitigation banks for freshwater 
riverine habitat in the San Francisco Bay region and SFBRWQCB does not accept “in-lieu 
fee” mitigation for riverine habitat impacts.  Mitigation Measure BIO-7.2 on page 3.9-70 
of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows: 

BIO-7.2 Consult with NOAA Fisheries, USACE, CDFG and USACE 
SFBRWQCB (as applicable) and Mitigate for the Loss of Riverine 
Riparian Vegetation (Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, 5).  If construction-
related impacts on riverine (e.g. riparian woodland) riparian vegetation 
along or within the Arroyo Mocho occur, the impacts shall be 
mitigated by BART as determine in consultation with NOAA Fisheries, 
USACE, CDFG and SFBRWQCB (as applicable). and the USACE.  
Mitigation could occur through either the purchase of “freshwater 
riverine habitat” at an approved mitigation bank or payment into the 
USACE “in-lieu fee fund” for riverine aquatic bed habitat.  Mitigation 
would occur in the form of in-kind mitigation or through the purchase 
of freshwater riverine habitat credits, if an approved mitigation bank 
exists at the time that a project proceeds.  Detailed mitigation 
requirements shall be identified in the final regulatory agency permits. 

8.21 Please refer to the responses above, Master Response 7 regarding Greenville Yard, and 
Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the differences between program- and 
project-level analyses.  Master Response 1 includes a discussion of the adequacy of the 
mitigation measures included in the Draft Program EIR. 

8.22 Please refer to the responses above, Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the 
differences between program- and project-level analyses and Master Response 7, regarding 
biological resources impacts and the feasibility of mitigating biological impacts at the 
possible Greenville Yard site.  Master Response 1 includes a discussion of the adequacy of 
the mitigation measures included in the Draft Program EIR.  The Draft Program EIR does 
not restrict its analysis to alternatives utilizing properties which BART currently owns.  Of 
the maintenance yard sites under consideration, only Greenville Yard would use current 
BART-owned property.  As the comment acknowledges, the Draft Program EIR concludes 
that the contribution to cumulative impact on critical habitat is potentially significant and 
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unavoidable.  It would not be appropriate to drop alternatives from consideration in the 
Final Program EIR and eliminate them from consideration by the BART Board of 
Directors.  Rather, the BART Board will consider the merits of the alternatives, including 
the biological resource issues raised by the comment, during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative.  BART agrees that Alternatives 2, 2a, 3, 3a, 4 or 5 would avoid the 
potentially significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative impacts associated with 
the Greenville Yard.  As discussed in Section 1.4 of this document, BART has introduced a 
new Alternative 2b, a hybrid of Alternatives 2a and 3. One of the important benefits of 
Alternative 2b is that it would avoid the adverse impacts to biological resources associated 
with the Greenville Yard site. 

8.23 BART will develop a complete mitigation plan with an appropriate level of detail and cost 
estimates when project-level design and environmental review is conducted.  Please refer to 
the responses above and to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville 
Yard.  In addition, please refer to Master Response 1 regarding the adequacy of the 
mitigation measures included in the Draft Program EIR.  BART acknowledges that the 
SFRWQCB has stated its opinion that the biological resource impacts at the Greenville 
Yard site may not be mitigable or may require mitigation so extensive and costly as to 
render the alternatives that include the Greenville Yard non-viable.  If the BART Board 
wishes to select an alternative that includes the Greenville Yard as its preferred alternative, 
then further consultation with the resource agencies will be warranted to determine the 
feasibility of mitigating impacts and obtaining requisite permits for development of the site.  
Based on further consultation with the resource agencies, BART may conclude that use of 
the Greenville Yard site for maintenance activities would be infeasible because no feasible 
mitigation measures are available to avoid or reduce impacts to the sensitive biological 
resources at the Greenville Yard site.  Therefore, BART acknowledges that if the BART 
Board decides to select the Greenville Yard as part of the preferred alternative, BART may 
have to revise and recirculate the Draft Program EIR to address any unmitigable significant 
impacts to biological resources.   

Additionally, the Eastern Alameda County Conservation Strategy (EACCS) is being 
developed with the Greenville Yard area buildout included. The EACCS cites the City of 
Livermore General Plan which includes the Greenville Yard area within the Livermore 
Urban Growth Boundary, including the following designations NMH - Neighborhood 
Mixed High Density; OSP – Parks, Trail Ways, Recreation Corridors, and Protected 
Areas; CF-S – School general; and ULM/UH-4 – Urban Low Medium Residential/Urban 
High Residential 4=18-22 d.u./a.c.26  The EACCS includes the northern portion of the 
Greenville Yard as part of the Urban/Developed Land Designation; however, they did not 
include the BART owned property within the Urban/Developed Land designation.27   

                                              
26  City of Livermore General Plan 2003 – 2025, as amended June 2009.  
27  East Alameda County Conservation Strategy.  East Alameda County Conservation Strategy Document 

(Working Draft). Available on-line at http://ww.eastalco-conservation.org/documents.html. 
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Letter 9 Alameda County Board of Supervisors 

9.1 Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the Chain of Lakes area, and Master Response 
4 regarding Staples Ranch.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 10 Alameda County Community Development Agency 

10.1 BART is aware of the significance of potential station development beyond Alameda 
County’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB); it is not the intent of the language of the Draft 
Program EIR to disregard that significance.  Although California Government Code 
Section 53090 exempts BART from complying with local land use policy (see page 3.3-1, 
paragraph 4), the location of the Greenville East Station footprint beyond the UGB was 
included in Table S-2 of the Draft Program EIR.  As suggested by the title of the table, 
Comparative Summary of Key Environmental Considerations, all characteristics within the 
table are considered “major environmental issues,” and are described in the Draft Program 
EIR (see page S-11, paragraph 3).  Included in Table S-2 is the potential conflict between 
the Greenville East Station footprint and the UGB, specifically to call readers’ attention to 
the issue such that they may easily compare the key environmental differentiators among 
the alternatives, and allow the reader to assess the analysis in a critical manner. 

Section 3.3, Land Use, of the Draft Program EIR, contains explanations of both East 
County Area General Plan land use policies related to the UGB (see pages 3.3-19 to 
3.3-23), as well as a description of the passage of Measure D in November 2000.  As 
stated, Measure D included a redrawing of the UGB, and reflects the residents’ desires to 
protect County open space (page 3.3-20, paragraph 2). 

The next portion of this comment concerns the merits of project alternatives and does not 
concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final 
hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

This comment also states that the limited effects of growth outside the UGB of the 
Isabel/I-580 and Isabel/Stanley stations may eventually be resolved through the CEQA 
review process.  This is indeed the case, as these effects will be assessed and, if necessary, 
mitigated in the project-level EIR, as appropriate for the selected alternative.  Finally, the 
commentor states that a near-term model year should have been analyzed, and that a more 
integrated analysis of land use and transportation would be desirable.  These analyses will 
be completed in the more detailed project EIR, which will rely on a model time horizon 
equivalent to the expected date of revenue service.  See also Response 5.4 for a more 
detailed explanation about why a near-term analysis year was not plausible in the Program 
EIR.   
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Letter 11 Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 

11.1 BART is aware that the project is not currently in the Countywide Transportation Plan 
(CTP), nor in the Congestion Management Plan (CMP).  BART will work with the 
appropriate planning and funding agencies to add the project to the county and regional 
plans as the project moves from the program-level to the project-level environmental phase.  
As noted in the comment, a full funding plan including the cost of operations and 
maintenance will need to be developed.    

11.2 BART acknowledges Alameda County Congestion Management Agency’s comment that 
once an alignment is chosen and additional environmental review is undertaken, station 
access and parking impacts to the Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) highway, 
arterials, and transit networks in Alameda County should be addressed in the project-
specific EIR.  BART concurs with this comment and will perform such analyses as part of 
the project EIR. 

11.3 The Draft Program EIR includes descriptions of each alternative in Section 2, Alternatives, 
and how each alternative would interface with both Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) 
and Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority (LAVTA) at each transfer station.  
Detailed design of the station transfer areas will be developed when preliminary 
engineering and project-level environmental review is initiated.  The future Altamont 
Corridor High Speed project has recently begun the Alternatives Analysis process, and is 
recognized in the Draft Program EIR on page 3.2-156.  BART and the California High-
Speed Rail Authority have signed a Memorandum of Understanding for coordination of 
environmental processes in this corridor, to ensure that the two systems are developed in 
concert with each other.   

11.4 The Draft Program EIR contained two alternatives, Alternative 4 and Alternative 5, which 
could potentially provide the first phase of longer systems.  Phasing project construction is an 
issue that will be addressed further in the project-level EIR, as a funding plan is developed.   

11.5 Coordination of station locations with opportunities for transit-oriented development is one 
of BART’s primary considerations in selecting a preferred alternative. One of the program 
objectives for this project (see page 1-12) is to develop an alternative that conforms to the 
BART System Expansion Policy (SEP) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s 
(MTC) Resolution #3434 – Transit Oriented Development Policy for regional transit 
extension projects.   The BART SEP ranks alternatives on several criteria that consider 
transit-supportive land uses and the potential for ridership development.  Although 
ridership projections meet BART’s SEP policies, none of the alternatives meet the MTC 
Resolution #3434 policy for housing density for station areas.  BART and the local 
agencies will have to collaboratively develop a Ridership Development Plan (RDP) for the 
corridor that addresses the specific steps for each partner to take to build ridership for the 
extension.  These issues will be considered by the BART Board in selecting a preferred 
alternative for the project and deciding whether to proceed with the project.   
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Letter 12 Alameda County Water Conservation District, Zone 7 

12.1 BART acknowledges that Zone 7 has existing and planned facilities in areas adjacent to the 
Chain of Lakes.  If an alignment through the Chain of Lakes area is selected, the future 
project EIR will examine impacts on facilities then owned by Zone 7 as well as other 
facilities in the Chain of Lakes area, and BART will closely coordinate with Zone 7 on 
project implementation in this area. 

12.2  To reflect that BART acknowledges that Zone 7 may own portions of the Rhodes & 
Jamieson property at the time of project construction, the last sentence of the second 
paragraph on page 3.3-8 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows: 

As of the time of completion of this document, tTthe land, often referred to as the 
“Chain of Lakes” area, is largely under ownership of Rhodes & Jamieson, and 
private mining ventures such as Vulcan Material Company. and Alameda County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Zone 7 (Zone 7).  Under the terms 
of Alameda County's 1981 Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area 
Reclamation (LAVQAR), further portions of the land currently owned by Rhodes & 
Jamieson are to be deeded to Zone 7 for reclamation at various times over the 
course of the next 20 years.  For example, Zone 7, which currently owns Cope 
Lake, is slated to take ownership of Lake H in 2014. 

12.3 Figure 3.7-1 on page 3.7-5 of the Draft Program EIR is revised to identify the location of 
the Livermore Fault, Mt Diablo Fault, and Verona Fault.  Information on the engineering 
feasibility through the Chain of Lakes area, including the use of seismic data, is presented 
in Master Response 3, Chain of Lakes/El Charro Alignment.  See Section 6, Revisions to 
the Draft Program EIR, of this document for the revised figure.   

To reflect that BART acknowledges that ABAG identifies the Diablo Thrust as the “most 
active” thrust fault in the Bay Area, new text has been added in the last paragraph on page 
3.7-13 of the Draft Program EIR as follows: 

In addition, there are buried thrust faults, and inferred faults near the study area, 
such as the Mount Diablo Thrust.  ABAG identifies the Mount Diablo Thrust as 
“the most active thrust fault” in the Bay Area.28 According to a study of earthquake 
probabilities for the San Francisco Bay Region conducted by the USGS Working 
Group of California Earthquake Probabilities, the Mount Diablo Thrust Fault is 
capable of generating a magnitude 6.7 or greater earthquake with an estimated 0.03 
probability (i.e. three percent probability) of it occurring during the period from 
2002 to 2031.29  The state recognizes that buried thrust faults exist; however, their 

                                              
28  http://www.abag.ca.gov/bayarea/eqmaps/doc/thrusts.html 
29  United States Geologic Survey, Earthquake Probability for the San Francisco Bay Region 2002-2031: Results 

and Discussion - Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities. Open File Report 03-214, 2002. 
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fault planes extend under wide area and extremely difficult to identify and 
characterize. Consequently, regulations such as the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Act have not been applied to them. 

Information applied to the analysis for geology, soils, and seismicity (including the 
vicinity of the Chain of Lakes) was obtained from the City of Livermore General Plan30 
and El Charro Specific Plan EIR.31  In addition, the analysis reviewed a Geotechnical and 
Seismic Report32 prepared for the project alternatives.  The Geotechnical and Seismic 
Report presented preliminary evaluation of potential geologic, seismic, and geotechnical 
impacts on the proposed alternatives (including the seismic instability in the vicinity of the 
Chain of Lakes). The report concluded that site-specific geotechnical investigations would 
need to be conducted to evaluate potential seismic instability issues in the vicinity of the 
Chain of Lakes.  Potential seismic instability concerns would be reduced to acceptable 
levels through the incorporation of professional engineering practices and public health 
and safety standards. 

12.4 Figure 3.7-5 on page 3.7-25 of the Draft Program EIR is revised with the active and 
former quarry areas being designated as “Gp.”  See Section 6, Revisions to the Draft 
Program EIR, of this document for the revised figure.   

12.5 The first full paragraph on page 3.7-27 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows to 
acknowledge that earlier mapped soil associations have been modified by quarrying 
activities:   

Prior to mining in the quarry lands, the lands were considered to have the “least” 
landside susceptibility, soils that are well drained, and “slight” erosion hazards.  
However, because of significant mining in the quarry lands, current soil 
characteristics in the quarry lands are not known without new soil mapping and 
boring data.  As shown in Figure 3.7-4 and described in Table 3.7-5, the quarry 
lands are considered to have the “least” landslide susceptibility and would be 
expected to remain relatively stable unless the topography were radically modified. 
The soils in the quarry lands are Yolo loams. These soils are well drained and 
considered to have a “slight” erosion hazard, indicating that little or no erosion is 
likely.37 The quarries are in Quaternary deposits Qa (Latest Pleistocene to 
Holocene alluvial deposits). Liquefaction susceptibility associated with these 
deposits is moderate.38  

________________________________________________________________ 

1  Parikh Consultants, Geotechnical and Seismic Report BART to Livermore Alternatives, Draft Environmental 
Impact Report, Alameda County, California, 2009. 

1  Parikh Consultants, Geotechnical and Seismic Report BART to Livermore Alternatives, Draft Environmental 
Impact Report, Alameda County, California, 2009. 

                                              
30  City of Livermore, City of Livermore General Plan: 2003-2025, 2004. 
31  City of Livermore, El Charro Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report, 2007. 
32  Parikh Consultants, Geotechnical and Seismic Report BART to Livermore Alternatives, Draft Environmental 

Impact Report, Alameda County, California, 2009. 
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12.6 Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document, regarding the Chain of Lakes/El 
Charro alignment.  The comment also requests that text in the second paragraph on page 
3.7-27 of the Draft Program EIR be revised to identify that the Chain of Lakes extends 
both north and south of Stanley Boulevard.  The text on page 3.7-27 identifies that the 
Chain of Lakes is “between I-580 and the UPRR tracks… and south of Stanley Boulevard.”  
The area between I-580 and the UPRR tracks is north of Stanley Boulevard; therefore, the 
text already identifies the correct location of the Chain of Lakes. 

12.7 The last paragraph on page 3.7-27 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows to 
acknowledge the potential for future mining near the Isabel/Stanley intersection and the 
potential future status of the area as an optional lake under the Specific Plan for LAVQAR: 

The property northwest of the intersection of Stanley Boulevard and Isabel Avenue 
and properties farther north near the airport (formerly known as SMP-38, -39, and 
-40) were proposed for mining operations to commence upon the completion of the 
existing mining operations in 2013.; however, t Those plans were withdrawn and, 
although the area northwest of the intersection of Stanley Boulevard and Isabel 
Avenue is not covered by any mining permit or reclamation plan.35, future mining 
would not be precluded in the area, after an SMP had been re-established for it. 33  
The area is designated as Optional Lake K in the LAVQAR 2030 Staging Plan, and 
could be available to capture polluted runoff water from urban development.34  
Future mining is planned for the area south of Stanley Boulevard.35 

12.8 The second and third paragraphs on page 3.7-32 of the Draft Program EIR are revised as 
follows and the following text is added to acknowledge the relationship of the program 
alternatives to the Specific Plan for LAVQAR. 

Surface Mining and Reclamation Act.  Mining of sand and gravel in the vicinity 
of the project began prior to 1900.  In 1956, the County adopted 
Ordinance 181 N.S. to systematize quarry permitting and prohibit pollution or 
contamination of usable water-bearing aquifers in what is now known as the Chain 
of Lakes area.  Quarry reclamation generally was not provided at that time.  By 
1965, recognizing that quarry reclamation was needed and that reclamation plans 
could not be limited to individual properties because of the interconnected nature of 
the aquifers, quarry operators agreed to a joint effort to develop a master plan to 
address the entire Chain of Lakes area.  In 1977, the County adopted an updated 
Surface Mining Ordinance based on the state’s Surface Mining and Reclamation 

                                              
33 Bruce Jensen, Senior Planner, County of Alameda, personal communication with George Burwasser, 

PG 7151, PBS&J, March 22, 2010 and November 2, 2009. 
34  Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation, Alameda County Board of 

Supervisors, adopted November 5, 1981, p.4. 
35 Vulcan Materials Company, Western Division, SMP-16 Periodic Review of Mining and Reclamation Report 

by Permittee, 2008. 
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Act (SMARA) and, in 1981, adopted the Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador 
Valley Quarry Area Reclamation (LAVQAR).36 

Surface and Mining and Reclamation Act.  The Surface and Mining and 
Reclamation Act (SMARA) was enacted in 1975 for the dual purpose of identifying 
and mapping economically valuable mineral resources (including gold, sand, and 
gravel) and establishing a regulatory framework for the operation and eventual 
reclamation of surface mining operations.  Section 3704, Performance Standards 
for Backfilling, Regrading, Slope Stability, and Recontouring, of SMARA requires 
the quarry operator to compact any fill in accordance with the current County 
Building Code specifications and create finals slopes no steeper than 2:1 (horizontal 
to vertical).  Cut slopes, including final quarry walls and faces, are required to 
have a minimum slope stability factor of safety that is suitable for the proposed end 
use and conform to the surrounding topography and/or approved end use.  It is the 
County’s responsibility, as the State’s agent for SMARA enforcement, to inspect 
the slopes and assure that they are stable. 

Surface Mining Permits.  Property southwest of the intersection of Isabel Avenue 
and Stanley Boulevard encompassed by Surface Mining Permit SMP-16 has been 
approved for mining under vested Alameda County Quarry Permits.  These areas 
would be reclaimed upon completion of mining in approximately 2030 as basins for 
future Lakes C and D of the Chain of Lakes to be developed by Zone 7 pursuant to 
the County of Alameda LAVQAR. 

Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation.  The 
Specific Plan for LAVQAR was adopted in 1981 to enable the use of the competing 
resources of land, water, and sand and gravel with a minimum of conflict and 
disruption; plan for reclamation, productive reuse, and rehabilitation of the Quarry 
Area (now known as the Chain of Lakes); mitigate the adverse effects of mining; 
satisfy the requirements of SMARA and the County Mining Ordinance; and 
provide a coordinated plan for the arrangement of the mining lands, their surface 
waters, and their underlying aquifers into a coherent, flexible form reflecting their 
interrelated geology, hydrology, land use, etc. throughout the Chain of Lakes.  The 
key concept of the master reclamation plan is the transformation of the quarry pits 
into a series of lakes, over a period of 50 to 60 years, to be managed by Zone 7, to 
provide a surface water storage and conveyance system to replace a portion of the 
pre-existing aquifer system feeding the groundwater basin. 

The Specific Plan contains 21 policies that serve as a guide for decisions 
concerning actual land use modifications in the Chain of Lakes.  The County 
Planning Commission is the Lead Agency and coordinator responsible for 

                                              
36 Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation, Alameda County Board of 

Supervisors, adopted November 5, 1981, p.2, 3. 
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implementation of the Specific Plan.  Three policies, 14, 15, and 21, relate to the 
alternative alignments along El Charro Road through the mining lands:  

Policy 14 specifies that minimum 50-foot setbacks shall be established from 
existing public streets. 

Policy 15 specifies that if El Charro Road becomes a public street, its 
alignment shall be coordinated with appropriate public agencies. 

Policy 21 specifies that if an operator’s ability to meet the requirements of its 
reclamation plan because of any government action that restricts an operator’s 
conduct of its mining operation, the operator and the County shall negotiate in 
good faith to agree on a revised reclamation plan. 

It is the County’s responsibility, as the State’s agent for SMARA enforcement, to 
inspect the slopes and assure that they are stable. 

12.9 Alameda County's 1981 Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area 
Reclamation (LAVQAR) is a reclamation plan for the Chain of Lakes area.  To 
acknowledge this plan, the following is inserted before the second paragraph of page 
3.3-23 of the Draft Program EIR: 

Alameda County Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area 
Reclamation (LAVQAR).  Adopted in November 1981, LAVQAR is a plan for the 
reclamation, reuse, and rehabilitation of the 3,820-acre area between Pleasanton 
and Livermore designated for sand and gravel quarrying.  LAVQAR was 
developed in response to the State Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975, 
which requires reclamation plans for all mining operations conducted after January 
1, 1976.  The central concept of LAVQAR is the gradual transformation of 
quarried pits into a “chain of lakes” that will provide a surface water storage and 
conveyance system and flood control strategy for Zone 7.  Under the terms of this 
reclamation agreement, quarry operators must dedicate mined-out pits, water 
management facilities, and supporting land areas to Zone 7 for ownership and 
management.  Although some portions have already been dedicated to Zone 7, 
LAVQAR is a staged reclamation process by which mined-out lands will be 
dedicated to Zone 7 until the year 2030, when reserves are expected to be depleted.   

Although station areas or yards would not encroach into this area, the El Charro 
Road alignment of Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would traverse a part of this 
area.  While the specific details of the future uses and activities envisioned by the 
LAVQAR remain speculative at this time, an aerial structure would not necessarily 
detract from the proposed water storage and flood control facility or conflict with 
possible recreational uses considered for the mined-out quarry pits.  However, this 
issue would be reevaluated in a BART to Livermore project EIR, if this alignment 
alternative is selected and the water storage and flood control facilities and 
recreational uses are in place at that time. 
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All study area land uses designated for resource management are identified in Figure 3.3-5 
of the Draft Program EIR.  The majority of land surrounding El Charro Road, from I-580 
to the UPRR alignment, is designated for resource management in the East County Area 
General Plan (see page 3.3-31, paragraph 3). 

If one of the El Charro alternatives is selected as the preferred alternative, BART will 
coordinate closely with Zone 7.  Please refer to Response 12.12 for additional information 
regarding coordination and opportunities to review and comment on BART’s future studies. 

12.10 Zone 7 has primary control and responsibility for the majority of flood control structures 
and conveyances within the study area.  In addition, the City of Livermore and City of 
Pleasanton are responsible for maintaining conveyance and capacity within unimproved 
drainages and storm drain systems within their jurisdiction.  Additionally, the cities’ 
floodplain administrators are responsible for local floodplain management; an overall 
program of corrective and preventive measures for reducing flood damage and preserving 
and enhancing, where possible, natural resources in the floodplain, including but not 
limited to emergency preparedness plans, flood control works, floodplain management 
regulations, and open space plans.  As such, Zone 7 and the cities together serve to enforce 
floodplain development requirements, including fill, and maintenance of flood flow 
conveyance and attenuation.  The first sentence in the first paragraph on page 3.8-10 in the 
Draft Program EIR is revised to clarify Zone 7’s responsibilities and jurisdiction, as 
follows: 

Flood control within the Livermore-Amador Valley area is primarily under the 
jurisdiction of Zone 7 which is responsible for the majority of flood control 
structures and conveyances in the study area, with the City of Livermore, and the 
City of Pleasanton providing local floodplain management and maintenance of 
unimproved drainage channels and storm drain systems within their jurisdictions. 

12.11 The Livermore Flood Protection Improvements were mainly intended to reduce effects of 
fill associated with development in accordance with the El Charro Specific Plan, as stated 
in the Draft Program EIR (page 3.8-13, last paragraph).  This includes the improvements 
mentioned by the commentor (the north overbank fill and the Jack London Boulevard 
overpass).  However, these improvements would also affect other projects by altering the 
existing floodplain within the study area.  Additionally, the Draft Program EIR notes that 
these improvements would also eliminate the spill over El Charro Road during a 100-year 
flood with levee failure (see page 3.8-14, first partial paragraph).  The specific 
improvements selected to reduce flood hazards associated with development of the El 
Charro Specific Plan would have various effects on the local floodplain, as identified in the 
El Charro Specific Plan Draft EIR, Appendix F-2 Hydrology and Hydraulics: El Charro 
Specific Plan Area.   

The Stream Management Master Plan (SMMP), when implemented, would also improve 
flood conveyance and reduce flood areas within the study area by removing sediment 
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within channels and routing flood flows to the Chain of Lakes.  Text is added before the 
first paragraph on page 3.8-14 of the Draft Program EIR to incorporate a discussion of the 
SMMP, as follows: 

The Zone 7 Stream Management Master Plan (SMMP)37 includes a regional 
approach to flood control and management within the Livermore-Amador Valley 
area.  The SMMP incorporates storage of flood flows within the Chain of Lakes 
area and sediment removal from critical reaches of the Arroyo las Positas, Arroyo 
Mocho, Alamo Canal, and Arroyo de la Laguna.  With implementation of the 
SMMP regional storage approach, the floodplain areas along Stanley Boulevard, 
Kitty Hawk Road, and Airway Boulevard would be eliminated by diverting and 
containing floodwaters within the Chain of Lakes Detention System.38  Detention of 
peak flows from Arroyo las Positas and Arroyo Mocho in the Chain of Lakes and 
the removal of sediment from critical reaches would also substantially reduce the 
predicted peak flows downstream of the Chain of Lakes and would substantially 
reduce the potential for flooding.  Overbank flow from the Arroyo Mocho and 
Arroyo las Positas within the study area would be eliminated. 39  

12.12 BART will continue to facilitate an environmental review, pursuant to the CEQA 
Guidelines, in which interested public agencies, organizations, and the general public may 
provide input to the extension planning and development process.  All input on the Draft 
Program EIR, including that from Zone 7, will be considered by the BART Board when it 
selects a preferred alternative.  Before the ultimate decision to proceed with a project, the 
preferred alternative will be subject to a project-level environmental analysis, which will 
consider the design, construction, and operation of the extension alternative in a level of 
detail greater than that provided in the Draft Program EIR.  Please refer to Master 
Response 1 of this document, regarding the differences between a program- and project-
level analysis.  Like the Draft Program EIR, the project EIR will be subject to public 
review, at which time public agencies, organizations, and the general public may again 
submit comments related to the CEQA analysis of the project, including impacts on Zone 7 
projects existing at that time.  As is the case with this document, BART will respond to all 
comments related to the CEQA analysis at the project level. 

BART acknowledges that Zone 7 owns land and stormwater and water supply facilities in 
the Chain of Lakes area, and that Zone 7 land holdings in the area will increase under the 
terms of LAVQAR.  BART acknowledges that Zone 7 may own portions of property now 
owned by Rhodes & Jamieson at the time of future BART to Livermore planning or 
construction activities (please refer to Responses 12.1 and 12.8 of this document). 

                                              
37  RMC Water and Environment. 2006.  Zone 7 Stream Management Master Plan.  Prepared for Zone 7 

August, 2006. 
38  RMC Water and Environment. 2006.  Zone 7 Stream Management Master Plan.  Prepared for Zone 7 

August, 2006. p 4-10. 
39  RMC Water and Environment. 2006.  Zone 7 Stream Management Master Plan.  Prepared for Zone 7 

August, 2006. p 4-11. 
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In response to the request that the Draft Program EIR state that the Chain of Lakes areas 
would be utilized in implementation of Zone 7’s Stream Management Master Plan 
(SMMP), the following paragraph is added after paragraph 4 of page 3.8-9 of the Draft 
Program EIR: 

In addition, the Chain of Lakes will play an integral role in the implementation of 
Zone 7’s 2006 Stream Management Master Plan (SMMP).  The SMMP is a 
regional flood-protection program that relies in part on using the mined-out gravel 
pits, deeded to Zone 7 under the terms of the Alameda County Specific Plan for 
Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation (see page 3.3-23), to detain 
stormwater.  These stormwater detention facilities reduce the need for 
environmentally disruptive creek channelization.  A number of these lakes have 
been completed, and others are scheduled to be available for use by Zone 7 over 
the next 10 to 20 years. 

12.13 BART acknowledges that prior consultation with Zone 7 would benefit BART in preparing 
the Hydraulic and Hydrology Study and increase planning efficiency.  Accordingly, 
Mitigation Measure HY-1.1 on page 3.8-42 and continuing to the top of page 3.8-43 of the 
Draft Program EIR is revised as follows: 

HY-1.1 Engineer Storm Drain System to Accommodate Design Flows. BART 
shall prepare a Hydraulic and Hydrology Study for the entire project to 
determine runoff rates and durations for the existing and proposed 
drainage system discharging into any local drainage system or natural 
drainage feature.  To ensure appropriate study criteria, BART shall 
consult with Zone 7, Caltrans, the cities of Livermore and Pleasanton, 
and Alameda County Clean Water Program (ACCWP) prior to 
preparation of the Hydraulic and Hydrology Study.  BART shall submit 
the Hydraulic and Hydrology Study to Caltrans, the cities of Livermore 
and Pleasanton, Zone 7, SFBRWQCB and ACCWP for review.  The 
jurisdictional agencies’ engineering staff shall review the project 
drainage design.  BART shall evaluate the comments and any proposed 
revisions for potential incorporation into the project design, as 
appropriate.   

12.14 Implementation of the Livermore Flood Protection Improvements would alter the 
floodplains south of the Arroyo las Positas and adjacent to the Arroyo Mocho.  However, 
within the study area, these improvements would primarily offset the floodplain fill for 
development in accordance with the El Charro Specific Plan, except for the elimination of 
spill over El Charro Road (El Charro Specific Plan Draft EIR, Appendix F-2 Hydrology 
and Hydraulics: El Charro Specific Plan Area).  The Draft Program EIR mentions that 
modifications to floodplains by future improvements would occur (see pages 3.8-13, last 
paragraph, continuing to page 3.8-24).  Until these improvements have been made and a 
Letter of Map Revision has been obtained from FEMA, the relevant floodplain for 
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identifying relative flood hazard impacts for the various alternatives is the existing FEMA 
Flood Insurance Rate Map.  Therefore, analysis of Livermore Flood Protection 
Improvements on the alternatives’ floodplain impacts is not warranted at this time.  The 
project EIR would address improvements that exist at that time. 

12.15 Figure 3.8-2 of the Draft Program EIR is revised to remove older data and more explicitly 
display the improvements to the Arroyo Mocho and Arroyo las Positas.  See Section 6, 
Revisions to the Draft Program EIR, of this document for the revised figure.   

The number of creek crossings, as noted in Table 3.8-5 footnote b on page 3.8-34 of the 
Draft Program EIR, includes all creek crossings, including multiple crossings of the same 
creek.  These crossings were counted based on detailed engineering drawings of the 
alignments.  Details, such as the multiple crossings of the Arroyo Mocho within the Chain 
of Lakes area, are not necessarily readily apparent at the scale of the figures in the Draft 
Program EIR.  BART believes that the number of creek crossings is substantially accurate 
and provide the basis for comparison among alternatives at a programmatic level.  

12.16 Figure 3.8-5 in the Draft Program EIR mislabels the Amador Subbasin; however, the 
correct name is identified in the legend.  The text label on the figure is corrected on the 
updated version of this figure.  See Section 6, Revisions to the Draft Program EIR, of this 
document for the revised figure.   

12.17 If an alternative through the Chain of Lakes is selected, BART will coordinate with Zone 
7’s Real Property Division regarding access to the area, subject to encroachment permits or 
other applicable requirements.   

12.18 In accordance with Zone 7’s authority, a third bullet is added under the heading, “Other 
Applicable Regulations” on page 3.8-27 of the Draft Program EIR as follows: 

Easements and/or aerial easements may be required within the Zone 7 right-of-
way 

12.19 To more accurately depict Zone 7’s authority regarding stormwater conveyance and flood 
channels within the Livermore-Amador Valley region, the first paragraph under Impact 
HY-CU-6 on page 3.8-56 of the Draft Program EIR is revised, as follows: 

The Zone 7 manages stormwater conveyances and flood channels within the region 
and requires that activities within these channels, including discharges of 
stormwater, obtain an encroachment permit.  Construction within the Zone 7 right-
of-way would require Zone 7 approval and may require an easement.   

BART will pay fees to which it is subject by applicable law.   
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The last sentence of the third full paragraph page 3.8-52 of the Draft Program EIR is 
deleted, as follows: 

Additionally, Zone 7 manages stormwater conveyances and flood channels within 
the region and requires that activities within these channels, including discharges of 
stormwater, obtain an encroachment permit. 

12.20 BART will coordinate with Zone 7 as the BART to Livermore program develops.  A 
project-level design and environmental review will precede any draft construction plans.  
Zone 7 will have another opportunity to review the project at that stage regarding potential 
impacts to water system facilities.   

To more accurately identify all Zone 7 pipelines in the project area that may be affected by 
the extension alternatives, the first sentence of the “Water Lines” bullet at the bottom of 
page 3.16-54 in the Draft Program EIR is revised, as follows: 

Major Zone 7 pipelines within the study area include a 42-inch SWP water line that 
cuts across I-580 east of Arroyo las Positas and; an 18-inch and a 24-inch casing 
that crosses I-580 west of Vasco Road; and the El Charro Pipeline that runs 
parallel to the I-580, and then runs south, parallel to El Charro Road.  

Page 3.16-60, last paragraph, fifth sentence of the Draft Program EIR is revised, as 
follows: 

These include two sanitary sewer lines that cross the proposed Downtown 
Livermore Station area, Livermore pipeline, and fiber optic lines that run north and 
south of North “I” Street. 

Page 3.16-62, fifth paragraph, third and fourth sentences of the Draft Program EIR are 
revised, as follows: 

Overhead utilities in this area include 21 kV lines that run parallel to Junction 
Avenue and to the north of the UPRR tracks., and Zone 7’s Vasco Pipeline. 
Alternative 2a would therefore have potentially significant overhead and 
underground utility impacts associated with construction of the aerial segment. 

Page 3.16-63, second full paragraph, fourth and fifth sentences of the Draft Program EIR 
are revised, as follows: 

Known utilities within this segment include 21kV overhead electrical lines that run 
north and south of and parallel to the proposed tracks and Zone 7’s El Charro 
water pipeline.  Alternative 3a would therefore have potential utility impacts on 
overhead electrical lines and underground utilities. 
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Letter 13 Alameda County Water Conservation District, Zone 7 

13.1 Please refer to Response 12.8 of this document, regarding the Alameda County’s 1981 
Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation. 

13.2 Please refer to Response 12.1 of this document, regarding current and future Zone 7 land 
ownership in the Chain of Lakes area.  

13.3 Please refer to Response 12.11 of this document, regarding consultation with Zone 7 prior 
to selection of a preferred alternative, and future development of any extension alternative 
through the Chain of Lakes. 

13.4 Please refer to Responses 12.3 and 12.4 of this document for revisions to the soil data for 
the Chain of Lakes area.  Also, refer to Master Response 3 for information on the 
engineering feasibility of constructing within the Chain of Lakes area.  In addition, as 
discussed in Master Response 1, the Draft Program EIR evaluated the extension 
alternatives at a program level and more detailed engineering and environmental analysis 
would be included in the project-level EIR for the preferred alternative. 
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Letter 14 County of Alameda Public Works Agency 

14.1 The Draft Program EIR analyzes nine different alignments for a potential BART extension 
to Livermore, and a tenth alternative (Alternative 2b) has been added in this Final Program 
EIR.  BART staff, in conjunction with other responsible agencies, is in the process of 
assessing the merits of the various alignments.  Ultimately, the BART Board of Directors 
will determine which alignment will be the preferred alternative.  Following selection of 
the preferred alternative, a project-level EIR analysis would be conducted on the preferred 
alternative.  This would provide an opportunity to review and comment on the details of 
the preferred alternative. 
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Letter 15 Chabot-Las Positas Community College District 

15.1 This comment concerns the merits of individual project alternatives and does not concern 
the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 16 City of Dublin 

16.1 As part of the scoping process for the Draft Program EIR, notification was mailed to all 
property owners within one-half mile of any of the nine alignments.  In addition, 
notification on the availability of the Draft Program EIR, public comment period, and 
public hearings, as well as a follow-up notification about the extension of the public 
comment period and additional hearings were mailed to the property owners within one-
half mile of any of the nine alignments.  BART does not anticipate another mailing of the 
same magnitude as these mailings.  However, BART will continue to provide public 
notification of the environmental process through newspaper notices and on its website.  In 
addition, BART will notify those who commented on the Draft Program EIR by regular 
mail or email when the Final Program EIR is available for public review. 

16.2 BART appreciates the cooperation of the Dublin Public Works Department. Engineering 
for the preservation or relocation of existing facilities would be conducted at the project-
level design phase. 
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Letter 17 City of Pleasanton 

17.1 Master Responses 3 and 4 of this document address issues related to the potential impacts 
the various BART alignments could have on the Chain of Lakes and Staples Ranch, 
respectively.  These issues also are discussed in responses to Comment Letter 18.  The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final 
hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 18 City of Pleasanton 

18.1 In meetings with Pleasanton city staff during the pre-scoping and scoping process for the 
BART to Livermore Program EIR, BART staff clearly stated that a series of alignments 
would be evaluated as part of the Draft Program EIR, including aerial alignments and 
alignments along El Charro Road and through the Chain of Lakes.  Notices of the scoping 
process also were mailed to Pleasanton residents within one-half mile of potential 
alignments and stations.  Pleasanton city staff participated in a series of Technical Advisory 
Committee meetings where the various alignments were described as a part of the 
development of the Draft Program EIR analysis.  In addition, except for the portions of all 
the alternatives which are located at-grade in the median of I-580, before departing the 
freeway corridor to follow El Charro Road, the BART alignments would not be adjacent to 
any existing residential neighborhoods in Pleasanton. 

As this comment highlights, early planning and regional discussion of the BART to 
Livermore Extension Program focused largely on the potential of an alignment routed 
primarily in the I-580 median.  This is reflected in adopted policies of the current City of 
Pleasanton and City of Livermore General Plans.  However, CEQA requires that an EIR 
consider and discuss a range of reasonable alternatives which would feasibly attain most of 
the basic program objectives.  As explained in the document, the Draft Program EIR will 
be used to narrow the range of feasible alignment alternatives by evaluating the potential 
environmental impacts and tradeoffs associated with different routes (page 5-8, paragraph 
5).  Additionally, although at least a portion of all of the build alternatives is within the 
I-580 median, increased awareness of the value of transit stations in stimulating housing 
and economic development has shifted attention to alignment options other than those 
exclusive to the development-restrictive I-580 median.   

Please refer also to Master Response 4 of this document, regarding impacts to planned 
development at Staples Ranch. 

18.2 As noted in the comment, four of the five alternatives evaluated in the Draft Program EIR 
that include a Downtown Livermore Station use the El Charro alignment through the Chain 
of Lakes.  Although the comment states that an alignment along Portola to a Downtown 
Livermore Station needs to be evaluated, the Portola alignment was fully evaluated in the 
Draft Program EIR as Alternative 3.  In addition, a new alternative, Alternative 2b, travels 
along Portola Avenue with a Downtown Livermore Station, and has been included in this 
Final Program EIR, as described in Section 1.4 of this document. 

18.3 The Draft Program EIR (see Section 4.5, Environmentally Superior Alternative of the 
Draft Program EIR) identifies Alternative 2a as the environmentally superior alternative 
because it would avoid or reduce many of the impacts associated with the other alternative 
alignments, including impacts associated with agricultural resources, airport-related safety 
zones, and certain biological resources.  In addition to avoiding or reducing impacts, 
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Alternative 2a would also result in greater beneficial impacts associated with vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT), air emissions, and energy savings.   

The commentor notes that this analysis does not consider impacts to receptors at the Staples 
Ranch site. These receptors were not considered because they are not part of the existing 
condition at the Staples Ranch site, as described in Master Response 4.  However, as also 
described in Master Response 4, these uses could be considered to be part of the future 
existing condition since this development could be in place at the time of the project-level 
EIR for the BART to Livermore project.  See Master Response 4 for a discussion of 
potential land use, visual, noise, traffic, and air quality impacts to future sensitive receptors 
at the Staples Ranch site from El Charro Road alternative alignments, including Alternative 
2a.   

In addition to the above discussion, Section 1.4 of this document, identifies a new 
alternative, Alternative 2b. Alternative 2b is a hybrid of alternatives 2a and 3, which would 
avoid many of the impacts of Alternative 2a while retaining the benefits.  This alternative 
acts as a “mitigated” alternative and would be environmentally superior to Alternative 2a.  
See Section 1.4 of this document for evaluation of this new alternative.  

18.4 This comment objects to the inclusion of any alternative aligned along El Charro Road in 
the environmental review and planning process, due to environmental concerns.  The 
specific environmental concerns raised by Pleasanton are addressed in the following 
responses and Master Responses 3 and 4 of this document.  As part of its evaluation and 
selection, the BART Board will also balance the environmental impacts with the 
environmental benefits of each alternative.   

18.5 The comment suggests that the Draft Program EIR improperly identifies Alternative 2a as 
the environmentally superior alternative.  It should be noted, as explained in Response 
18.4, that a new Alternative 2b has been proposed that would be the new environmentally 
superior alternative. 

The existing discussion in the Draft Program EIR identifying Alternative 2a as the 
environmentally superior alternative does not rely exclusively on VMT reductions, as the 
comment suggests.  See Section 4.5 of the Draft Program EIR, which compares the various 
alternatives’ respective impacts in the various areas of analysis (e.g., land use, noise and 
vibration, traffic), and concludes that no single alternative is environmentally superior to 
the others across all impact areas.  VMT reductions are used as a distinguishing analytical 
point because of the related environmental benefits associated with such reductions.    
While the differences in VMT between the alternatives may represent a relatively small 
portion of the total VMT traveled in Alameda County, the differences nonetheless are 
significant.  For example, the difference in daily VMT between Alternatives 2a and 4 is 
456,051 miles.  Assuming that the average vehicle trip length is 30 miles, the difference 
between the alternatives represents 15,200 daily vehicle trips.  If the average fuel 
consumption is 30 miles per gallon, this represents 15,200 gallons per day.  This is a 
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substantial reduction in the number of trips and fuel consumption, more than enough to 
improve travel conditions in the study area as is documented in Section 3.2 of the Draft
Program EIR (see also Response 5.27).  The smaller the VMT reduction, the greater the air 
quality, energy consumption, and greenhouse gas emission impacts.  The above 
notwithstanding, it should be recognized that all of the build alternatives contribute to a 
reduction in VMT, and, accordingly, the build alternatives would not have a significant 
adverse impact on regional VMT, air emissions, energy consumption, and greenhouse gas 
emissions.  The differences are really about the relative benefits that accrue to the different 
build alternatives.  This perspective and these relative differences are acknowledged in the 
discussion of the environmentally superior alternative (see specifically, page 4-12), where 
the impacts of the two-station alternatives are distinguished from the one-station 
alternatives.  See Master Responses 3 and 4 for discussion of the Chain of Lakes and 
Staples Ranch, respectively.     

Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions behind the 
ridership forecasting and the estimates of VMT.  It is correct to note that when comparing 
the alternatives, the accuracy of the travel model should be considered.  However, the 
relative range of variations in the VMT reductions associated with the alternatives is 
relatively large – the lowest reduction, that for Alternative 4 is 47 percent of the highest 
reduction, that for Alterative 2a.  Five of the alternatives (1, 1a, 1b, 2, and 3) would result 
in VMT reductions in the range of 80 to 86 percent, compared to Alternative 2a.  For these 
alternatives, considering the accuracy of the travel model, their performance should be 
considered roughly equivalent.   

18.6 Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions behind the 
ridership forecasting, particularly land use.  Also please refer to Response 5.4, regarding 
the definition of impacts.  A Program EIR focuses on comparisons of the alternatives as 
related to a No Build Scenario.  The year 2035 represents a reasonable time frame in which 
a major infrastructure project of this type could be designed, built, and operational.  
Conditions of population and employment, which are critical to the level of ridership to be 
experienced on the BART extension, would also be substantially different than current 
conditions.  This future scenario yields a much more meaningful comparison of the 
alternatives than does a comparison of existing conditions with and without the alternatives.  
The evaluation of one of the BART extension alternatives against the existing conditions 
scenario would be misleading, because current levels of development and travel demand 
will not exist when any of the BART alternatives could reasonably be built many years in 
the future.  This approach is consistent with the California Supreme Court’s recent decision 
in Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management District, 
which emphasizes that an EIR should not mechanically rely on a “snapshot” of existing 
environmental conditions at the time of issuance of the Notice of Preparation when 
establishing the environmental baseline when those conditions are not representative of 
expected conditions at the time of project implementation. 
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The transportation analysis did not assume that current land use conditions would continue 
until the year 2035 as suggested by the commentor.  The land use projections used for this 
Program Draft EIR analysis represent year 2035 conditions.  All the comparisons of 
alternatives in the transportation analysis are for the future year 2035.    The analysis for 
future year 2035 is a cumulative analysis in that it includes other planned or reasonably 
foreseeable projects in the study area.   

18.7 Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document and Response 18.6 above regarding the 
assumptions behind the ridership forecasting, in particular the land use assumptions.  The 
land use assumptions used for the transportation analysis are drawn from ABAG Projections 
2007 and reflect future, not current, conditions.  These assumptions are subject to review 
by each of the cities in the study area and are consistent with the cities’ general plans.  For 
Livermore, the General Plan does not allow development and growth outside the Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB).  ABAG’s projections are consistent with the assumption that 
growth can occur within the UGB around the stations sites, but cannot be assumed to occur 
outside the UGB.   

Given this understanding, the comment regarding a much higher percentage of BART 
passengers walking to the Greenville East Station is incorrect; the percentage of walk-
access passengers reported in the Draft Program EIR already takes into consideration 
potential development within the UGB.  The Greenville East Station site is bounded on the 
north by the I-580 freeway and on the east by the UGB which would limit walk access 
significantly.  As such, this station would not be similar in walking characteristics to the 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station which is surrounded by development on all four sides. 

The land use assumptions for the Vasco Road and Downtown Livermore stations are also 
consistent with the City of Livermore’s General Plan and reflect the planned growth in 
those areas.  Increased off-peak trips that occur in areas of mixed used development, such 
as that anticipated around the Vasco Road and Downtown Livermore areas, are generally 
beneficial since BART has available unused train capacity during the off peak hours; 
whereas, added peak period trips tend to require increases in train capacity.  The same is 
generally true for the highway network.  As a result, the environmental impacts such as 
localized congestion from increasing off-peak trips would be less than increasing peak 
trips.  The Draft Program EIR reports the BART extension’s effects during the peak period 
and, thus, already characterizes the worst-case impacts anticipated from operations of the 
BART extension. 

If the enforcement of the UPRR Commuter Access Principles by the UPRR require that 
those stations which are in the UPRR right-of-way be moved outside the right-of-way, the 
impact on ridership and VMT would not be substantially different than described in the 
Draft Program EIR, because the location of the station site would be shifted only a small 
distance to clear the right-of-way, a distance that would not have a material effect on the 
mode of access (including by transit, bicycle, or walking) or the number of passengers 
accessing the Vasco Road or Downtown Livermore stations. 
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The reason for the difference in the walk access mode percentage at the Vasco Road Station 
between Alternatives 2 and 2a relates more to how the transportation model allocates 
demand between the station access travel modes than to the density of land use around the 
station.  The model calculates the time required to drive, use transit, or walk from each 
travel zone to the station and for each zone the mode with shortest time is assigned all of 
the demand.  Alternative 2a has a higher park-and-ride access demand than Alternative 2, 
because there are slight differences in the model coding for the access links from the zones 
nearest the station.  The results of this coding are that the number of forecast pedestrian 
trips for Alternative 2a is zero as compared to three percent for Alternative 2.   This 
difference in coding only affects the relative level of pedestrian access versus park-and-ride 
access and does not affect the total ridership. 

18.8 The alternatives were developed to test a full range of options and to capture the 
implications of specific differences in the alignments and station sites.  Alternative 1 has a 
transfer to ACE at the Greenville East Station.  This alternative would make the existing 
ACE station at Vasco Road redundant, and ACE would have to consider closing this station 
or making three stops in Livermore within a very short distance.  In developing Alternative 
1a, the ACE transfer at Greenville East Station was purposely excluded.  The framing of 
the alternatives in this fashion was done to test the implications of keeping the ACE 
transfer at the Vasco Road Station.  The results suggest that the Alternative 1a ridership 
would increase if the transfer were provided at the Greenville East Station, as noted by the 
commentor.  

18.9 As noted by the commentor, the magnitude of the transfers from ACE to the various BART 
extension alternatives is influenced by the differences in the speed of the ACE trains 
compared to the speed characteristics of BART.  However, the speed of BART trains is not 
the only determinant in the number of ACE transfers.  Generally, the BART trains operate 
at higher speeds than ACE, so that those ACE riders that can reach their destination using 
BART would transfer as soon as possible.  There are, however, other factors that also 
influence the magnitude of the transfer.  One of these is the actual walking distance 
required to make the transfer to BART at the transfer station.  For Alternative 2a, the 
walking distance required to make the transfer at the Vasco Station is more than the 
walking distance required at the Downtown Livermore Station.  There is enough of a 
difference to offset the very slight time savings experienced by riding BART instead of 
ACE from the Vasco Road Station to the Downtown Livermore Station.  Similarly for 
Alternative 3, the transfer from the underground Downtown Livermore BART Station to 
the ACE station requires a walk of about 1,500 feet.  In contrast, Alternative 3a requires a 
walk of less than 100 feet.  This is enough of a difference to offset the travel time savings 
on BART that Alternative 3 offers over 3a. 

18.10 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding the station parking impacts 
on the Downtown Livermore area, and to Master Response 4 regarding the impact on the 
City of Pleasanton streets.  The proposed amount of parking at the Downtown Livermore 
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Station was purposely limited to be consistent with the City of Livermore’s plans to 
develop the downtown as a transit supportive environment with emphasis on access to the 
station by transit, bicycle, and walking.  The Draft Program EIR notes that this assumption 
may result in a shortage of BART parking at the station and a desire by BART patrons to 
park outside the BART parking areas in the downtown and the surrounding neighborhoods.  
A number of cities have BART stations in their downtowns and they have successful 
addressed the spillover parking issues with simple parking management practices including 
time limits, parking pricing, parking permits, and making private parking available to 
BART patrons.  It is important to note that BART patrons learn to adjust to constrained 
parking situations by using transit or arranging to carpool or be dropped off at the station.  
They also learn when the parking reaches capacity and to adjust their travel decision 
accordingly.   

As such, it is not likely that a large number of BART users will drive to the Downtown 
Livermore Station each day and then upon finding the parking to be full will elect to drive 
all the way to the Dublin/Pleasanton Station (which will also have a constrained amount of 
parking).  It is more likely that those who still want to access BART by parking would 
learn to seek out the alternative BART station most convenient to their travel route.  The 
options available to them vary by alternative, but the Dublin/Pleasanton Station would 
never be the only other option available.  Also, if more parking were to be provided at the 
other station on a given alignment, it is important to consider the likely ways in which 
people would adjust their travel patterns given the availability of the parking.  For 
example, if in Alternative 2a more parking was provided at the Vasco Road Station to 
offset the parking shortfall at the Downtown Livermore Station, the most likely users of the 
additional parking at the Vasco Road Station would be those arriving in the area from I-580 
via the Altamont Pass and those living in eastern Livermore.  Without the additional 
parking, some of these individuals would have opted to park at the Downtown Livermore 
Station.  As a result, they will free up parking at the Downtown Livermore Station which 
can then be used by those living closer to the downtown area.  Some drivers may still opt 
to attempt to park at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station. However, it is important to note that all 
of the BART extension alternatives provide additional BART parking in the corridor, 
beyond that which would be provided under the No Build Alternative.  As a result, all of 
the alternatives reduce the demand for parking at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station compared 
with the No Build Alternative.  The parking impact at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station would 
be worse under the No Build Alternative than it would with any of the alternatives even 
with full consideration of the parking constraint in Downtown Livermore. 

The commentor’s transportation comments have not suggested significant flaws that would 
make conclusions about other transportation-related impacts (air quality, noise, energy, 
etc.) suspect and the overall conclusions from the Program EIR comparing the relative 
tradeoffs among the alternatives would continue to apply.  See Master Responses 3 and 4 
for discussion of the Chain of Lakes and Staples Ranch, respectively.   
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18.11 Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document, regarding the Chain of Lakes/El 
Charro alignment and Master Response 4 for analysis of Staples Ranch.  In addition, please 
also refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the differences between 
program- and project-level analyses. 

18.12 See Master Response 4, Staples Ranch, for a discussion of potential land use impacts to the 
Staples Ranch site.  Note Figure 3-1 shows the El Charro Road BART alignments in 
relation to the conceptual site plan for the Staples Ranch site.  As shown, the alignment 
would potentially cross into the Staples Ranch site in the northwest corner where the site 
plan identifies landscaping and parking for the auto mall.  In the area adjacent to the senior 
community center, the alignment would be within the I-580 median and would not require a 
parcel take at the community center.   

18.13 Please refer to Master Response 4 of this document, regarding the BART extension 
alternatives impact on the City of Pleasanton streets, and in particular Stoneridge Drive.  
Also, please refer to Response 18.10, regarding the effect of limited parking at the 
Downtown Livermore Station and traffic on local streets. 

18.14 To better clarify the impact of the aerial structure along El Charro Road, the fifth and sixth 
sentences of the first paragraph of page 3.5-25 are revised as follows: 

The aerial structure would be visually prominent obtrusive due to the fact that, 
unlike the area around the intersection of El Charro Road and I-580, there is no 
existing transportation infrastructure of similar visual quality in the immediate area 
in an environment where no such existing structures exist.  However, because this 
area the aerial structure would be located in an area where the is of low overall 
existing visual quality and largely devoid of built and natural features and scenic 
vantage points is low, the aerial structure along El Charro Road would not result in 
a significant impact for this alternative. 

As stated subsequently, in the same section (Section 3.5, Visual Quality), the aerial 
structure would not obstruct views (see page 3.5-39, paragraph 3). 

18.15 The commentor asserts that the conclusions of the Draft Program EIR regarding visual 
quality are not consistent with the conclusions of the EIR prepared for the Staples Ranch 
site, adjacent to the extension alternatives.  The Draft Program EIR identifies impacts from 
the BART to Livermore extension alternatives associated with visual compatibility, 
obstruction of important views or scenic vistas, and disturbance to scenic resources.  
Similar impact topics were addressed in the Staples Ranch EIR, which identified impacts 
associated with changes to the visual character (including blocking views), and impacts to 
scenic resources.   

In the case of BART to Livermore, the Draft Program EIR discusses potential impacts 
associated with visual compatibility on pages 3.5-25 through 3.5-36 for alternatives with an 
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aerial configuration along El Charro Road (Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5).  For each 
of these alternatives, the Draft Program EIR states that the proposed aerial structure along 
El Charro Road would be a noticeable feature; however, in the area of the Staples Ranch 
site at I-580, the Draft Program EIR notes that the aerial structure would be compatible 
with the existing overpasses and ramps associated with the highway and would not block 
views of proposed signage at the Staples Ranch site.  Farther south along El Charro Road, 
where no such existing structures exist, the placement of the aerial structure would be 
visually prominent.  However, because the existing visual quality is low in the area along 
El Charro Road south of I-580, there would be no significant impacts in terms of visual 
compatibility from the placement of this structure.  

The Staples Ranch EIR also addresses impacts to the visual character/visual compatibility 
of the area.  This EIR addresses the changes in the character of the Staples Ranch site from 
an open undeveloped rural area to a developed urban area, which is considered to be a 
significant impact of that project because of the scope and scale of the change.  The 
conclusions of the two documents are not inconsistent since the Staples Ranch EIR is 
addressing the placement of 124-acres of land development within a previously 
undeveloped area, whereas the BART to Livermore extension would place an aerial 
structure within an existing roadway corridor.  The conclusions from the two EIRs are not 
incompatible, but rather address impacts from two very different types of developments.   

Impacts associated with blocked views, and identification of scenic resources within the 
Staples Ranch area are consistent between the Draft Program EIR and the Staples Ranch 
EIR, as both documents identified less-than-significant impacts associated with each of 
these significance criteria. 

Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document, regarding the Chain of Lakes/El 
Charro alignment.   

18.16 Master Response 4 addresses the noise impacts to proposed sensitive receptors in Staples 
Ranch.  As discussed in Master Response 4, impacts from the BART train may result in 
significant noise impacts to the senior care community near I-580.  Similar to other 
locations within the study area, even with mitigation, noise levels from BART trains may 
not be reduced below the significance criteria, and impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable.   

The Draft Program EIR addresses noise impacts along I-580 to residences (where average 
day-night noise levels are critical) between Santa Rita Road and W. Las Positas Boulevard; 
this area includes residents along Pimlico Drive and Kirkcaldy Street.  The Pimlico 
Drive/Kirkcaldy Drive neighborhood is represented by Receptor P-1 in the tables and 
figures in Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration, in the Draft Program EIR.  The worst noise 
impact would be at P-1, according to Table 3.10-11 of the Draft Program EIR.  The noise 
impacts to residences in this area were determined to be less than significant.   
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Noise impacts to schools and recreational facilities, where hourly noise impacts are critical, 
are also less than significant in this area along I-580.  For example, the closest school and 
recreational facility to the alignment would be the KinderCare Learning Center at Brockton 
Drive and Pimlico Drive.  This day-care school is approximately 450 feet from the 
proposed alignment.  Based on noise monitoring conducted along I-580, the minimum 
existing hourly noise level is conservatively estimated to be 49 dBA Leq at this distance 
from I-580 during school hours.  Acceptable project noise levels would be less than 
59 dBA Leq at this existing noise level.  Noise from the BART trains would be about 
58 dBA and so the noise impact to the school would be less than significant.  Fairlands 
Park, Meadows Park, and Owens Plaza Park are all farther away from the proposed 
alignments and so are expected to be even less impacted by noise from the BART trains. 

Master Response 3 addresses the noise impacts in the Chain of Lakes area.  The noise 
impacts at the El Charro Road alignment are considered potentially significant and 
unavoidable.   

As discussed under Impact NO-6 starting on page 3.10-65, vibration impacts need to be 
considered for residences and institutions such as schools and churches.  Vibration impacts 
start to become an issue if a vibration sensitive receptor is within 100 feet of the tracks.  
None of the above residences and schools are within 100 feet of the tracks and so vibration 
impacts to these receptors would be less than significant.

18.17 Please refer to Master Response 4 for a discussion of noise impacts to the Staples Ranch 
site.  As noted in Master Response 4, there may be significant impacts to the senior care 
center.  Master Response 4 also explains that if the Staples Ranch development is present at 
the time of BART to Livermore construction and impacted under the selected alternative, 
Mitigation Measure NO-1.1 from the Draft Program EIR would apply.  For the purposes 
of this program-level environmental review, this impact is considered potentially significant 
and unavoidable (see page 3.10-53, paragraph 3).   

It should be noted that this comment contains incorrect assumptions concerning the height 
of the proposed BART aerial guideway, and the traditional design of sound walls for aerial 
transit structures.  First, while the design of the BART alternatives is only conceptual at 
this time, the proposed BART aerial structure would be approximately 25 feet tall at the 
point nearest the planned development at Staples Ranch, and it would increase to a 
maximum height of 42 feet further south along El Charro Road.  Second, the comment 
states that any associated sound walls would have to be the same height as the aerial 
structure itself, and would therefore conflict with City of Pleasanton’s General Plan 
policies regarding aesthetics at City entryways.  This comment suggests that sound walls, 
built from the ground up, would effectively envelop the aerial structure.  As noted in the 
Draft Program EIR, Mitigation Measure NO-1.1, the height of sound walls could be 
between 5 and 15 feet, and is dependent on their location relative to noise source and 
receptors (see page 3.10-53).  Although the design details of any sound walls would not be 
established until project-level review, sound walls could be constructed on the aerial 
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structure itself rather than at ground level.  These aerial sound walls would provide noise 
shielding at the source of the noise and would also preserve sight lines through the pillars 
of the aerial structure.  Therefore, sound walls could be constructed in a way that results in 
only negligible increases in the overall visual prominence of the aerial structure itself. 

18.18 See Master Response 4, Staples Ranch, for a discussion of potential air quality impacts to 
the Staples Ranch site, and Master Response 3 for issues relating to the Chain of Lakes.  
As noted in the Draft Program EIR, no significant air quality impacts would be associated 
with the BART extension to Livermore; this includes the potential for impacts to the 
existing childcare center and parks located south of I-580 in Pleasanton. 

18.19 The comment states that an alignment east of El Charro Road needs to be considered, 
possibly along Portola Avenue.  The Draft Program EIR did consider an alignment along 
Portola Avenue to a Downtown Livermore Station, and that alternative was fully evaluated 
in the Draft Program EIR (Alternative 3 — Portola).  In addition, a new alternative, 
Alternative 2b, which would travel along Portola Avenue with a Downtown Livermore 
Station, has been included in this Final Program EIR (see Section 1.4 of this document). 

18.20 As noted in the comment, there are benefits to Alternative 4.  However, the Draft Program 
EIR concluded that Alternative 2a is the environmentally superior alternative.  In the 
course of the EIR process, a newly developed alternative, Alternative 2b, has emerged as 
the environmentally superior alternative.  Alternative 2b would also have among the 
greatest air quality benefits, energy savings, and reductions in greenhouse emissions (see 
Section 1.4 of this document).  As noted in the comment, it is for the BART Board of 
Directors to balance the competing interests of fulfilling program goals with each 
alternative’s impact on the environment.   

18.21 BART appreciates Pleasanton’s willingness to assist in an extension strategy that minimizes 
effects on the environment.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 19 Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and Development 

19.1 As noted in the Draft Program EIR, one of the identified future transportation projects in 
the study is “the widening of both eastbound and westbound I-580 to include auxiliary and 
high-occupancy vehicle (HOV)/high-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes” (see page 2-2).  All of 
the impact evaluations of the alternatives and the cost estimates assume that, in order to 
accommodate BART in the median of I-580, it would be necessary to reconstruct portions 
of the existing freeway lanes and the planned HOV/HOT lanes to create a wide enough 
median for the BART alignment.  This information is presented in the Draft Program EIR 
beginning on page 2-50.  The costs of the additional right-of-way required to widen I-580 
sufficiently to accommodate the planned freeway cross-section with BART in the median 
are included as appropriate in the cost estimates for each alternative. 
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Letter 20 East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) 

20.1 This comment provides an introduction to the commentor’s concerns including impacts to 
Brushy Peak Preserve, Frick Lake, Chain of Lakes, and future trails.  Impacts to Brushy 
Peak Preserve are discussed in Responses 20.3 through 20.8.  Impacts to the Frick Lake 
area are discussed in Master Response 7 and referenced in Responses 20.2 and 20.4.  
Impacts to the Chain of Lakes area are discussed in Master Response 3 and in Responses 
20.9 and 20.11.  Impacts to future trails are discussed in Responses 20.10 through 20.12. 

20.2 As the comment acknowledges, the mitigation measures presented in the Draft Program 
EIR are programmatic.  Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the 
differences between program- and project-level analyses.  Master Response 1 includes a 
discussion of the adequacy of the mitigation measures included in the Draft Program EIR.  
Specific details of mitigation measures will be developed when a specific project is 
proposed and subjected to project-level environmental review.  In addition, please refer to 
Master Response 7 of this document, regarding mitigation for impacts to biological 
resources in the Greenville Yard area.  Analysis of direct and indirect impacts on biological 
resources including vernal pool fairy shrimp, California red-legged frog, California tiger 
salamander, and burrowing owl, is provided throughout the impact analysis in Section 3.9, 
Biological Resources, of the Draft Program EIR, and a cumulative analysis is provided, 
beginning on page 3.9-72, paragraph 5.  Mitigation measures to avoid and reduce impacts 
are considered.   

As noted in the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-14) according to the CNDDB, USFWS, 
and CNPS queries, a total of 46 special-status species and two rare natural communities 
and USFWS-designated critical habitat for California tiger salamander, California red-
legged frog, and vernal pool fairy shrimp are known to occur in the Dublin, Livermore, 
and Altamont 7.5 minute topographic quadrangles.  Information gathered during the site 
visits and data on range, habitat requirements, and known localities was used to refine the 
species list and determine which species were likely to occur based on the plant 
communities (i.e., habitat types) within the study area. Lack of suitable habitat (e.g., 
chaparral, sand dunes, oak woodland or savanna), suitable soil substrates (e.g., serpentine, 
alkaline, sandy soils), and/or suitable elevation clines for known occurrences of special-
status plant and animal species generated by the CNDDB, USFWS, and CNPS queries 
were dismissed, and were not discussed further in the Draft Program EIR. Please refer to 
Response 1.1 of this document regarding the San Joaquin kit fox. Additionally, please refer 
to pages 3.9-26 and 3.9-31 of the Draft Program EIR where burrowing owl, California 
tiger salamander, California red-legged frog, logger-head shrike, San Joaquin spearscale, 
brittlescale, and heartscale are discussed. Also, please refer to Impact BIO-2 on pages 
3.9-52 through 3.9-56 of the Draft Program EIR where impact analysis and mitigation 
measures for special-status plants are discussed, and Impact BIO-4 on pages 3.9-58 through 
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3.9-63 of the Draft Program EIR presents the impact analysis and mitigation measures for 
California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog.   

The golden eagle is a state fully protected species; the prairie falcon was recently removed 
from the California Bird Species of Special Concern. Although some areas within Brushy 
Peak Preserve support rock outcrops suitable for golden eagle and prairie falcon nesting 
habitat, no suitable nesting habitat for these two species was observed during the 
reconnaissance surveys. Although surveys have been conducted for vernal pool 
branchiopods for other projects in the area (see page 3.9-1 of the Draft Program EIR), the 
long-horn fairy shrimp has not been reported within the project study area. The California 
Natural Diversity Database closest occurrence is approximately five miles northeast of the 
Greenville Yard. Due to the lack of suitable habitat and occurrence records, the long-horn 
fairy shrimp was considered to have a low likelihood of occurring within the study area and 
thus impacts were not analyzed.  The stinkbells is a California Native Plant Society List 4 
plant species. Plants appearing on the CNPS List 1 and 2 are considered to meet the CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15380 criteria; the stinkbells does not meet the CEQA Guidelines 
criteria and thus impacts were not analyzed for this species.   

The growth-inducing impacts of the program are discussed in Section 4.4 of the Draft 
Program EIR.   

20.3 Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville Yard and 
impacts to California tiger salamander.  In addition, please also refer to Response 1.1 of 
this document, regarding San Joaquin kit fox, and Response 1.2, regarding wildlife 
corridors.  The northeast corner of the Greenville Yard is the border of the southern tip of 
the Dyer Property.  No construction activities would occur within Brushy Peak Preserve 
property (including the Dyer Property); therefore, no biological impacts would occur to the 
preserve property.  Additionally, the conservation easement over the Dyer Property would 
only cover the Dyer Property and not adjacent private property.  BART understands that as 
part of the project-level EIR process, BART would have to conduct specific surveys for 
special-status species, including the California tiger salamander (CTS), for the selected 
alignment. If the Greenville Yard site is selected, then BART would have to conduct 
protocol level surveys within the Greenville Yard which would include an analysis of 
recorded occurrences and habitats (3.1 miles and 1.24 miles, respectively) in the vicinity of 
the site, aquatic larval sampling, and upland habitat survey.  The upland habitat survey 
could entail a drift fence study that would determine if CTS are using the site for migration 
and/or aestivation. 

20.4 Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville Yard.  It 
should also be noted that Frick Lake is about one-half mile north of the proposed 
Greenville Yard site.  Runoff from the Greenville Yard area flows towards Altamont Creek 
and westward, not towards Frick Lake.  Additionally, any small amounts of runoff that 
might leave the north side of the Greenville Yard would have to travel about one-half mile 
over undeveloped pervious surfaces and topographic barriers to flow (roads and upslope 
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areas) before reaching Frick Lake.  As such, runoff from the Greenville Yard would not be 
expected to adversely affect Frick Lake. 

20.5 As indicated in the Draft Program EIR, BART’s Greenville property is under consideration 
as the site of a maintenance facility.  Such a facility would be industrial in nature and the 
maintenance yard would be fenced and self-contained.  Since the general public is not 
authorized within BART’s maintenance facilities, there is no reason to believe that the 
activities at a maintenance yard would result in the introduction of non-native predators, 
non-native plants, or increased trespass and vandalism as the comment speculates.    

20.6 While the Draft Program EIR did not evaluate the effects of night lighting specifically on 
plants and animals, the introduction of new sources of light and glare was addressed in the 
analysis of visual impacts.  It is worth noting that all the BART extension alternatives, as 
described in the Draft Program EIR, would occur within or adjacent to existing urban and 
industrial areas of Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore with existing sources of night 
lighting.  Mitigation Measure VQ-4.1 of the Draft Program EIR would reduce potential 
visual quality impacts related to light and glare to a less-than-significant level.  This 
mitigation measure would also serve to reduce potential night lighting impacts on plants 
and animals.  Please see Response 1.2 regarding the kit fox.  The prospect that limited 
additional night lighting, after mitigation, would affect reproductive behavior of tiger 
salamanders at the Brushy Peak Preserve, which is  northeast from the BART property at 
Greenville Yard, is speculative.  However, the potential for biological impacts could be 
further evaluated during the project-level environmental analysis if the Greenville Yard site 
were part of the preferred alternative.   

20.7 If an alternative including the Greenville Yard is selected as a preferred alternative, a 
project-level design would be developed that would identify the facility’s footprint, 
including any potential setbacks from the property line.  There is no reason to believe that 
construction of a maintenance yard at Greenville would eliminate or constrain any of the 
land management tools now being employed by the EBRPD.   

The private lands surrounding the Brushy Peak Preserve, which at one point would have 
caused little concern if threatened by wildlife due to their open space character, now 
contain residential neighborhoods and isolated homes, with more development planned for 
the future. Livestock grazing will be used to minimize the potential for uncontrolled 
wildlife inherent in the dried, herbaceous vegetation by reducing the fuel load to 
manageable levels. Under these conditions, the land will be in compliance with county fire 
abatement standards. The regular presence of ranchers on the public land is also a deterrent 
to vandalism and arson fires.40 It would appear that the existence of current structures to 
the east of the southern portion of the Preserve and within the Farber and Ahmed 
properties might already preclude the Preserve from using fires as a land management tool. 

                                              
40  East Bay Regional Park District. 2002. Brushy Peak Regional Preserve Land Use Plan. Oakland, California. 

June 20. 
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20.8 As discussed in Section 3.5, Visual Quality, of the Draft Program EIR, the standards of 
significance for determining visual impacts are based on the CEQA Guidelines and 
professional judgment (see page 3.5-14, paragraph 4).  According to the threshold of 
significance for impacts related to view obstruction, a significant impact would occur in the 
event of a “substantial adverse effect on an important view or scenic vista that is normally 
experienced by large numbers of people” (see page 3.5-14, paragraph 4, second bullet). 

In assessing potential view impacts to and within the extensive study area, BART focused 
on views that are experienced by the greatest number of people, and with the greatest 
potential to be impacted by the potential alignments.  BART followed an analytical 
methodology that included field investigations, photosimulations, assessment of adopted 
local policies regarding designated view corridors, and professional judgment to identify 
key vantage points for the analysis.  As noted on page 3.5-15, paragraph 3, each of these 
vantage points represents a “perspective looking directly at what would be a segment of the 
alignments from a principal viewer group.” 

As noted on page 3.5-37, paragraph 4, views that contain Brushy Peak are considered 
scenic public views of importance.  However, views from Brushy Peak are considered less 
than significant and were not analyzed in the Draft Program EIR for two reasons: 

1) The total number and frequency of viewers from Brushy Peak is small and limited to 
daylight hours (8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.), compared to those from selected vantage 
points such as I-580 or Downtown Livermore, which are constantly populated by 
viewers.  Thus, Brushy Peak visitors were not considered a “principal viewer group.”   

2) Due to the distance from the elevated public trails of Brushy Peak to the nearest 
alignment, and the low-profile of the alignments and Greenville Yard, views from 
Brushy Peak are not considered at great risk of impact.  Brushy Peak itself is 3.1 miles 
from the site of the Greenville Yard, the BART feature nearest Brushy Peak Preserve.  
Laughlin Ranch Trail, which is the public trail nearest the Greenville Yard, is over 1.5 
miles from the yard site.  While these features would be visible to Brushy Peak 
visitors, they would not result in significant impacts to the expansive vistas currently 
available from Brushy Peak.  Existing views of the Livermore Valley from public areas 
in Brushy Peak Preserve are sweeping, and prominently feature the developed 
industrial areas of Livermore located to the south of I-580.  Construction of the 
Greenville Yard would extend the developed landscape to an undeveloped area north of 
the I-580, and would result in development of greater intensity than that which 
is currently visible from Brushy Peak.  However, in the context of existing 
development, it would not significantly impact the expansive valley vistas currently 
available from Brushy Peak Preserve.  

20.9 Please see Master Response 3 of this document regarding impacts to the Chain of Lakes 
area.  A description of the EBRPD Master Plan Map has been added to Section 3.3, Land 
Use, under Applicable Plans and Policies, of the Draft Program EIR.  Page 3.3-19 of the 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-153 
June 2010 

Draft Program EIR is revised with the following new text, inserted after the second 
paragraph: 

East Bay Regional Parks District (EBRPD) 2007 Master Plan Map.  The EBRPD 
is currently updating the written portion of its 2007 Master Plan, which will 
ultimately define the District’s vision, prioritize future expansion, and provide 
policies and guidelines to implement that expansion.  Although the written portion 
of the Master Plan is not complete, the 2007 Master Plan Map has been officially 
adopted by the EBRPD Board of Directors.  This map identifies potential future 
EBRPD parklands and trails, including several potential regional trails that would 
intersect the Chain of Lakes area.  The El Charro aerial structure included in 
Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would pass over these future trails and would not 
impede movement along the trails. 

All five alternatives through the Chain of Lakes area (Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5) 
would cross over the area in an aerial structure of up to 42 feet in height.  Movement 
beneath the structure and visual connectivity from either side of the structure would be 
allowed by this design.  Therefore, as summarized in Table 3.3-6, none of the alternatives 
would have significant impacts related to the physical division of property or community.  
In addition, as indicated by Mitigation Measures TR-8.1 and TR-8.2, BART will adopt 
measures to reduce future significant impacts if the preferred alternative is found to impact 
future trails that exist at the time of the project-level environmental review. 

As noted in Table 3.5-2, the aerial structure would result in only intermittent view 
blockage, and was not found to constitute a significant visual impact.  Although the aerial 
structure would be a prominent visual feature of the Chain of Lakes landscape (see page 
3.5-25, paragraph 1), it would not significantly impact future recreational users’ views 
from within the Chain of Lakes area due it its height relative to future trail users on the 
ground and the allowance of long range views through the aerial guideway support 
columns.  For the same reason, there is no indication that the BART aerial structure would 
have a significant impact by shading the “solar access” of future recreational users.  

20.10 Future regional trails identified on the 2007 EBRPD Master Plan Map that could 
potentially be affected by the El Charro aerial structure, include the Doolan County to 
I-580, Arroyo Mocho, San Joaquin County to Shadow Cliffs and Shadow Cliffs to Morgan 
Territory trails.  Although the exact design and visual quality of these trails cannot be 
assessed because only the map of the 2007 EBRPD Master Plan has been adopted, it is 
assumed that the visual resources along these future trails would be generally equivalent to 
the existing visual resources in the area, as assessed in the Draft Program EIR.  As noted 
in Table 3.5-2, the aerial structure would have minimal impacts related to the disturbance 
of scenic resources.  None of the alternatives would have a significant impact related to 
scenic resource disturbance, because the majority of the alignments would be constructed 
within the I-580 median (page 3.5-42, paragraph 2), and corridors outside the I-580, such 
as the El Charro Road and UPRR/SPRR corridors, are devoid of significant scenic 
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resources (page 3.5-42, paragraph 3).  Finally, none of the station areas or yards contain 
scenic resources (page 3.5-43, paragraph 2).  

If an alternative through the Chain of Lakes is selected as the preferred alternative, the 
visual impacts of the preferred alternative will be assessed in greater detail during the 
project-level environmental review process (please refer to Master Response 1 of this 
document, regarding future project-level environmental review). 

20.11 Please see Master Response 3 which addresses the Chain of Lakes area including noise 
impacts and compatibility with future land uses such as future trails.  Although Mitigation 
Measure NO-1.1 requires installation of noise attenuation measures by BART to 
substantially reduce or avoid impacts related to noise, insufficient information is available 
at the program level to conclude with certainty that mitigation is feasible or measures are 
available to reduce all impacts to a less-than-significant level.  Therefore, the noise impacts 
at the El Charro Road alignment are considered potentially significant and unavoidable for 
the small number of residences located there (see Draft Program EIR, page 3-10-52).  
Response 20.11 also provides more information regarding potential impacts to recreational 
uses such as trails. 

20.12 Please see Master Response 3 which addresses the Chain of Lakes area, including noise 
impacts and compatibility with future land uses such as future trails.  There are also 
existing trails along portions of Stanley Boulevard running through the Chain of Lakes.  In 
addition, existing trails are located near the proposed alignments near Los Positas Road 
south of I-580 and along limited portions of the existing railroad tracks.  The Federal 
Transit Administration’s (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment guidelines 
define places for meditation or study associated with recreational facilities as Land Use 
Category 3 sensitive receptors, which must be analyzed for potentially significant noise 
impacts.  However, bikers and hikers on the trails would not be expected to meditate or 
study on these trails and so impacts were not separately analyzed for these types of uses.  
However, other recreational facilities connected to these trails (e.g., parks) may be 
considered sensitive receptors and those have been evaluated in the Draft Program EIR; see 
pages 3.10-22 through 3.10-53 (including Table 3.10-12 and 3.10-14 for a summary).  In 
addition, Master Response 3 addresses potential noise impacts to receptors in the Chain of 
Lakes area where new recreational facilities may be built.  As noted in Response 20.10, 
above, the Draft Program EIR requires mitigation for such noise impacts, but concludes 
that they are potentially significant and unavoidable for residents along the El Charro 
alignment.   
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Letter 21 Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority 

21.1 The purpose of a Program EIR is to provide a comparison among the alternatives under 
consideration.  For this reason, a detailed evaluation of the bus service changes that would 
be desirable to coordinate the BART and LAVTA systems was not conducted.  
Nevertheless, Impact TR-5 beginning on page 3.2-134 of the Draft Program EIR includes 
an analysis of impacts on bus services, including LAVTA.  Once a proposed project is 
identified, a project-level EIR would be prepared.  At that point, BART and LAVTA 
would work together to prepare a revised service plan, and issues of service and costs 
would be addressed.  Because there is an existing LAVTA transit center adjacent to the 
proposed BART station in Downtown Livermore, those BART extension alternatives with a 
Downtown Livermore Station (1a, 1b, 2a, 2b, 3, and 3a) would likely require less revision 
to LAVTA’s service plans than those alternatives that do not have a downtown station. 
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Letter 22 Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

22.1 Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document; the section on the transit and highway 
network explains why the BART extension to San Jose/Santa Clara was not part of the No 
Build Alternative. If the BART extension to San Jose/Santa Clara had been included, it is 
likely that there would have been an increase in the BART ridership forecast for all the 
alternatives. However, since all of the alternatives were tested with the same assumptions 
about future transit improvements, adding the BART extension to San Jose/Santa Clara into 
the analysis would likely have a uniform impact across the alternatives and would not 
change the relative differences in ridership among the alternatives.   

22.2 MTC Resolution #3434 is described in Chapter 5, Program Merits, of the Draft Program 
EIR.  Beginning on page 5-14, and continuing through the end of the section (page 5-19), 
the degree to which each alignment meets the resolution’s corridor-level housing thresholds 
is assessed.  However, it should be noted that none of alignments would fully satisfy the 
housing thresholds.  For clarity, the following text is added beneath the first paragraph of 
page 3.3-19:   

Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policy.  BART System Expansion 
Policy and MTC Resolution #3434 are described in Section 5.4, Regional Transit-
Oriented Development Policy.  The application of these policies to each program 
alignment is also analyzed in Section 5.4. 
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Letter 23 Alameda Creek Alliance 

23.1 Habitat and wetland assessment at a level appropriate for programmatic evaluation of 
impacts to biological resources are discussed in the Draft Program EIR on page 3.9-4.  
Additional surveys and wetland delineation will be conducted as part of the project-level 
environmental evaluation and will examine conditions existing at that time, as well as 
impacts of a more specifically defined project.  Please refer to Master Response 1 of this 
document, regarding the differences between program- and project-level analyses.   

23.2 Within the Draft Program EIR, the 500-foot area buffer was chosen due to the urban nature 
of the BART extension alternative routes and alignments as explained below.   

Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, and 5 would traverse El Charro Road, which is adjacent to the 
quarry area, and thus, wildlife species occurring in the area are already habituated to 
the quarry operational noise and activity, including crushers, trucks, etc. 

Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2, 2a, and 2b would use or be alongside either the SPRR or the 
UPRR rights-of-way, and thus, wildlife species occurring within those areas would 
have already been accustomed to noise from freight and passenger trains that travel on 
the routes. 

Alternatives 1, 2, 2b, 3, and 4 would use the median of I-580 for considerable 
distances, and wildlife species living adjacent to the I-580 corridor are habituated to the 
noise and vibration from the airport, and auto and truck traffic. 

For those alternatives that include the Greenville East Station, the industrial uses in the 
area have been ongoing, and thus, wildlife species in proximity to the area have most 
likely been habituated to the noise and traffic from these land uses. 

If the 500-foot area buffer had been enlarged, it would have incorporated much more of the 
urban and industrial areas within the cities of Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore.  Due to 
the urban nature of the study area, the 500-foot buffer was deemed appropriate. 

23.3 BART agrees that avoidance of biological impacts where feasible is preferable to 
mitigation.  As outlined in Section 1.4 of this document, a new alternative has been 
introduced, Alternative 2b, which would be in subway under Portola Avenue.  Alternative 
2b is identified as the environmentally superior alternative in Section 1.4 of this document, 
since it would reduce or avoid impacts associated with other alternatives.  Particularly, 
Alternative 2b would avoid impacts to Arroyo Mocho, and thus also impacts to steelhead 
trout and other aquatic species.  Alternative 2b would include a maintenance yard east of 
Vasco Road and, thus, avoid the biological sensitivity of the Greenville Yard site.  Please 
refer to Master Response 7 of this document regarding the Greenville Yard and the studies 
and actions that would occur if this site were chosen by the BART Board of Directors.    
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Letter 24 Bay Rail Alliance 

24.1 This comment concerns the merits of individual project alternatives and does not concern 
the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative.  Project phasing may also be considered at the time that a 
project EIR is prepared. 

24.2 Funding for the BART to Livermore extension has not been established (see Master 
Response 8), but typically funding for major capital projects, such as a BART to 
Livermore extension, would come from separate sources rather than operating funds for 
existing transit services.  Typically, funds for a capital improvement like the Livermore 
extension would not affect funding for operating and maintenance costs for existing transit.   
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Letter 25 California Native Plant Society 

25.1 Please see Figure 3.2-5 in Section 3.2, Transportation, of the Draft Program EIR.  This 
figure illustrates that under the No Build Alternative, many of the freeway segments would 
operate at unacceptable levels of congestion.  Only those segments that are colored red 
would represent a deterioration of freeway levels of service.  All BART extension 
alternatives would result in segments that become more congested than under the No Build 
Alternative; however, most segments would either remain the same or improve, compared 
to the No Build Alternative. In general terms, the beneficial effects of the alternatives on 
I-580 and the arterial street network in the study area far outweigh the impact of the added 
trips over the Altamont Pass.  While the alternatives would cause some increase in traffic 
delay and congestion in some locations, overall they support the program objective of 
alleviating regional congestion.  The BART extension alternatives in combination with 
ACE provide an alternative mode of transportation for travel between Alameda and San 
Joaquin Counties.  While this could be viewed as potentially growth inducing, the 
magnitude of the existing shortfall in highway capacity versus demand over the Altamont 
Pass is already very large.  A BART extension would mainly serve to address this existing 
travel demand problem, offering an environmentally superior alternative for those who 
travel on I-580.  

The purpose of the Draft Program EIR is to identify and compare these impacts for each of 
the alternatives.  This information can be used to help identify a proposed project which 
would then be subject to a more detailed project-level EIR, or it could result in a decision 
not to proceed with further development of a project, based upon the overall findings 
related to each of the alternatives. 

25.2 The commentor is correct that the Draft Program EIR did not evaluate the potential for the 
project to increase dry nitrogen deposition on lands adjacent to the alignment alternatives.  
However, the comment that the BART to Livermore extension “will greatly increase 
traffic” is not correct.  The extension is predicted to reduce overall regional daily traffic 
within the Bay Area and San Joaquin County by between 400,000 and 850,000 vehicle 
miles traveled, as commuters shift their mode of transportation from automobiles to BART.  
The reduction in vehicle miles traveled reduces regional NOx emissions from motor 
vehicles, thereby reducing regional NO2 concentrations in the atmosphere.  Hence, the 
region as a whole would be expected to experience a decrease in dry nitrogen deposition.   

As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, there will be some local increases in traffic near 
proposed stations and roadways leading to the stations.  However, the comment does not 
suggest, or provide any evidence indicating, that the rate of dry nitrogen deposition may be 
affected either positively or negatively by such localized changes in traffic volumes, that 
localized changes would be large enough to locally offset the regional-wide decrease 
attributable to the extension, or that any adverse impacts to vegetation may result from 
such changes.  Thus, the possibility of any such impacts is speculative. 
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In addition, the secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for NO2 (see 
page 3.11-4 of the Draft Program EIR) is designed to protect “public welfare,” which 
includes protecting soils and vegetation.  The secondary standard for NO2 is an annual 
arithmetic mean of 0.053 parts per million (ppm).  The Livermore Air Quality Monitoring 
Station measured an annual average NO2 concentration of no more than 0.014 ppm, which 
is only 26 percent of the secondary standard (see page 3.11-6 of the Draft Program EIR).  
As shown on page 3.10-62 of the Draft Program EIR, peak traffic volumes are expected to 
increase by between 0 and 40 percent at intersections affected by the project.  Given that 
local NO2 levels would need to increase by more than 300 percent to exceed the secondary 
ambient air quality standard, the predicted localized traffic increases would not be expected 
to result in exceedances of the NO2 standard or cause adverse impacts to the public 
welfare. 

25.3 The Draft Program EIR provides a discussion of the nine alternatives and which ones 
would affect Livermore’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).  Figure 3.3-4 of the Draft 
Program EIR illustrates the location of the UGB.  Section 3.3, Land Use, describes the 
goal of the UGB as limiting the encroachment of urban development into open space (see 
page 3.3-20, paragraph 1), includes the County’s General Plan policies related to the UGB 
(see page 3.3-20, paragraphs 3, 4, and 5), and outlines the passage of Measure D as 
indicative of residents’ desires to preserve open and agricultural land (page 3.3-20, 
paragraph 2).  The Draft Program EIR also states that a key environmental consideration of 
Alternatives 1, 1a, 1b, 2, and 3 is that the Greenville East and Isabel/I-580 Station Areas 
extend beyond the UGB (see Table S-2).  As stated in the Draft Program EIR, BART 
agrees that modifications to the UGB to allow urban uses would require voter approval and 
annexation of unincorporated land (see page 3.3-44, paragraph 2). 

As suggested by the title of Table S-2, Comparative Summary of Key Environmental 
Considerations, all characteristics in the table are considered “major environmental 
issues,” and are described in the Draft Program EIR (see page S-11, paragraph 3).  
Included in Table S-2 is the potential conflict between the Greenville East Station footprint 
and the UGB, specifically to call readers’ attention to the issue such that they may easily 
compare what BART considers the key environmental differentiators among the 
alternatives, and allow the reader to assess the analysis in a critical manner. 

Identification of such issues is the intended result of the program-level environmental 
review process, and will be considered in the selection of a preferred alternative.  
Notwithstanding the above, it is important to recognize that, any changes to the UGB 
would need to be made by the local jurisdiction and not by BART.   

25.4 The specific details of mitigation required to address significant impacts will be developed 
after a preferred alternative is selected, when a project-level EIR is prepared.  BART will 
consider all comments from local nonprofit and other organizations which may have 
suggestions regarding mitigation.    
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25.5 BART concurs that focused biological surveys would be necessary at the project-level 
environmental evaluation.  Mitigation Measure BIO-2.1 of the Draft Program EIR states 
that, “BART shall retain a qualified botanist to conduct plant surveys within the 
construction zone for special-status species…”  The construction zone of the selected 
alternative would include the various habitat types (grassland, urban, ruderal, etc.) mapped 
in the Draft Program EIR. 

25.6 Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville Yard and 
Master Response 1 for a discussion of program- versus project-level mitigation measures.  
As the lead agency under CEQA, the BART Board of Directors is the governmental body 
that would adopt a “statement of overriding considerations” and mitigation measures as 
part of project adoption.  Other local jurisdictions, such as Alameda County and the cities 
of Livermore and Pleasanton will continue to be involved in the environmental review 
process at the project level.  However, regarding impacts on federally listed vernal pool 
shrimp and California red-legged frogs, the primary agency for consultation is the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, as reported in Mitigation Measures BIO-4.2 and BIO-5.1 on 
pages 3.9-62 to 3.9-66 of the Draft Program EIR. 
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Letter 26 Continuing Life Communities 

26.1 See Master Response 4, for a discussion of potential noise and vibration impacts to the 
Staples Ranch site.   

26.2 Track maintenance is a necessary part of BART operations and can only be done during 
the hours when BART is not running trains.  Typically, this maintenance is done between 
12:00 am and 7:00 am.  Noise impacts to residential receptors are based on average day-
night noise levels with noise levels between the hours of 10:00 pm and 7:00 am being 
more heavily weighted.  Regular maintenance done on tracks would be averaged with the 
noise generated by trains traveling on the tracks throughout the day.  However, 
maintenance is sporadic and would not occur on a regular schedule.  Maintenance 
operations that generate noise include engine noise from equipment, movement alarms on 
vehicles, and voices from maintenance personnel.  Occasionally, there are activities such 
as rail resurfacing, which is more intense, but also more infrequent.  Although infrequent, 
these activities could generate high peak noise levels at nearby residential uses along the 
BART alignment.  These high noise levels would only be associated with the more intense, 
less frequent maintenance activities, and because of the infrequent nature would not 
substantially affect residents along the project corridor.   



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-175 
June 2010 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-176 
June 2010 

Letter 27 Dublin Chamber of Commerce 

27.1 This comment concerns the merits of individual project alternatives and does not concern 
the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative.    
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Letter 28 Bay East Association of Realtors 

28.1 The Draft Program EIR in Section 3.4 analyzes environmental impacts related to 
population and housing as required by CEQA.  However, CEQA focuses on impacts to the 
physical environment that may result from constructing and operating a project.  CEQA 
does not require an analysis of private property values and how they may be affected by 
“mere discussion” of project location alternatives in the public planning process.   

28.2 While most acquisitions likely will take place after the preparation of a future project-level 
EIR and adoption of a specific project, some property acquisition for right-of-way 
preservation is expected to occur following certification of the Final Program EIR and 
selection of the preferred alternative.  As provided in Mitigation Measure PH-2.1 on page 
3.4-23 of the Draft Program EIR, any property acquisitions by BART would be guided by 
the California Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Guidelines.  These 
guidelines set forth mandatory minimum requirements for notice, appraisal, acquisition, 
and relocation payments and services to compensate for displacements resulting from 
public agency projects.     



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-179 
June 2010 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-180 
June 2010 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-181 
June 2010 

Letter 29 Friends of Springtown Reserve 

29.1 Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville Yard and the 
biological sensitivity of the area.  BART acknowledges the  importance of the alkali sink 
scrub and alkali grassland plant communities known to occur around the yard site.  Two soil 
types have the potential to support rare endemic plants in the study area: Pescadero Clay and 
Solano Fine Sandy Loam.  Based on the NRCS Soil Survey Map, the Greenville Yard site is 
outside of these two soil formations and would not affect alkali sink scrub or alkali grassland 
communities.  However, some of the alternatives traveling in the median of I-580 and 
alternatives that would use the tailtracks east of the Vasco Yard would travel through 
Pescadero Clay and Solano Fine Sandy Loam soil units.  These soil types and their plant 
communities would have to be verified to quantify the potential impacts.  Table 4-5 presents 
the acreages of Pescadero Clay and Solano Fine Sandy Loam  that could potentially be 
affected by BART extension alternatives. These acreages are included in the BART to 
Livermore extension study area of the total acreages presented in Table 3.9-5 in the Draft 
Program EIR under the Special-Status Plants and Habitats heading. 

 

Table 4-5 
Potential Alkali Soils Occurrences 

 Direct Impacts  

Alternative Soil Type Acres 

Alternative 1 – Greenville East Solano fine sandy loam  
Pescadero clay 

1.55 
0.09 

Alternative 1a – Downtown-Greenville 
East via UPRR 

Solano fine sandy loam 1.18 

Alternative 1b – Downtown-Greenville 
East via SPRR 

Solano fine sandy loam 0.61 

Alternative 2 – Las Positas Solano fine sandy loam 
Pescadero clay 

0.14 
0.09 

Alternative 2a – Downtown Vasco Solano fine sandy loam 0.14 

Alternative 2b – Portola-Vasco Solano fine sandy loam 0.46 

Vasco Yard (Alt 1a, 2, 2a, 2b) Solano fine sandy loam 0.75 

 Indirect Impacts  

Alternative 1 – Greenville East Solano fine sandy loam 
Pescadero clay 

4.29 

Alternative 1a – Downtown -Greenville 
East via UPRR 

Solano fine sandy loam 3.28 

Alternative 1b – Downtown – Greenville 
East via SPRR 

Solano fine sandy loam 1.29 

Alternative 2 – Las Positas Solano fine sandy loam 
Pescadero clay 

0.84 
1.35 

Alternative 2a – Downtown Vasco Solano fine sandy loam 0.87 

Alternative 2b – Portola-Vasco Solano fine sandy loam 1.29 

Vasco Yard (Alt 1a, 2, 2a, 2b) Solano fine sandy loam 0.75 

Source: NRCS, 2010.
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Mitigation Measure BIO-2.1 would require BART to conduct a floristic survey for the 
selected alternative.  Additionally, the surveys would have to be conducted in accordance 
with current CDFG and USFWS rare plant survey protocols.  The CDFG protocol would 
require BART to conduct surveys for special-status plant species as well as natural 
communities.41 To offset impacts to alkali sink scrub and alkali grassland communities that 
support rare plants, Mitigation Measure BIO-2.3 is revised as follows:  

BIO-2.3 Develop and Implement Mitigation in Consultation with CDFG if Other 
Special-Status Plants and/or Rare Natural Communities Are Found.  If 
other special-status plant species (excluding palmate-bracketed bird’s 
beak), or rare natural communities are found during the rare plant 
floristic surveys, BART shall notify CDFG.  Mitigation shall be 
developed in consultation with CDFG and could include, but it is not 
limited to, measures such as avoidance, transplanting plants, collecting 
seed or clippings and replanting species in an on-site location, if 
feasible.  In addition, to offset the impacts to rare plants and/or rare 
natural communities the project proponent could purchase mitigation 
bank credits through a resource agency approved mitigation bank.  This 
measure shall also serve as the notification required under the 
California Native Plant Protection Act.  

                                              
41  CDFG. 2009. Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and 

Natural Communities. November 24. Available on-line at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/ 
cnddb/pdfs/Protocols_for_Surveying_and_Evaluating_Impacts.pdf. Accessed May 4th, 2010. 
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Letter 30 Livermore Chamber of Commerce 

30.1 This comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s 
compliance with CEQA.  No response is necessary. 

30.2 This comment concerns the merits of individual project alternatives and does not concern 
the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative.   
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Letter 31 Livermore Cultural Arts Council 

31.1 This comment concerns the merits of individual project alternatives and does not concern 
the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative.   
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Letter 32 Ohlone Audubon 

32.1 Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document, regarding the Chain of Lakes/El 
Charro alignment. The alternatives that would utilize the El Charro Road route would be 
on elevated structures.  As such, BART would utilize free-span structures that would not 
alter the stream bed of Las Positas Creek or Arroyo Mocho; therefore, the alternatives 
traveling through the El Charro area would not affect the planned steelhead passage into the 
creeks. Additionally, although the construction plans are still unknown at the programmatic 
level, Mitigation Measure BIO-7.1 and BIO-7.2 of the Draft Program EIR (see page 
3.9-70) would require that BART avoid the rainy season during potential in-channel work 
to eliminate or reduce impacts to the California Central Coast Steelhead, Mitigation 
Measure BIO-7.2 would further require BART to consult and mitigate impacts as 
determined in consultation with NOAA Fisheries, USACE, CDFG, and the SFBRWQCB. 
BART would be required to comply with any requirements set forth during consultation, 
with the resource agencies.  It is unclear what future City of Pleasanton native gardens park 
is of concern to the commentor; however, the Draft Program EIR on page 3.9-31 identifies 
that the Staples Ranch Specific Plan includes a future community park, which may include 
native plants such as the San Joaquin spearscale.  As noted on pages 3.9-52 through 
3.9-55, impacts to special status plants would be potentially significant under all 
alternatives.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-2.1 through BIO-2.3 would 
reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

32.2 Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville Yard and the 
biological sensitivity of the area.  The commentor points out that the Greenville Yard area 
is wintering feeding and resting area of the ferruginous hawk, golden eagle, and burrowing 
owl.  The Draft Program EIR Mitigation Measure CI-BIO-3.1 would require BART to 
conduct burrowing owl surveys prior to the start of construction within areas of suitable 
habitat and within 500 feet of the selected BART extension alternative following the CDFG 
Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation or the prevailing CDFG protocol which details 
the amount of foraging habitat required as part of mitigation. Although any loss of more 
than one acre of open non developed annual grassland habitat could result in the loss of 
potential foraging habitat for ferruginous hawk, golden eagle, and burrowing owl, there are 
approximately 100,000 acres of open annual grassland in the immediate vicinity of the 
Greenville Yard that is available for foraging activities by these species.  The loss of 
approximately 113 acres of grassland for the Greenville Yard would not be considered 
significant nor would it cause a substantial effect to ferruginous hawk, golden eagle, or 
burrowing owl. Additionally, if the BART Board of Directors were to choose the 
Greenville Yard as the selected alternative, then BART would have to mitigate for the loss 
of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, which would benefit the ferruginous hawk, golden 
eagle, and burrowing owl.   



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-189 
June 2010 

Furthermore, as the commentor notes, and as presented in the Draft Program EIR (see 
pages 3.9-38 to 3.9-39), these species are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) and by the California Department of Fish and Game Code Sections 3511, 3503, 
and 3503.5.  Mitigation Measure CI-BIO-3.2 and CI-BIO-3.3 would require BART to 
conduct pre-construction surveys for nesting birds for the preferred alternative and would 
require BART to delay construction near MBTA protected nests or colonies and/or create 
buffer areas surrounding those nests in consultation with CDFG.  Selection of specific 
locations for mitigation lands would occur when a specific project is proposed.  Also, 
please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the level of detail for 
analysis of impacts and mitigation measures that is appropriate in a programmatic 
environmental document.   
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Letter 33 Pleasanton Chamber of Commerce 

33.1 See Master Response 4, for a discussion of the treatment of Staples Ranch in the Draft 
Program EIR and the potential for impacts to sensitive receptors at the Staples Ranch site.   

33.2 The Draft Program EIR acknowledges the Stoneridge Drive Extension, which is proposed 
to be extended through the Staples Ranch site, as a significant element of Pleasanton’s 
circulation system.  During the scoping of the Draft Program EIR, the transportation staff 
from each of the cities along the study corridor was asked to indicate those street segments 
and intersections that should be included in the transportation impact analysis.  Stoneridge 
Drive (and the Stoneridge Drive Extension) was not identified by the City of Pleasanton for 
inclusion in the analysis.  The planned intersection of El Charro Road with Stoneridge 
Drive and Jack London Boulevard was also not identified by either the City of Pleasanton 
or the City of Livermore for inclusion in the analysis.  Therefore, these facilities were not 
included in the analysis. 

It is important to note that in the case of a program-level EIR, such as the Draft Program EIR 
for the BART extension to Livermore, the primary purpose of the transportation analysis is to 
provide an accurate comparison of the alternatives under consideration.  To this end, the 
locations selected for the transportation analysis included those street segments and intersections 
which were on a logical access or egress route serving the candidate station sites for the 
extension alternatives.  Stoneridge Drive does not fall into this category, since it is not on a 
direct access route to any of the station sites.   

In addition, as noted in Master Response 4, because each of the alternatives would have a 
beneficial impact on traffic along I-580, and because the Stoneridge Drive Extension would 
extend parallel to I-580, it is likely that the BART extension alternatives would actually 
have a beneficial effect on future traffic conditions on Stoneridge Drive as compared to 
conditions under the No Build Alternative. 

33.3 Figure 3.5-12 of the Draft Program EIR illustrates the proposed BART alignment at the 
point where it crosses over the El Charro overpass as it departs the median of I-580 and 
turns south along El Charro Road.  The El Charro overpass may block a portion of the 
BART guideway from the viewer, but the simulation illustrates that the great majority of 
the guideway would be visible, both above and below the freeway overpass.  As identified 
in the Draft Program EIR, the existing overpass would reduce the visual impact of the 
proposed BART aerial structure.  Specifically, the aerial structure would “be a compatible 
feature with the existing overpasses and ramps associated with the highway” (see page 3.5-
25, paragraph 1).  As explained on page 3.5-15 of the Draft Program EIR, this viewpoint, 
like all those selected for photosimulations, was chosen because it is a representative 
vantage point of the extension alternative, as viewed by a principal viewer group. 
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Figure 3.5-19 of the Draft Program EIR contains a second photosimulation of the aerial 
flyover at El Charro Road, and is intended to further illustrate the potential visual impact of 
the aerial structure as seen by a principal viewer group—motorists traveling on I-580.  As 
explained in the Draft Program EIR, Figure 3.5-19 reveals that signage of the planned 
Staples Ranch development would not be blocked by the aerial structure, which is an 
element of Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5.  Rather, the signage would be visible to 
motorists traveling in both directions on the I-580 (see page 3.5-39, paragraph 4).   

For a plan view of the alternatives that propose to follow El Charro Road and their 
relationship to Staples Ranch, see Master Response 4.  As noted in Comment 33.3, the 
Visual Quality section of the Draft Program EIR does not provide a plan view of the 
Staples Ranch project.  This is because an evaluation of CEQA Standards of Significance 
for determining visual impacts—visual compatibility, view obstruction, and scenic resource 
disturbance—is best achieved through the presentation of comparative, ground-view 
photosimulations.  As demonstrated by the photo simulations provided in Section 3.5 of the 
Draft Program EIR, this method communicates visual quality from common vantage points 
in three dimensions, with high color and textural quality. 

33.4 Please refer to Master Response 4 of this document, regarding potential program impacts to 
planned development at Staples Ranch. 

33.5 Please refer to Master Response 4 and Response 33.2, regarding the traffic impacts of the 
alternatives on Stoneridge Drive.  This discussion also applies to the intersection of El 
Charro Road, Jack London Boulevard, and Stoneridge Drive. In summary, the BART 
extension alternatives would reduce the amount of the traffic traveling through this 
intersection compared with the No Build Alternative.  This is because the alternatives 
reduce traffic volumes on I-580 which would in turn reduce the traffic on other east-west 
routes such as Stoneridge Drive. The proposed BART aerial flyover is associated with 
those alternatives that pass through the Chain of Lakes area.  Please refer to Master 
Response 3 in this document, regarding the engineering feasibility and the design of the 
aerial structure near the intersection of El Charro Road, Jack London Boulevard, and 
Stoneridge Drive.  The structure is planned to cross Stoneridge Drive west of this 
intersection and would not have an impact on the intersection or on the cross-section of 
Stoneridge Drive. 

33.6 The commentor proposes a “Portola solution,” in which the alignment would transition 
from an at-grade profile to below grade and pass under the eastbound I-580 traffic lanes to 
the El Charro corridor.  Once below grade, there would be substantial engineering issues 
where the alignment would transition to an aerial configuration to pass over the Chain of 
Lakes.  In order to satisfy BART’s design criteria on maximum grades and vertical curves, 
this transition would require a tunnel portal and a section where the alignment would be on 
retained fill, which would result in significant disruption to planned improvements along El 
Charro Road and to quarry truck traffic.  An alternative to an El Charro Road aerial 
alignment would be to stay below grade; however, this option would be extremely costly in 
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order to be sufficiently deep to pass under the active mineral extraction activity in the 
Chain of Lakes area.   

In addition, the “under-described impacts” mentioned by the commentor appear to concern 
visual and land use compatibility and traffic effects of the aerial alignment that could affect 
future development proposed for the Staples Ranch site.  Those impacts are evaluated in 
Master Response 4, which concludes that there would be less-than-significant effects to the 
“future existing condition” at this site (so described since the site is currently undeveloped, 
but may in the future be developed at the time of project-level environmental review of the 
BART to Livermore extension). 

In summary, there would be no land use or visual compatibility impacts that would be 
mitigated by a “Portola solution” at the junction of I-580 and El Charro Road, and such a 
solution would be infeasible due to costs and engineering issues. 
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Letter 34 Reed Smith 

34.1 Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the level of detail for 
analysis of impacts and mitigation measures that is appropriate in a programmatic 
environmental document.  The characterization of land uses along El Charro Road as not 
sensitive needs to be examined from a comparative context.  The purpose of the Program 
EIR is to compare the alternative alignments and help identify a preferred alternative.  A 
description of each section of the BART to Livermore extension study is presented on page 
3.3-2 of the Draft Program EIR.  Compared to the UPRR corridor, Los Positas Road, and 
Portola Avenue, the El Charro Road exhibits fewer sensitive land uses.  Further sensitive 
uses, as defined on pages 3.3-9 and 3.3-10 and illustrated in Figure 3.3-2, are not found 
along El Charro Road.  The statement referenced by the commentor on page 3.3-45 when 
viewed from this perspective and with the supporting documentation in the Program EIR is 
accurate.  However, the second sentence under Alternative 1a on page 3.3-45 is revised as 
follows to reflect the commentor’s concerns. 

Although this alternative would include an elevated section above El Charro Road, 
there are relatively few surrounding sensitive land uses, are not sensitive and these 
uses would not be adversely affected by BART operations. 

34.2 The third paragraph on page 3.7-27 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows to 
better describe mining activities by Vulcan in the Isabel/Stanley Station area: 

Vulcan holds an active permit, SMP-16, to mine, among other areas, the SMP-16 
area land south of Stanley Boulevard, in the southwest corner of the intersection 
of Stanley Boulevard and Isabel Avenue; the area has been mined for sand and 
gravel products at least since the 1950s.  A Reclamation Plan for the property has 
been approved by the County and mining can occur on any part of the property.  
Current mining operations (commenced in 2008) are ongoing in the SMP-16 area 
north and south of Stanley Boulevard, and are anticipated to be completed by 2013 
continue at least until 2030. 

The last paragraph on page 3.7-27 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as indicated in 
Response 12.7 to acknowledge the potential for future mining near the Isabel/Stanley 
Station area and the potential future status of the area as an optional lake under the Specific 
Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation (LAVQAR).  

34.3 On pages 3.7-46 through 3.7-48, the Draft Program EIR examines the potential effects of 
the various alternatives on mineral extraction under Impact GEO-5, Loss of a Mineral 
Resource or Mineral Resource Recovery Site.  That analysis has been revised in Response 
40.4.  As explained in Master Response 3, some temporary delays to quarry traffic could 
occur during construction.  The revised analysis still concludes that a significant impact to 
mineral resources would occur with Alternatives 3a and 5, as originally stated in the Draft 
Program EIR.   
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34.4 The Draft Program EIR makes no assumption that the loss of mineral resources would be 
rendered insignificant if Rhodes & Jamieson were compensated.  No analysis of financial 
compensation for the loss of mineral resources is intended or implied in the Draft Program 
EIR.  As stated on page 3.7-48 of the Draft Program EIR, the loss of access to mineral 
resources associated with Alternatives 3a and 5 is considered potentially significant and 
unavoidable.   The significance of this impact will be further examined in a project-level 
environmental document, if either of these alternatives is selected as the preferred 
alternative.  However, whether the owners would be entitled to compensation is a separate 
question and is not a CEQA issue. 

34.5 On pages 3.7-46 through 3.7-48, the Draft Program EIR examines the potential effects of 
the various alternatives on mineral extraction under Impact GEO-5, Loss of a Mineral 
Resource or Mineral Resource Recovery Site.  The effects of constructing the 
Isabel/Stanley Station in a designated Mineral Resource Sector appear under Alternative 3a 
– Railroad, on pages 3.7-47 and 3.7-48.  As stated on page 3.7-48, the loss of access to 
mineral resources at the proposed Isabel/Stanley Station site is considered significant. 

34.6 See Master Response 3 for information about potential impacts on quarrying during the 
construction period of alternatives involving El Charro Road. 

34.7 Please refer to Responses 12.1 and 12.9 and Master Response 3 of this document, 
regarding the Specific Plan for LAVQAR and current and future land ownership by Zone 
7.  As stated in the text revision outlined in Master Response 3, the El Charro Road aerial 
alignment of Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would traverse a part of the LAVQAR plan 
area.  Although specific future uses and activities envisioned by the LAVQAR remain 
speculative at this time, an aerial structure would not necessarily detract from Zone 7’s 
future efforts to recharge groundwater and control floods, nor would such a structure 
conflict with possible recreational uses considered for the mined-out quarry pits.  However, 
this issue would be reevaluated in a BART to Livermore project EIR, if this alignment is 
selected and the water storage and flood control facilities and recreational uses are in place 
at that time. 

34.8 The general alignment for alternatives along El Charro Road is illustrated in Section 2, 
Alternatives, beginning with Figure 2-6 of the Draft Program EIR.  All the alternatives 
through the Chain of Lakes area would follow the same general alignment along El Charro 
Road.  Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document, regarding the Chain of 
Lakes/El Charro alignment and feasibility of construction.  The precise details of project 
design will be determined during future project-level analysis.  Please refer to Master 
Response 1 of this document, regarding the level of detail for analysis of impacts that is 
appropriate in a programmatic environmental document.   

34.9 The BART alternatives would cross over the I-580/El Charro interchange on an aerial 
structure and would be above and adjacent to El Charro Road.  Though there may be 
temporary traffic disruptions during construction, as discussed in the Draft Program EIR 
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on pages 3.16-11 to 3.16-13, there is no reason to believe that the alternatives would affect 
El Charro roadway traffic during standard operations.  Please refer to Master Response 3 
of this document, regarding the Chain of Lakes/El Charro alignment. 

34.10 Economic effects on private mining operators do not constitute environmental impacts 
pursuant to CEQA.  Please refer to the Master Response 3 in this document, regarding the 
impact of the BART extension alternatives through the Chain of Lakes area.  All of these 
alternatives are proposed to traverse the area on an aerial structure which would allow 
vehicular traffic to pass underneath the BART alignment.  If these alternatives were 
selected for further engineering and environmental review, the elevated structure and the 
siting of its support columns and footings would be designed to avoid impact on mining 
operations, traffic circulation, and emergency access/egress to the area.   

 Please refer to Master Response 3, regarding the impact of the BART extension 
alternatives through the Chain of Lakes area.  The ability to access El Charro Road from 
Stanley Boulevard for emergency ingress/egress would not be affected, because the BART 
alignment through this area would not impact any existing or planned roadway connections.  
The alignment would be on an aerial structure which would be designed to pass over the 
existing and planned roadways in the area.   

 Because this is a Program Draft EIR, it is intended to allow a comparison of alternatives at 
the conceptual level.  Consequently, a design plan for the Isabel/Stanley Station has not 
been prepared.  Once a decision on the proposed project is made, a more detailed project 
EIR as well as a design plan for the station would be prepared, which would allow a 
determination of station impacts and mitigation regarding access to the adjacent properties.  

34.11 While the El Charro Road alternatives include the potential use of existing railroad rights-
of-way for BART tracks, they would not displace the existing UPRR track or interfere with 
freight operations.  Construction-period activities may temporarily impede freight 
movements, and those activities would be evaluated at a more specific level if an 
alternative that traverses the Chain of Lakes area is selected and BART elects to advance it 
to more detailed engineering and environmental review. 

34.12 Section 3.4, Population and Housing, of the Draft Program EIR assesses the impacts of the 
extension alternatives related to the displacement of existing businesses or housing.  Table 
3.4-5 of the Draft Program EIR states that all of the built alternatives would have 
significant impacts related to displacement.  However, effects on the value of private 
property do not constitute environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA. 

Tables 3.4-7 to 3.4-15 of the Draft Program EIR list the total number of parcels that would 
be impacted by each alternative, separated by type of use.  These tables reveal that each of 
the alternatives that intersect the El Charro Road area would require the acquisition of both 
residences and businesses, and portions of parcels along El Charro Road would need to be 
acquired (see page 3.4-16, paragraph 3).    
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Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR, Potential Land Acquisition for the BART to 
Livermore Extension Alternatives, contains a list of each parcel that would potentially be 
acquired, separated out by impacts due to station development, yard development, and 
alignment right-of-way.  The list contains both residences and business that would 
potentially be displaced as a result of El Charro Road alignment right-of-way acquisition.  
Impacts related to property acquisition would be reduced to a less-than-significant level 
through Mitigation Measure PH-2.1, which requires implementation of an acquisition and 
relocation program that meets the requirements of State relocation law (see page 3.4-23, 
paragraph 1). 

In addition, the Draft Program EIR evaluated impacts from the BART extension 
alternatives on land uses adjacent to the alignment.  For example, Figure 3.10-12 (page 
3.10-32) indicates that there would be significant noise impacts along the El Charro 
corridor for the two residences noted by the commentor.   

34.13 Construction of an aerial structure through the Chain of Lakes area would allow some 
flexibility in the placement of supporting columns that would minimize direct impacts to 
streams such as Arroyo Mocho or Arroyo las Positas.  Please refer to Master Response 1 
of this document, regarding the level of detail for analysis of impacts and mitigation 
measures that is appropriate in a programmatic environmental document.  As stated in the 
Draft Program EIR, direct impacts were assessed for features within 25 feet of an 
alternative’s footprint (see page 3.8-28, last paragraph).  Indirect impacts were assessed for 
features within 100 feet of an alternative’s footprint (see page 3.8-29, first paragraph).  
The linear feet of creeks within the direct or indirect study area provide a relative indicator 
of the alternatives’ potential encroachment into creeks, whether or not the alternative 
corridor intersects the creek or the creek runs parallel/alongside the alternative.  The linear 
feet of creeks and streams within the direct and indirect impact areas were measured and 
are presented in Table 3.8-6 on page 3.8-35 of the Draft Program EIR.  Table 3.8-5 on 
page 3.8-34 of the Draft Program EIR lists the number of creek crossings for each 
alternative.  As noted in footnote b of Table 3.8-5, multiple creek crossings of the same 
creek are counted.   

The effects of tracks running near streams on water quality are addressed under Impact 
HY-5 (see pages 3.8-50 to 3.8-55), which describes general stormwater pollution and 
runoff principles, existing regulatory requirements, and characteristics of the alternatives 
that could cause or contribute to water quality degradation.  Operation of the BART train 
cars along the alignment would not be expected to cause or contribute to substantial 
additional pollutant sources because the vehicles would be powered by electricity, and 
would generate only a small increase in oil, grease, and metals that would likely be less 
than the amounts generated by individual vehicles to support the same number of 
passengers (see page 3.8-51, paragraph 2).  The majority of pollutants in stormwater runoff 
from the BART extension alternatives would be associated with the stations and 
maintenance facilities.  Additionally, pursuant to the Alameda Countywide Clean Water 
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Program (ACCWP), the BART extension alternatives would be required to implement and 
maintain post-construction best management practices to reduce pollutants in stormwater 
runoff.  These measures would include both source control and treatment best management 
practices. 

The effects on erosion and siltation are addressed under Impact HY-2 (see page 3.8-43 to 
3.8-45) and water quality effects are addressed under Impact HY-5 (see page 3.8-50 to 
3.8-55).  These impact analyses include potential effects to all surface water features, 
including the number of creek crossings, and also describe the existing regulatory 
requirements and BART Facility Standards that ensure that water quality impacts associated 
with crossings are less than significant. 

As such, potential effects of the alternatives on water quality and stormwater runoff are 
addressed in the Draft Program EIR.   

34.14 The Draft Program EIR identified proposed general station locations for each of the project 
alternatives and analyzes the environmental impacts that might result in those station 
locations at a level appropriate for a program EIR.  The station footprints were delineated 
to be large enough to encompass station facilities, parking, ingress/egress, and circulation.  
However, details regarding design and siting of facilities within the large footprints are 
more appropriately considered during the project-level review when a preferred alignment 
and station locations have been selected.  Please refer to Master Response 1 of this 
document, regarding the level of detail for analysis of impacts and mitigation measures that 
is appropriate in a programmatic environmental document. 

34.15 The Draft Program EIR did include a cumulative analysis, which was introduced on pages 
3.1-6 through 3.1-12 of the Draft Program EIR, and each chapter included a cumulative 
analysis for its topic (transportation, land use, etc.).  Additional analysis has been provided 
in Master Response 3 of this Final Program EIR, which evaluates the potential impacts of 
the various alternatives on the Chain of Lakes. 

34.16 The Draft Program EIR addresses existing greenhouse gas (GHG) levels starting on page 
3.11-7, describes the various GHG-related regulations starting on page 3.11-14, and begins 
the impact discussion on GHG starting on page 3.11-26.  All the build alternatives are 
expected to have a beneficial impact on GHG emissions. 
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Letter 35 Retzlaff Vineyards 

35.1 This comment concerns the merits of individual project alternatives and does not concern 
the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative.   
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Letter 36 San Jose Sharks 

36.1 See Master Response 4, for a discussion of the treatment of Staples Ranch in the Draft 
Program EIR and the potential for impacts to sensitive receptors at the Staples Ranch site. 
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Letter 37 Save Mount Diablo 

37.1 Please refer to Response 1.2 of this document, regarding wildlife corridors.  In addition, 
please also refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the differences between 
program- and project-level analyses.  Master Response 1 also includes a discussion of the 
adequacy of the mitigation measures included in the Draft Program EIR.  The Draft 
Program EIR (see pages 3.9-17 to 3.9-32), includes discussion of special status species in 
the project area based on existing studies.  As discussed in the Draft Program EIR (see 
pages 3.9-43 to 3.9-72), updated species surveys will be conducted when a specific project 
is proposed.      

 Growth-inducement affects are discussed in Section 4.4 of the Draft Program EIR, 
beginning on page 4-5 of the document.  The Draft Program EIR acknowledges that there 
may be an indirect growth-inducing effect.  To the extent that the improved transit system 
would encourage development by improving mobility and access to the area, the BART to 
Livermore extension could have an indirect growth-inducing effect by accelerating planned 
growth in a more compact, transit-oriented form in and around station sites.  As noted in 
the comment, although the Vasco Station site is approximately 1 mile within the Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB), the Greenville East Station site would be partially outside the 
boundary.  Please refer to Responses 10.1 and 25.3 of this document, regarding 
identification in the Draft Program EIR of potential program conflicts with the UGB and 
the voter approval process that would be required to amend the UGB.  However, should an 
alternative that conflicts with the UGB be selected, these impacts will be assessed in greater 
detail during the project-level environmental review process. 

 BART agrees that the Altamont Hills  and the grasslands of eastern Alameda County 
contain important wildlife corridors as presented in the Missing Linkages; Restoring 
Connectivity to the California Landscape Report.  The report refers to the Altamont Hills 
area as a connectivity choke-point based on the fact that the two grassland habitat areas 
north and south of I-580 are divided by the freeway.  The Altamont Hills were identified as 
a connectivity choke-point for movements of San Joaquin kit fox, golden eagle, burrowing 
owl, California condor, and California tiger salamander.  Numerous barriers were 
mentioned for the Altamont Hills linkage: I-580, Altamont Hills wind turbine development, 
development and expansion of Los Vaqueros Reservoir, the California Aqueduct, and loss 
of habitat from development in Brentwood, Antioch, Tracy Hills, and South Schulte.  
Maintaining adequate habitat cover at the Greenville Road crossing was identified as a 
restoration priority.  The “Greenville Road crossing” referred to in the Missing Linkages 
report represents the crossing west of the ACE railroad lines.  The crossing is located 0.2 
miles east of the actual Greenville Road underpass.  Approximately 300 feet wide, the 
Greenville Road crossing is where the old Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) would start its 
ascent up the Altamont Hills.  In summary, the Missing Linkages report focuses on the 
Altamont Hills since that is the area where suitable habitat would be present.  As a result, 
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the urban areas of Dublin, Livermore, and Pleasanton are not included in this evaluation of 
wildlife migration since the urban uses preclude the presence of habitat and of some of the 
species identified in the Altamont Hills linkage.  BART analyzed the current conditions at 
the “Greenville Road crossing” and reached the conclusion that this underpass east of the 
Greenville Road is not serving as a major or local wildlife corridor since the functions of 
the crossing have been rendered unusable by current land uses and therefore BART did not 
misinterpret the report.  The commentor’s suggestion that a BART extension would induce 
potential growth in the areas of the Greenville Station and Vasco Road Station and put 
pressure onto other wildlife corridors within the study area is incorrect, because there are 
no other identified wildlife corridors in the area of the BART extension alternatives besides 
that at Altamont Hills.     

37.2 As the comment notes, information for analysis of “relative biotic impacts” on special-
status species in the project area already exists in various databases and studies.  The Draft 
Program EIR (see pages 3.9-23 to 3.9-32) includes discussion of special status species in 
the project area based on existing studies.  This information is sufficient for a program-
level analysis, in order to identify which alignment alternatives are sensitive to biological 
resource impacts and to assist in the selection of a preferred alternative.  BART will 
conduct surveys and prepare an updated inventory of species at the project stage, including 
species that may not now be present but may be present at that time.  As discussed in the 
Draft Program EIR, pages 3.9-51 to 3.9-72, updated species surveys will be conducted 
when a specific project is proposed.  Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, 
regarding the differences between program- and project-level analyses, and to Master 
Response 7 regarding the timing of species surveys.   

37.3 Section 3.9, Biological Resources, in the Draft Program EIR extensively discusses the 
impacts on sensitive biological resources of all of the alignment alternatives. Please refer to 
Responses 10.1 and 25.3 of this document, regarding identification in the Draft Program 
EIR of potential program conflicts with the UGB and the voter approval process that would 
be required to amend the UGB.  However, should an alternative that conflicts with the 
UGB be selected, these impacts will be assessed in greater detail during the project-level 
environmental review process (please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, 
regarding the differences between program- and project-level analysis).    

As noted in this comment, the Vasco Road Station is located about 1 mile inside the UGB.  
However, the Vasco Road Station area does not extend beyond the UGB, and as shown in 
Figure 3.3-1 (page 3.3-5) of the Draft Program EIR, the station area is a mix of industrial, 
residential, institutional, and vacant uses.  Although 729 housing units are expected to be 
built in the area by 2030, the vast majority of this growth would occur within vacant urban 
land to the north of the station site, the result of Livermore’s Brisa Neighborhood Plan (see 
Figure 3.3-4, page 3.3-21).  In addition, current land use designations prevent achieving 
more residential units around the Vasco Road Station (page 5-17, paragraph 3).  As a result 
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of these conditions, the Vasco Road Station would not place significant development 
pressure on grasslands to the east of the UGB. 

37.4 Please refer to Response 1.2 and 37.1 of this document, regarding wildlife corridors.  
Although the commentor states that the Vasco Road Station would have the potential to 
further impact and fragment movement linkages, any development outside of the existing 
UGB would require a voter approval process that would amend the UGB.  There is no 
evidence to suggest that by accelerating planned growth in a more compact, transit-oriented 
form in and around station sites, the Vasco Road Station would impact and fragment the 
movement corridor in proximity to the Greenville Road, which has already been rendered 
unusable by current land uses in the area.    

37.5 Please refer to Response 1.1 of this document, regarding the San Joaquin kit fox.  In 
addition, please also refer to Response 1.2 of this document, regarding wildlife corridors.   

37.6 As noted in this comment, both the Vasco Road and Greenville East stations are expected 
to foster at least some degree of development in their respective station areas.  The 
comment also correctly states that the Greenville East Station area is composed 
predominantly of agricultural land outside the UGB.  The land use, biology, and growth-
related impacts of the Greenville East Station are fully assessed in the Draft Program EIR.  
The fact that the Greenville East Station contains agricultural resources and conflicts with 
the UGB is clearly highlighted as a “Key Environmental Consideration” in Table S-2 of the 
document (page S-13).  In addition, Section 3.3, Land Use, assesses the potential of each 
alternative to promote the premature conversion of agricultural lands.  The document 
identifies 250 acres of Williamson Act-contracted property adjacent to the Greenville East 
Station footprint (page 3.3-53, paragraph 10) as responsible for the potentially significant 
and unavoidable impact to agricultural resources of Alternatives 1, 1a, and 1b (see Table 
3.3-6, page 3.3-36).  The Draft Program EIR also states that disturbed annual grassland is 
found in the Greenville East Station area (page 3.9-11, paragraph 4).  As identified in 
Table 3.9-4 (page 3.9-45), Alternatives 1, 1a, and 1b were found to have potentially 
significant impacts related to special status habitats, largely the result of undeveloped land 
in the Greenville East Station area (Table 3.9-5, page 3.9-46).  Refer also to Responses 
10.1 and 25.3 of this document, regarding identification in the Draft Program EIR of 
potential program conflicts with the UGB and the voter approval process that would be 
required to amend the UGB.  

 Finally, please refer to Response 37.3 of this document, regarding the potential growth-
related impacts of the Vasco Road Station due to its proximity to the UGB and undeveloped 
land.  

37.7 Please refer to the responses above and to Response 1.2 of this document, regarding 
wildlife corridors.  The I-580 expansion and Altamont Landfill expansion was taken into 
consideration when analyzing cumulative impacts for the BART extension alternatives in 
the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-72) since these projects are within the cumulative 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-222 
June 2010 

context of the analysis.  Other I-580 undercrossings (i.e., waterways) were also visited 
during the reconnaissance surveys for the BART extension alternatives.  It was determined 
that since the alternatives would use free-span sections, these culverts would not be 
impacted and thus no impact to wildlife crossings would occur. Additionally, as mentioned 
in Response 1.2, these wildlife crossings would not be considered wildlife corridors since 
they do not connect two significant habitat units.   

37.8 Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the differences between 
program- and project-level analyses, and Master Response 7, which addresses biological 
resource impacts and timing of updated site specific surveys.   

37.9 Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the differences between 
program- and project-level analyses, including the sufficiency of mitigation at the program 
level.

37.10 BART is aware of the ongoing efforts of the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area 
(APWRA) Conservation Plan NCCP/HCP and the East Alameda County Conservation 
Strategy (EACCS).  Both of these strategies, as mentioned by the commentor, are ongoing 
and in the draft phase.  The APWRA Conservation Plan is being developed to minimize 
impacts to birds caused by wind turbine operations and to conserve birds and other 
terrestrial species while allowing wind energy development and operations in the APWRA.  
As described in the APWRA website, “the Plan is the first of its kind in California, and 
focuses on conserving the natural communities and sensitive species affected by the impacts 
of operation, maintenance, and construction of wind turbines.”  The applicability of the 
APWRA on the BART to Livermore extension will be evaluated during project-specific 
environmental review.  The APWRA Conservation Plan is anticipated to be completed in 
late 2011.   

The EACCS is being developed with the BART extension buildout included. The EACCS 
cites the City of Livermore General Plan, which includes the Greenville Yard area within 
the UGB, and includes the following, mostly urban, designations:  NMH - Neighborhood 
Mixed High Density; OSP – Parks, Trail Ways, Recreation Corridors, and Protected 
Areas; CF-S – School general; and ULM/UH-4 – Urban Low Medium Residential/Urban 
High Residential 4=18-22 d.u./a.c.42  The EACCS includes the northern portion of the 
Greenville Yard as part of the Urban/Developed Land Designation; however, they did not 
include the BART-owned property within this land designation.43   

                                              
42  City of Livermore General Plan 2003 – 2025, as amended June 2009.  
43  East Alameda County Conservation Strategy.  East Alameda County Conservation Strategy Document 

(Working Draft). Available on-line at http://ww.eastalco-conservation.org/documents.html. 
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Letter 38 Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund 

38.1 The comment letter does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s 
compliance with CEQA for the Livermore extension.  The commentor’s proposal for a 
fundamental restructuring of operations among several agencies and transportation systems 
is not presented as an alternative to reduce or avoid environmental impacts of the BART to 
Livermore extension or any of the alignment alternatives discussed in the Draft Program 
EIR.  This alternative is outside the scope of reasonable alternatives evaluated pursuant to 
CEQA.  However, to the extent that details of the proposal as presented in the comments 
relate to the extension of BART to Livermore, those comments are responded to below.     

 The commentor proposes a new alternative that would replace existing BART service 
between the Bay Fair Station and the Dublin/Pleasanton Station with standard gauge tracks 
and high-speed regional rail trains that would extend the Alameda Commuter Express 
(ACE) system from the foot of the Altamont Pass westward in the median of the I-580 
corridor, with a station at Isabel/I-580.  According to the comment, this would avoid two 
parallel transit systems in Livermore.  In addition, the standard gauge tracks would be 
compatible with a future High-Speed Rail (HSR) project.   

 The BART extension to Livermore would not create a second transit system parallel to the 
ACE system.  BART and ACE operate in separate geographic areas with different hours of 
service.  The BART system operates approximately 20 hours per day in the three BART 
District counties (San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa) and northern San Mateo County.  
BART service will be extended to Santa Clara County in the future.  ACE provides limited 
peak hour commute service between San Joaquin County and the South Bay (terminating at 
San Jose) via the UPRR corridor through Livermore.  As discussed further in Response 
38.3, one of the goals of the BART to Livermore extension is to link BART to ACE and 
provide a complementary connection between the two that would increase the geographic 
mobility of both BART and ACE patrons.  This linkage is consistent with the vision 
outlined in Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Regional Rail Plan. 

 As noted by the commentor, its proposal is significantly beyond the scope of the proposed 
BART to Livermore extension program.  Implementation of the proposal would require 
major changes to the Bay Area’s rail service: the disposal of over 13 route miles of 
relatively new BART guideway infrastructure and the construction of dozens of route miles 
of new high-speed rail compatible track and infrastructure in the Tri-Valley area, East Bay, 
and West Bay.  The California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) and the San Joaquin 
Rail Commission are currently preparing a Draft EIS/EIR for the Altamont Corridor Rail 
Project.  This Draft EIS/EIR will evaluate new regional rail link alternatives between the 
Central Valley, the Tri-Valley, and the Bay Area, consistent with MTC’s Regional Rail 
Plan and Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).   

38.2 The number of projected riders commuting in from San Joaquin County to BART stations 
in the Tri-Valley area is significant and was identified in the Draft Program EIR (see page 
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3.2-55, Table 3.2-20).  The number of projected San Joaquin County riders is slightly 
under 30 percent of projected BART riders in the Tri-Valley for all build alternatives.  See 
also Master Response 2 of this document for specific information on the process and 
methodology for the ridership projections.   

The first paragraph on page 3.2-55 is revised as follows to better reflect the proportion of 
San Joaquin County riders:

BART patrons from San Joaquin County represent a significant segment of the 
ridership in the Tri-Valley area, and account for approximately 30 percent of 
projected BART ridership under the Tri-Valley area in all build alternatives, as 
shown in Table 3.2-20.  This ranges from 16,800 riders per day under Alternative 
4 to 22,600 riders per day under Alternative 1.  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. 

BART agrees with the goal of diverting San Joaquin commuters from auto trips to transit 
trips.  Not only would it reduce traffic congestion on I-580, it would reduce fuel 
consumption and greenhouse gases.  One of the principal objectives of the BART to 
Livermore extension is to provide a direct BART-ACE passenger connection that would 
improve efficiency for ACE riders and encourage more San Joaquin commuters to ride 
transit.  All the proposed BART alternatives except one (Alternative 4) provide a direct 
connection between BART and ACE.   

38.3 The commentor proposes a HSR/ACE project as a new alternative to the BART to 
Livermore extension.  The system would replace existing BART service between the Bay 
Fair Station and the Dublin/Pleasanton Station with standard gauge tracks and substitute 
BART service with ACE service.  The service would extend in the median of I-580 from 
the Bay Fair Station to a proposed tunnel under Altamont Pass.  A Livermore rail station 
would be provided at Isabel/I-580.  A further rail extension to the west would allow a 
connection to the Caltrain and Capitol Corridor systems.  While the comment asserts that 
there would be environmental benefits from this proposal, it is not presented as an 
alternative that would reduce or avoid any adverse environmental impacts from the BART 
to Livermore alternatives analyzed in the Draft Program EIR.   

Moreover, the proposal, which would substitute ACE/HSR service for BART service, would 
not provide the same level of service and regional connectivity as the existing BART service 
and would result in a reduction in transit service for the Tri-Valley and Castro Valley.  
Currently, BART runs trains every 15 minutes during the commute hours, with the 
expectation of running trains every 12 minutes in the future.  Currently ACE trains run three 
round trips per day, all in the peak hour.  According to the ACE Rail Corridor Analysis 
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Final Report (2007), ACE may increase service to 12 round trips per day.  This increase in 
ACE service would still not compete with the existing BART service in terms of frequency of 
service, direction of service, or hours of service.  In addition, Tri-Valley patrons of an ACE 
train would have to transfer at the Bay Fair BART Station to the BART system for 
destinations on the BART line.  This forced transfer is not necessary under the existing 
BART system and would likely require very significant reconfigurations of overall BART 
operations in the East Bay.  This overall proposal would represent a substantial reduction in 
service for Tri-Valley residents compared to the BART alternatives evaluated in the Draft 
Program EIR, which would increase regional transit access for the Tri-Valley area.   

Implementation of the proposal would require rebuilding the existing BART facilities 
between Bay Fair Station and Dublin/Pleasanton.  These modifications would likely include 
the reconstruction of the existing Bay Fair Station area, West Dublin Station platforms, and 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station platforms in order to accommodate standard gauge trains/cars, 
high-voltage overhead catenary traction power systems and other highway/railway 
structural  modifications to support higher rail speeds and HSR equipment.  As noted in the 
comment, additional track and station construction would be required for a connection to 
Caltrain, the Capitol Corridor, or to a multi-modal station on the BART Fremont line.  
Extending ACE across the San Francisco Bay to the Transbay Terminal via the existing 
Caltrain mainline would be another significant cost element.  Even at a conceptual level, 
the combined effect of these actions would be a capital investment above and well beyond 
any of the BART to Livermore extension alternatives.  Given the region’s commitment to 
renovating its existing rail infrastructure and other transit expansion projects approved in 
the RTP, there is no indication that the ACE/HSR hybrid alternative would be more cost 
effective than one of the BART alternatives with an intermodal connection to an existing 
ACE station in Livermore. 

The commentor mentions that the CHSRA will be releasing a revised Programmatic 
EIR/EIS which will, among other things, revisit its decision on a preferred alignment that 
connects the Bay Area and the Central Valley via the Pacheco Pass, rather than the 
Altamont Pass.  The revised Draft Program EIR/EIS was released and the public review 
period closed on April 26, 2010.  The document did further explore the advantages and 
disadvantages of the Altamont versus the Pacheco corridor, but concludes that the Pacheco 
Pass alignment is still the preferred alignment for connecting the Central Valley to the Bay 
Area. 

38.4 This comment continues the discussion of the proposed hybrid ACE/HSR project 
referenced in Comment 38.3, but offers more detail on how a “local service” alternative 
could be configured and operated to provide service to Livermore stations at Vasco Road 
and Downtown Livermore.  The existing ACE tracks would provide an alignment between 
Livermore and the proposed I-580-Altamont train tunnel to the east, but a new track 
alignment would be needed to provide service between Livermore stations and the I-580 
corridor to the west.  It is not clear how this local service would be equal to or superior to 
a BART extension to Livermore.  In fact, frequency of service and hours of service would 
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probably be more limited (see Response 38.3 above).  The local service alternative is not 
presented as an alternative that would avoid or reduce any adverse environmental impacts 
of the BART to Livermore extension and it is outside the scope of reasonable alternatives 
evaluated pursuant to CEQA.  The comment asserts that a “low-impact” connection from 
the Downtown Livermore Station back to the I-580 right-of-way is needed as part of its 
proposal, but does not explain why such a connection would be needed otherwise.   

38.5 As stated in the Draft Program EIR, area-wide growth is influenced by multiple local, 
regional, and national forces that reflect societal, economic, and technological change, and 
is ultimately regulated by local and regional land use policies (see page 4-4, paragraph 4).  
Transportation infrastructure is but one of many factors that influence growth. 

The Draft Program EIR states that the BART to Livermore extension could accelerate 
planned growth in a more compact, transit-oriented form (see page 4-9, paragraph 5).  
Section 4.4 of the Draft Program EIR explains that existing BART stations have proven to 
be catalysts for the development of mixed-use centers in the Bay Area since the 1980’s (see 
page 4-6, paragraph 2), and that the recent trend toward transit-oriented, smart growth 
planning principles integrated into Bay Area general and redevelopment plans (see page 
4-6, paragraph 3) only strengthens the potential relationship between future BART stations 
and smart growth.  Section 4.4 discloses that certain stations areas assessed in the analysis, 
including the Greenville East and Isabel/I-580 Station areas, are not conducive to compact, 
transit-oriented development ( TOD; page 4-8, paragraph 1). 

As discussed in the Draft Program EIR (pages 5-11 to 5-14), the BART to Livermore 
Extension must achieve ridership and housing density targets established by BART’s 
System Expansion Policy (SEP) and MTC Resolution #3434 Transit-Oriented Development 
Policy.  This is not as a mitigation measure for adverse growth-inducing impacts, but a 
condition of project approval and funding under BART and MTC policy.  The projected 
ridership of each extension alternative was found to satisfy the corridor-wide ridership 
thresholds of the BART SEP (see Table 5-3 in the Draft Program EIR) based on a 
preliminary, program-level assessment.  As this comment points out, one result of this 
assessment is that local jurisdictions may not be required to prepare Ridership Development 
Plans (RDP) that consider land use changes to promote TOD (page 5-12, paragraph 4) to 
fulfill the BART SEP.  However, the Draft Program EIR states that there are other reasons 
for pursuing RDPs, such as ensuring development that is consistent with the community’s 
design vision, establishing TOD implementation measures, and defining mechanisms to 
improve infrastructure (see page 5-12, paragraph 4).  More importantly, the document 
establishes that RDPs would assist in meeting the housing targets set by MTC Resolution 
#3434 (see page 5-12, paragraph 4).  As presented in Table 5-4 (see page 5-15) and stated 
in the document, none of the alignment alternatives would satisfy the current MTC housing 
threshold (see page 5-16, paragraph 1). 

BART’s SEP does not expressly establish minimum zoning requirements in station areas, 
but instead allows ridership thresholds to be met by a variety of options within the 
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discretion of the local jurisdiction, including General Plan and zoning ordinance 
amendments, access improvements, and other strategies.  However, because none of the 
alternatives were found to meet MTC Resolution #3434 housing thresholds, General Plan 
or zoning amendments may be required in order to meet the specified thresholds and obtain 
project funding.  Although the City of Livermore has the discretion to decide what these 
RDP strategies are, it must adopt the strategies before BART will certify a final project-
level EIR or MTC will authorize project funding.  As stated in the Draft Program EIR, to 
the extent that the city declines to adopt such strategies, “some alternatives could prove 
ineligible for MTC funding.” (see page 5-16, paragraph 2). 

As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, each of the build alternatives would result in a 
substantial net benefit with respect to reducing regional greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
(see page 3.11-28, paragraph 2).  This conclusion is based on the total reduction in vehicle 
miles of traveled (VMT) calculated for each alignment alternative, based on traffic 
modeling which takes into account vehicle trips to the BART stations.  Accordingly, there 
is no need to separately mitigate GHG emissions associated with drive access trips to 
stations. 

38.6 This comment concerns the merits of a proposed new Transbay rail crossing that would 
connect the commentor’s proposed ACE/HSR hybrid rail corridor in the Tri-Valley to San 
Francisco.  The connection would be made via an extension of the I-580 rail corridor 
westward on new tracks along Route 238, southward parallel to the Bay, westward on a 
new Transbay rail bridge in the vicinity of the Hayward-San Mateo Bridge, then north 
along the existing Caltrain corridor to San Francisco.  According to the commentor, this 
Transbay connection would reduce conflicts with freight traffic in the South Bay and 
reduce BART passenger loads, which would reduce pressure on the Transbay Tube.  The 
funding costs and benefits of implementing this proposal are strictly speculative, but the 
miles of new track and bridging would likely be significantly more than the costs for any of 
the BART to Livermore extension alternatives and would be in addition to construction 
costs for the proposed I-580 ACE/HSR rail corridor as discussed in Response 38.03 above.  
The Transbay Tube alternative is not presented as an alternative that would avoid or reduce 
any adverse environmental impacts of the BART to Livermore extension and it is outside 
the scope of reasonable alternatives evaluated pursuant to CEQA.     

38.7 This comment continues the discussion of the merits of a proposed new hybrid ACE/HSR 
project referenced in Comment 38.3 and 38.4, but proposes an Oakland connection for the 
proposed hybrid ACE/HSR system.  It is not clear from the comment whether the proposed 
rail corridor to Oakland is the existing BART system, the existing UPRR/Capitol Corridor 
tracks, or a new corridor.  In either case, a rail connection between the Tri-Valley and the 
Oakland-bound tracks would need to be made.  The costs and benefits of such a connection 
have not been studied and are strictly speculative.   The Oakland alternative is not 
presented as an alternative that would avoid or reduce any adverse environmental impacts 
of the BART to Livermore extension and it is outside the scope of reasonable alternatives 
evaluated pursuant to CEQA.     
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Letter 39 Union Pacific Railroad 

39.1 BART has received and acknowledges the Union Pacific Railroad’s (UPRR) concerns and 
requirements, including the transmittal of the document Union Pacific Commuter Access 
Principles.  This document is thoroughly discussed in numerous places in the Draft 
Program EIR, including page 2-54, where they are first described, and then subsequently 
under each topic.  The issues enumerated in this comment and, to the extent relevant to 
extending BART to Livermore, in the commentor’s letter to the California High-Speed Rail 
Authority (CHSRA) will be the subject of further study in the coming phases of the project, 
based on detailed right-of-way maps which have not yet been prepared at the program 
stage.  The issues of clearances for the UPRR operations will be handled in the design 
phase of the project, and will be explored in detail in the project-level EIR that will follow 
this program-level document.  BART is aware of the UPRR’s requirements for clearances, 
as well as the requirements of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC).  BART 
is a fully grade-separated and enclosed system, thus no sharing of trackage is contemplated.   

For the most part, the comments do not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or 
BART’s compliance with CEQA.  Concerning the availability of shared right-of-way, 
BART met with Union Pacific Railroad during the preparation of the Draft Program EIR in 
August 2009, and Union Pacific presented the Commuter Access Principles at that time.  
Union Pacific’s statement on safe separation of freight and passenger tracks is addressed in 
the Draft Program EIR on page 2-54, and the resulting environmental consequences are 
discussed in each of the impact topic areas in the Draft Program EIR, Section 3, 
Environmental Analysis.  In locations where UPRR right-of-way widths are adequate 
according to the Commuter Access Principles, there should be no safety issue or 
interference with UPRR operations.  In locations where the UPRR right-of-way widths are 
inadequate according to the Commuter Access Principles, the Draft Program EIR 
acknowledges that the right-of-way is unlikely to be available, with the result that BART 
may need to acquire right-of-way from adjacent landowners, as indicated in Table 3.4-16.  
The Draft Program EIR also addresses the Federal Railroad Administration safety 
requirements on pages 2-53 and 2-54, through the use of intrusion detection systems.   

39.2 Please refer to Response 39.1 above with regard to the UPRR’s requirements for 
clearances and to shared use of right-of-way.  Regarding Alternative 4, the BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 40 Vulcan Materials Company 

40.1 This comment reflects the commentor’s general opposition to Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, 
and 5 and is noted.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 

40.2 Please refer to Responses 12.1, 12.8, and 12.11 of this document, regarding the Alameda 
County’s 1981 Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation 
(LAVQA), current and future land ownership by Zone 7, and future coordination between 
BART and Zone 7 on extension development.   

At this program-level stage of environmental review, none of the alternatives routed 
through the Chain of Lakes are considered to necessitate an amendment to the LAVQAR 
Specific Plan.  This is because the Specific Plan contains an inherently flexible, generalized 
sequence of staged quarry reclamation, and establishes that formal reclamation plans are 
the responsibility of mine operators.  Policy 2 of LAVQAR states that “Maximum 
flexibility in reclamation planning is desirable, and that the Specific Plan “may be altered 
pursuant to State law.”44  Although the staging diagram in the LAVQAR Specific Plan 
shows that proposed water conduits and diversion structures would be in place beneath the 
proposed El Charro aerial structure by 2030, the pillared footprint of the aerial structure 
would not necessitate the relocation of that infrastructure.  

If one of the El Charro alternatives is selected as the preferred BART to Livermore 
extension alternative, potential conflicts with the individual reclamation plans submitted by 
mine operators under LAVQAR may be assessed as part of the project EIR.   

40.3 BART is aware of the 2007 Pre-Development and Cooperation Agreement, which specifies 
improvements to El Charro Road and continued access for Vulcan trucks to and from the 
quarries.  The aerial structure for the BART tracks along El Charro Road would cross over 
Stoneridge Drive west of the El Charro/Stoneridge Drive/Jack London Boulevard 
intersection without affecting the basic design of the intersection, as shown in Figure 3-1 of 
this document.  Please refer to Master Response 3 in this document, regarding the 
engineering feasibility and design of the BART extension alternatives near the intersection 
of El Charro Road, Jack London Boulevard, and Stoneridge Drive.  The BART alignment 
would pass over Stoneridge Drive and also over El Charro Road south of the intersection 
without impacting the planned traffic carrying capacity of these roadways. 

40.4 The Draft Program EIR addresses the potential loss of access to mineral resources at a 
programmatic level beginning on page 3.7-46 (specifically, Impact GEO-5, Loss of a 
Mineral Resource or Mineral Resource Recovery Site).  For Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, 
and 5, involving an aerial structure along the present alignment of the currently private El 

                                              
44  Alameda County Board of Supervisors, 1981. Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area 

Reclamation, page 6.  
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Charro Road, the engineering design and the analysis in the Draft Program EIR assumes 
that by the time a BART extension alternative is implemented, the mineral resources will 
have been removed and El Charro Road will have become a public street approximately 
along its present alignment.  Under these conditions, no mineral resources along the 
present alignment of El Charro Road would be affected, because they would have already 
been extracted.  If mineral resources remain along the present alignment of El Charro Road 
or in areas where the aerial structure diverged from the present alignment of El Charro 
Road, there could be mineral resources impacts.  If the BART Board has selected an 
alternative that includes the present alignment of El Charro Road and adjacent areas as its 
preferred alternative, then further consultation with the quarry owners and the agencies 
involved in SMARA and the LAVQAR Specific Plan would be warranted to determine the 
feasibility of mitigating the impacts if mineral resources were still present at the time a 
project-level review is performed.   

Impact GEO-5, Loss of a Mineral Resource or Mineral Resource Recovery Site, beginning 
on page 3.7-46 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows to incorporate the 
information presented in the above paragraph: 

Figure 8-3 of the City of Livermore General Plan, Open Space and Conservation 
Element, indicates that Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would cross State-
designated Mineral Resource Sectors in areas designated classified as MRZ-2.45  
Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would approximately follow the present 
alignment of El Charro Road adjacent to through currently active quarry lands 
(Resource Sector A-1) and adjacent to reclaimed quarry pits in Alameda County, 
near Stanley Boulevard known as the Chain of Lakes area.  To the extent that 
nearly all of the aerial alignment for these alternatives would be within the right-of-
way of a public El Charro Road approximately following the present alignment of 
the privately owned El Charro Road and that the sand and gravel resources would 
have been completely excavated by the time the BART project was implemented, 
there would be no impact to mineral resources for that alignment. 

Approximately 1,200 lineal feet of the proposed aerial structure near the northern 
end of El Charro Road and approximately 1,200 lineal feet near the southern end 
would be off the present road alignment and would cover less than 2 acres each.  If 
recoverable mineral resources remain in these two areas, there could be some loss 
of access to them that would need to be assessed in a project-level environmental 
review document.  Although the actual loss of access to recoverable mineral 
resources would be relatively minor when compared to the remaining resources in 
the Livermore-Amador Valley, there could be a significant impact, based on the 
areas being in a designated Resource Sector.  If the BART Board has selected one 
of the five alternatives that uses the El Charro Road alignment as its preferred 
alternative, then further consultation with the quarry owners and the agencies 
involved in SMARA and the LAVQAR Specific Plan would be warranted to 

                                              
45 Figure 8-3, Mineral Resources Sectors Within Planning Area. Source: California Department Of 

Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, 1996. 
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determine the feasibility of mitigating the impacts if mineral resources were still 
present at the time a project-level review is performed.    

The Chain of Lakes area’s sandy soil would necessitate the use of steel pipe piles, 
rather than pre-cast concrete piles, as vertical support for the proposed elevated 
tracks guideway.  Retaining walls probably would not to be needed because the 
horizontal separation between the proposed construction area and the quarries 
appear to be sufficient to allow grading of the necessary retaining slopes.  The 
Isabel/Stanley Station associated with Alternatives 3a and 5 would occupy an 
approximately 33-acre site divided by Stanley Boulevard and bounded by quarry 
lands on the west (Resource Sectors A-1 and A-2) and on the south (Resource 
Sector A-2), potentially creating an impact if those resources have not been 
completely excavated by the time the BART project is implemented.  None of the 
BART extension alternatives would involve extraction or disposal of mineral 
resources. 

Alternative 1 – Greenville East.  Alternative 1 would not be within a State-
designated Mineral Resource Sector and would have no impact on the availability 
of such a resource. Also, this alternative would not run along through active 
mining operations, and would have no impact on access to these activities. 

Alternative 1a – Downtown-Greenville East Via UPRR.  Alternative 1a would 
not involve extraction or disposal of mineral resources.  Alternative 1a would 
approximately parallel follow the present alignment of El Charro Road through the 
Chain of Lakes, primarily on the west side of the road, but crossing it at the north 
and south ends. area; however, the proposed tracks would not encroach into areas 
where minerals are actively being recovered. Quarry pits adjacent to most of the 
proposed alignment have been fully extracted.  Truck access to remaining mineral 
extraction areas on either side of El Charro Road is limited to consist of two or to 
three at-grade connections with El Charro Road.  The BART aerial guideway in 
this stretch would primarily run along the west side of El Charro Road. This The 
proposed aerial structure guideway would be designed so that the support columns 
would avoid obstruction of any of these access points that remain at the time of the 
BART project implementation and, similarly, would avoid disturbance to the 
conveyor system that transports quarried materials under El Charro Road, as well 
as the one road undercrossing of El Charro Road for quarry trucks.  The proposed 
aerial structure would be designed to be high enough to avoid interference with the 
railcar loading facilities between El Charro Road and Isabel Avenue. 

Alternative 1a would run adjacent to the Vulcan aggregate plant site, recycle plant, 
and settling ponds.  The proposed elevated tracks in this area would be designed to 
avoid not limiting access to the Vulcan facilities during operation, although there 
could be some temporary delays to quarry traffic during construction.  The 
alignment would follow Stanley Boulevard south of the extended mining operation 
site(which commenced in 2008). However; however, this mining area is not 
adjacent to the proposed alignment and access to the pits would not be limited 
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during construction or operation. Consequently, there would be no impact related 
to loss of access to mineral resources along this alignment. 

At this time, El Charro Road is not a public street; however,, but it by the time the 
BART extension would be constructed, it has been assumed in the design of the 
aerial guideway that the road has become a public right-of-way and its alignment 
would be consistent with the plans by affected local jurisdictions, LAVQAR 
Policy 15, and appropriate setbacks (probably 50 feet) would be established 
(LAVQAR Policy 14).  LAVQAR Policy 21 provides a mechanism for the mining 
operator and the County to resolve issues arising from the establishment of a public 
right-of-way along El Charro Road with respect to changes in reclamation plans.  
Similar negotiations would be appropriate with respect to potential encroachment of 
the proposed alignment on remaining recoverable mineral resources.  It is 
reasonable to assume that El Charro Road would not become a public street until 
all or most of the mineral resources along its present alignment had been extracted.  
In that case, there would be no impact related to loss of access to mineral resources 
along this portion of the proposed aerial BART structure. 

Alternative 1b – Downtown-Greenville East Via SPRR.  Alternative 1b would 
not involve extraction or disposal of mineral resources. Also, like Alternative 1a, 
Alternative 1b would not encroach into areas where minerals are actively being 
recovered and would have elevated tracks in the vicinity of the Vulcan facilities. As 
such, Alternative 1b would also have no impact on the availability of, or access to, 
mineral resources. As with Alternative 1a, a section of Alternative 1b would be an 
aerial structure approximately parallel to the present alignment of El Charro Road 
and would be implemented under the same conditions as described under 
Alternative 1a.  Consequently, there would be no impact related to loss of access to 
mineral resources along this portion of the proposed aerial BART structure.  

Alternative 2 – Las Positas.  Alternative 2 would not be within a State-designated 
Mineral Resource Sector and would have no impact on the availability of such a 
resource. Also, this alternative would not run along through active mining 
operations, and would have no impact on access to these activities. 

Alternative 2a – Downtown-Vasco.  Alternative 2a would not involve extraction 
or disposal of mineral resources. Also, like Alternatives 1a and 1b, Alternative 2a 
would not encroach into areas where minerals are actively being recovered and 
would have elevated tracks in the vicinity of the Vulcan facilities.  As such, 
Alternative 2a would also have no impact on the availability of, or access to, 
mineral resources. As with Alternatives 1a and 1b, a section of Alternative 2a 
would be in an aerial structure approximately parallel to the present alignment of El 
Charro Road and would be implemented under the same conditions as described 
under Alternative 1a.  Consequently, there would be no impact related to loss of 
access to mineral resources along this portion of the proposed aerial BART 
structure. 
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Alternative 3 – Portola.  Alternative 23 would not be within a State-designated 
Mineral Resource Sector and would have no impact on the availability of such a 
resource.  Also, this alternative would not run along through active mining 
operations, and would have no impact on access to mining operations. 

Alternative 3a – Railroad.  Alternative 3a would not involve extraction or 
disposal of mineral resources. This alternative would have elevated tracks in the 
vicinity of the Vulcan facilities and would thus not impede access to the Vulcan 
facilities during operation, as described previously for Alternative 1a. As with 
Alternatives 1a, 1b, and 2a, a section of Alternative 3a would be in an aerial 
structure approximately parallel to the present alignment of El Charro Road and 
would be implemented under the same conditions as described under Alternative 
1a.  Consequently, there would be no impact related to loss of access to mineral 
resources along this portion of the proposed aerial BART structure. 

The Isabel/Stanley Station associated with Alternative 3a would be constructed on 
an approximately 33-acre site divided by Stanley Boulevard and bounded by quarry 
lands on the west (Resource Sectors A-1 and A-2) and on the south (Resource 
Sector A-2).  If mineral resources remained unmined on this site, The construction 
of the Isabel/Stanley Station would eliminate access to underlying aggregate 
deposits in Resource Sector A-2. When these quarry lands were originally 
designated in 1983, all of Sector A was estimated to contain 383 million tons of 
sand and gravel resources.46  By the time the Livermore General Plan was updated 
in 2004, about 27 percent (104 million tons) of material had been removed.47  The 
portion of the proposed Isabel/Stanley Station site south of Stanley Boulevard 
covers about 3 percent (8 million tons) of the remaining resources in Sector A.  
Because an estimated 271 million tons of resources remain in Sector A, plus an 
additional estimated 176 million tons of reserves in nearby Sectors B and C,48 the 
loss of access to mineral resources at the proposed Isabel/Stanley Station site is 
considered significant. 

Alternative 4 – Isabel/I-580.  Alternative   would not be within a State-designated 
Mineral Resource Sector and would have no impact on the availability of such a 
resource.  Also, this alternative would not run along through active mining 
operations, and would have no impact on access to these activities. 

Alternative 5 – Quarry.  Alternative 5 would not involve extraction or disposal of 
mineral resources. This alternative would have elevated tracks in the vicinity of the 
Vulcan facilities and would thus not impede access to the Vulcan facilities during 
operation. Like As with Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, and 3a, a section of Alternative 3a 
would be in an aerial structure approximately parallel to the present alignment of El 
Charro Road and would be implemented under the same conditions as described 

                                              
46 California Geological Survey, Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Materials in the San Francisco 

Monterey Bay Area, Part II: Classification of Aggregate Resource Areas, South San Francisco Bay 
Production Consumption Region, Special Report 146, Part II, 1983, pp 25 – 30, plates 2.14 and 2.52. 

47 City of Livermore, City of Livermore General Plan: 2003-2025, 2004, Figure 8-3. 
48 CGS, 1983, op. cit. and City of Livermore, 2004, op. cit. 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-253 
June 2010 

under Alternative 1a.  Consequently, there would be no impact related to loss of 
access to mineral resources along this portion of the proposed aerial BART 
structure.  As with Alternative 3a, Alternative 5 would include the Isabel/Stanley 
Station, which would result in a significant loss of access to mineral resources at 
the site of the station. 

MITIGATION MEASURE.  A significant impact to mineral resources would occur 
with Alternatives 3a and 5.  The loss would be a direct effect of constructing the 
Isabel/Stanley Station, which would eliminate access to underlying aggregate 
deposits in Resource Sector A-2.  It is possible that the portions of the station 
footprint south of Stanley Boulevard could be excavated and reclaimed prior to 
implementation of these alternatives, in which case, there would be no loss of 
mineral resources. a BART station at this location.  As a result, this impact would 
be revisited at the time a project-level environmental document is undertaken, if 
any alternative involving the Isabel/Stanley Station is carried forward.  For 
purposes of this Program EIR, the loss of access to mineral resources in Sector A 
is considered potentially significant and unavoidable.  (PSU)  

40.5 See Response 40.4 for information about avoiding interference with rail usage at the 
Vulcan quarry.   

40.6 The analysis of the quantity of aggregate material remaining in local Resource Sectors on 
pages 3.7-47 and 3.7-48 of the Draft Program EIR is based on historical information 
available in the public record; no proprietary information was sought from quarry operators 
or used in the analysis.  Although the information is, of necessity, generalized, a significant 
negative impact to access to mineral resources in Sector A was identified.  Further 
refinement of this conclusion is not necessary for the purposes of the Program EIR.  This 
impact would be revisited at the time a project-level environmental document is 
undertaken, if any alternative involving the loss of access to mineral resources is carried 
forward. 

40.7 Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR is a preliminary list of the potential acquisitions 
necessary for each of the nine alternatives discussed in the Draft Program EIR.  Parcels 
have been identified by parcel number.  A discussion of potential land acquisition is 
presented on pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-23 of the Draft Program EIR.   Any property 
acquisitions by BART would be guided by the California Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Guidelines.  Appendix C identifies all physical acquisitions of 
property identified at this time, and the comment does not specify what other interference 
with property rights or interests the commentor believes should be included.  However, it 
should be noted that, while effects on the economic interests of mineral resource owners 
other than physical acquisition of their property may raise separate legal questions, such 
effects are not environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA.     



BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 5-1 
June 2010 

Section 5 
Responses to Oral Comments  

on the Draft Program EIR 
Section 5 contains comments made to the court reporter and the transcripts of speakers at the three 
public hearings on the Draft Program EIR, and the responses to these comments.  Specific comments 
by each speaker at the public hearings have been bracketed and enumerated in the margin of the 
transcript.  Each commentor has been assigned a discrete speaker number, as listed in Section 2.  
Responses to each of these comments follow the transcripts.  For the most part, the responses provide 
explanatory information or additional discussion of text in the Draft Program EIR.  In some instances, 
the response supersedes or supplements the text of the Draft EIR for accuracy or clarification.  New 
text that has been added to the Draft Program EIR is indicated with underlining.  Text that has been 
deleted is indicated with strikethrough.   
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5.1 BART PUBLIC HEARING IN THE CITY OF LIVERMORE (NOVEMBER 18, 2009) 

PH1-S1 Robert Martin 

PH1-S1.1 The commentor questioned when the project would be completed.  As noted in the 
Draft Program EIR, a buildout year of 2035 was assumed for the purposes of the 
analysis.   

PH1-S1.2 As noted in the comment, BART currently owns three key sites in the study area. 

PH1-S1.3 As noted in the comment, all five station locations would include parking structures. 

PH1-S2 Larry Berger 

PH1-S2.1 BART currently has maintenance yards for train storage and repair at Hayward, Daly 
City, Concord, and Richmond.  Additional locations where trains are stored with no 
repair facilities are in Pittsburg/Bay Point and Dublin/Pleasanton.  Storage tracks also 
exist in North Concord, but are not regularly used.  There is also a shop, but no 
maintenance facilities or train storage, in Oakland.   

The detailed design of a potential maintenance yard at Portola-Railroad, including 
access, has not been determined.  The Draft Program EIR (Figure 2-14, page 2-39) 
illustrates the outline of an area that would provide the acreage necessary for a 
maintenance yard, and any yard built at this location would need to include 
maintenance facilities and tracks for train storage.  The basic components of the 
Portola/Railroad Yard and the functions that would be performed there are described 
on page 2-38 for Alternative 3 and page 2-45 for Alternative 3a.  A general description 
of the types of activities performed at BART’s maintenance yards is included on pages 
2-51 and 2-52.  The proposed yard would need road access, but the location of the road 
access has not been determined at this point.  This would be determined during 
engineering work for the project-level EIR/EIS document.   

Specific impacts from maintenance yard activities are identified in the relevant sections 
of the document.  Land use impacts of the Portola/Railroad Yard, including impacts to 
the Trevarno Road Historic District, are identified on page 3.3-42, discussed on page 
3.3-47, and potential mitigations were identified on page 3.3-48.  Community division 
issues associated with the yard were identified on page 3.3-49.  The need for 
acquisition of parcels for the maintenance facility was identified on page 3.4-21.  
Impacts associated with lighting at the yard are identified on page 3.5-20 in Table 
3.5-2, discussed in more detail on pages 3.5-43 and 3.5-44, and potential mitigation 
measures are proposed on page 3.5-44.  The visual quality impacts of the maintenance 
facility on Trevarno Road were identified on page 3.5-33.  Potential view obstruction 
due to elements of the maintenance facility is identified on page 3.5-37.  Potential 
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impacts of the maintenance facility on historic and cultural resources, including the 
Trevarno Road Historic District, are identified on page 3.6-21, with mitigation 
measures proposed on page 3.6-23.  Noise impacts associated with the maintenance 
facility are identified on page 3.10-55, and mitigation measures are proposed on page 
3.10-56.  Air quality issues associated with maintenance activities at the yard are 
identified on page 3.11-23 and 3.11-30.  Potential issues associated with the accidental 
release of hazardous materials at maintenance facilities are discussed on pages 3.12-24 
through 3.12-30.  Noise impacts created during yard construction at the 
Portola/Railroad Yard are identified on page 3.16-3, discussed on page 3.16-40, and 
mitigation measures are proposed on page 3.16-41.   Vibration impacts created during 
yard construction are discussed on page 3.16-44 and 3.16-45, and mitigation measures 
are proposed on page 3.16-46.    

PH1-S3 Christine Lillie 

PH1-S3.1 Please see Master Response 5 regarding the impacts of a Downtown Livermore 
Station. Please refer to the Draft Program EIR Sections 3.5 and 3.10 regarding visual 
and noise impacts associated with aerial alignments, respectively.  Regardless of which 
extension alternative is selected, there would be benefits for all the commuters, both in 
Livermore and those living east of Livermore.    

PH1-S4 Bonnie Hamilton 

PH1-S4.1 Please refer to the Draft Program EIR Section 3.10 regarding noise impacts of BART 
within the UPRR corridor.  As discussed under Impact NO-1 starting on page 3.10-22 
of the Draft Program EIR, the proposed alignments may significantly impact sensitive 
noise receptors in Livermore.  Various noise mitigation measures, as outlined under 
NO-1.1 on page 3.10-53, would be examined to reduce noise levels (sound walls for 
example).  However, sufficient information is not available under this program-level 
analysis to conclude with certainty that this mitigation would reduce impacts to less-
than-significant levels in all circumstances.  BART would carefully examine the noise 
impacts and mitigation measures in greater detail based on project-specific designs 
when preparing a project-level EIR to determine if impacts can be further reduced.    

PH1-S5 Gary Oehrle 

PH1-S5.1 Livermore’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) limits development north of I-580 in 
Livermore; thus stations north of I-580 were considered initially but were not taken 
forward in the Draft Program EIR due to the constrains on potential station development 
(See page 2-65).  See Response 103.1 of the written comments.   

PH1-S5.2 The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   
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PH1-S5.3 As described in Impact NO-2, noise from the Greenville Yard may have significant 
noise impacts to the nearby homes.  Mitigation NO-2.1 identified on 3.10-56 is 
expected to reduce those levels to less than significant.   

PH1-S5.4 Please refer to Master Response 3, Chain of Lakes/El Charro Road Alignment, of this 
document, regarding impacts due to a Chain of Lakes/El Charro alignment; and Master 
Response 5, Downtown Livermore, of this document, regarding the various impacts of 
a Downtown Livermore Station.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the 
merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. 

PH1-S5.5 The comment concerns the merits of the project alternative and does not concern the 
adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

PH1-S6 Kent Franklin 

PH1-S6.1 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station to the character and quality of Downtown Livermore.  
Please also refer to Section 3.5 in the Draft Program EIR for a discussion of visual 
impacts in the downtown area.   

PH1-S6.2 BART is investigating how to best use existing maintenance areas as the system 
expands; however, maintenance facilities at the end of each line are desirable because it 
allows end-of-line storage and more convenient maintenance, which facilitates daily 
operations.   

PH1-S7 Bob Allen  

PH1-S7.1 Please refer to responses to the speaker’s written comments in Comment Letters 42 
through 52.  As noted beginning on page 3.3-35 in Section 3.3, Land Use, various 
alignments would have a less-than-significant effect related to the division of 
communities (great wall effect).  Visual impacts of the aerial structures were addressed 
in Section 3.5, Visual Quality, of the Draft Program EIR.  Costs estimates for the 
alignments are presented in Section 2 and Appendix B of the Draft Program EIR.   

PH1-S7.2 The commentor supports Alternative 4 — Isabel/I-580.  For a discussion of an 
alternative with a station north of I-580 see Response 42.4.  

PH1-S8 Linda Jeffrey Sailors 

PH1-S8.1 The current Draft Program EIR builds on past studies for the corridor, including the 
Phase 1 and Phase 2 I-580 Corridor Studies, completed in 2002 and 2004, respectively.  
These documents helped to define the current range of alternatives, and the alternatives 
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developed during a corridor study served as a basis for defining alternatives at the 
outset of a Program EIR process.  However, new or modified alternatives can arise 
during the development of a Program EIR.  New alternatives can be proposed by 
agency or city staff at project initiation, they can be proposed by members of the public 
during scoping, or they can develop as a synthesis of concepts in the draft document 
during workshops and community meetings on the draft document, as occurred with 
this project with the development of Alternative 2b.   

The intermodal aspects of connecting transit services to all stations for all alternatives 
was evaluated in Section 3.2, Transportation, of the Draft Program EIR, beginning on 
page 3.2-131.   This document assumes that Greenville East serves as the major 
intermodal transfer station, as discussed on page 3.2-134.  This section contains a 
specific discussion of the various bus and rail operating agencies that could serve the 
Greenville East Station site, including ACE, LAVTA, MAX, SJRTD, and Tri-Delta 
services.  These agencies serve riders from Alameda, Contra Costa, San Joaquin, and 
Stanislaus counties. It is BART’s intention to have the eastern terminal station for 
whichever alternative is selected function as the intermodal transfer station with all 
connecting bus and rail operators from the Central Valley, Contra Costa County, and 
portions of Alameda County.  If an alternative is selected that does not include a 
Greenville Station site, the terminus station would still be an intermodal station. For 
instance, similar transit services would serve the Vasco Road Station if it is selected as 
the terminal station, as discussed on page 3.2-135. 

At the time the previous I-580 corridor studies were done, the scale of the biological 
issues with the Greenville Yard and Greenville East Station sites was not known.  
These issues were illuminated as the Draft Program EIR was developed, and were 
reinforced by the comment letters from several resource agencies about the biological 
constraints on these sites.  Please see Master Response 7 and responses to Comment 
Letter 1 regarding issues that have been identified with the Greenville Yard and 
Greenville East Station sites.  

PH1-S8.2 Both residential and business properties would be acquired for the extension.  Section 
3.4, Population and Housing, in the Draft Program EIR presents a discussion of 
property acquisitions for each alternative.  A list of potential property acquisitions for 
various alternatives is presented in Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR.  

PH1-S8.3 There are a number of alternatives that include a downtown station.  Alternatives 1a, 
1b, 2a, and 3a all have an at-grade portion of the alignment along the UPRR right-of-
way.  Alternative 3a also has a small portion of the alignment adjacent to the 
Downtown Livermore Station on an aerial structure.  Alternative 3, which also has a 
downtown station, would have a subway alignment along Portola and Junction 
Avenues.  Alternative 2b would have a subway alignment along Portola and Junction 
Avenues to a downtown station then at-grade along the UPRR to a station at Vasco 
Road.   
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PH1-S8.4 The Draft Program EIR, Section 3.10, thoroughly evaluates noise impacts of all 
alignment alternatives and identifies mitigation measures to minimize noise impacts. 
The mitigation strategies described under NO-1.1 on page 3.10-53 would substantially 
reduce impacts related to BART train noise; 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.  BART would 
carefully examine noise impacts and associated mitigation measures in greater detail 
based on project-specific designs when preparing the project-level EIR, to determine if 
impacts can be further reduced.   

PH1-S9 David Williams 

PH1-S9.1 A full noise analysis is included in the Draft Program EIR.  Noise was considered a 
potentially significant and unavoidable impact of the extension.  A number of mitigation 
measures have been included in the program to reduce potential noise impacts; 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.   Please see Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration, in the Draft Program EIR 
and Response 127.2.   

PH1-S10 Shirley Stribling 

PH1-S10.1 Contrary to the comment that the project should be constructed to its furthest terminal 
point before intermediate stations are constructed, projects are often divided into 
independent segments so that design and construction can be done commensurate with 
available funding.  In the case of the BART to Livermore extension, it is possible that 
construction to a station at Isabel/I-580 or Isabel/Stanley could take place as the first 
phase of a longer two-station alternative.  This is an issue that would be addressed in 
the project-level EIR/EIS as part of the development of the construction phasing plan, 
which is identified on page 3.16-13 as Mitigation Measure CI-TR-1.1 for the project.  
Also, as shown in the Draft Program EIR in Table 3.2-20, all alternatives alignments 
would draw commuters from further east. 

PH1-S11 Michelle Burkett 

PH1-S11.1 The Draft Program EIR, Section 3.4, analyzes environmental impacts related to 
population and housing as required by CEQA, such as displacement of homes and 
businesses.  However, CEQA focuses on impacts to the physical environment from 
constructing and operating a project.  A change in private property values, in itself, is 
not considered an environmental impact under CEQA.  Please see Section 3.10, Noise 
and Vibration, in the Draft Program EIR for noise impacts. 
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PH1-S11.2 The technology used for BART requires a total exclusive alignment, which is 
completely separated from all roadways and pedestrian/bicycle crossings.  The 
alignment is also isolated from all adjacent uses by continuous security fencing.  Unlike 
ACE or Caltrain, pedestrians and autos cannot access the BART right-of-way.  As a 
result, BART has an excellent safety record in this respect. 

PH1-S11.3 Analysis of privacy-related impacts to private residences is not required under CEQA.  
As stated in the Draft Program EIR, CEQA standards of significance for visual quality 
include visual compatibility, view obstruction, scenic resource disturbance, and excess 
light and glare (pages 3.5-14 to 3.5-15). 

However, the degree to which each alternative conflicts with the surrounding visual 
setting, including residential areas, is inherent to the analysis of visual compatibility.  
The potential for such conflict increases with high-profile aerial structures, even more 
so when such structures intersect existing residential and/or commercial areas.  This is 
reflected in the conclusions of the Draft Program EIR.  As summarized in Table 3.5-1 
(page 3.5-18), all of the two-station alternatives, with the exception of subway-oriented 
Alternative 3, were found to have potentially significant and unavoidable impacts 
related to visual compatibility.  Each of these impacts is related to the effects of the 
various aerial sections of the alignments, as explained in Table 3.5-2 (pages 3.5-19 to 
3.5-21). 

PH1-S11.4 Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of 
BART stations and crime. 

PH1-S12 Clarence Hoening 

PH1-S12.1 Please refer to Response 84.1 regarding cost estimates. 

PH1-S12.2 Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of 
BART stations and crime. 

PH1-S12.3 Please see Response 84.3 and Master Response 8 regarding programmed funds for the 
BART to Livermore extension.   

PH1-S12.4 As noted in Master Response 8, a full-funding plan would be necessary at the time that 
a project-level evaluation was completed.  The funding agencies would be responsible 
for ensuring that their funds were not oversubscribed. 

PH1-S13 Stacey Miller 

PH1-S13.1 Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of 
BART stations and crime.  Refer to Section 3.13, Community Services, in the Draft 
Program EIR regarding impacts to police services. 
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PH1-S14 Henry Shay   

PH1-S14.1 The comment concerns the merits of the project alternatives.  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 

PH1-S14.2 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station to the character and quality of Downtown Livermore.  
Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document, regarding impacts to the Chain of 
Lakes area.  CEQA focuses on impacts to the physical environment from constructing 
and operating a project.  A change in private property values, in itself, is not 
considered an environmental impact under CEQA 

PH1-S14.3 Please refer to responses to the speaker’s written comments in Comment Letters 111 
and 112.  Please refer to Table 3.2-22 on pages 3.2-57 and 3.2-58 of the Draft 
Program EIR.  This table shows the estimated mode of access characteristics for the 
BART extension alternatives.  For those alternatives with a station in Downtown 
Livermore the percentage of the BART patrons entering the station by walking ranged 
from 4 to 7 percent, while those using park-and-ride ranged from 49 to 56 percent.  It 
is correct that access by auto would be the predominant mode of travel to a downtown 
station.  However, it is important to note that the access characteristics of the suburban 
stations sites located away from developed areas such as the Greenville East and the 
Isabel/I-580 stations is much more auto oriented, with as much as 80 percent of the 
access occurring by auto.  Also, these forecasts are based on current land use policies.  
Should Livermore opt to allow greater development density downtown, then the 
number of BART riders walking to the station would increase over that shown in the 
Draft Program EIR.  In addition, as noted in the Draft Program EIR, parking at the 
downtown station was deliberately limited to 2,500 parking spaces.   

PH1-S14.4 The comment concerns the merits of the project alternatives.  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 

PH1-S15 Jack O’Connor 

PH1-S15.1 The comment concerns the merits of the project alternatives.  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 

PH1-S15.2 Please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion of the traffic in Downtown 
Livermore generated by ridership for the BART station alternatives. 

For roadway segments please refer to discussion on page 3.2-79 of the Draft Program 
EIR – Segment #8: Stanley Boulevard (downtown) would operate under an 
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unacceptable LOS in the westbound AM peak under Alternatives 1, 1a, 1b, 2a, 3, and 
4, as shown in Table 3.2-26 on page 3.2-80-81 and on Figure 3.2-6 on page 3.2-83. 
For intersections, please refer to discussion on page 3.2-87 to 3.2-129 and Tables 
3.2-27, 3.2-27, 3.2-28, 3.2-29, and 3.2-30 on pages 3.2-88 to 3.2-98 for information 
about Stanley Boulevard intersections #2, 3, 5, and 19.  This table shows the V/C 
ratio, the delay, and the Level of Service (LOS) for all alternatives.  Intersection #19, 
Stanley Boulevard at Valley Ave, would operate at unacceptable LOS under all 
alternatives.  Please refer to Section 1.4 of this document for a summary of traffic 
impacts associated with the new hybrid alternative, Alternative 2b. 

PH1-S15.3 Sound walls can have the unintended effect of reflecting noise to receptors opposite of 
the wall, thereby potentially increasing noise levels to these receptors.  However, the 
actual increase in noise levels from this reflection is minimized by properly locating 
and designing the walls.  For example, sound walls are made of absorptive material to 
minimize the reflection of noise.  In fact, measurements of this effect have 
demonstrated that the increase is less than 3 dBA, which is generally not perceptible by 
the general public.1 

PH1-S16 Martin Isenburg 

PH1-S16.1 The comment concerns the merits of a downtown station.  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 

PH1-S16.2 Please refer to the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.2-138 to 3.2-139 for discussion of 
parking for Downtown and non-Downtown Livermore Station alternatives.  For 
parking demand, supply, and the parking shortfall or surplus for each alternative, 
please refer to Tables 3.2-32 and 3.2-33 on pages 3.2-140 to 3.2-141.  Mitigation 
Measures TR-3.1 and 6.2 in the Draft Program EIR starting on page 3.2-143 show that 
with parking management and additional parking at the non-downtown stations parking 
impacts would be reduced to less than significant.  

PH1-S17 Valerie Raymond 

PH1-S17.1 Please refer to responses to Comment Letter 106, also from the speaker, regarding 
transit-oriented development (TOD). 

PH1-S17.2 Please refer to responses to Comment Letter 106, also from the speaker, regarding 
parking in the downtown area.  Please also refer to Master Response 5 for the 
discussion of parking supply distribution and ridership impacts and effects due to 
BART station location alternatives that include a Downtown Livermore Station.   

                                                         
1 FHWA website accessed March 31, 2010.  http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/keepdown.htm 
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PH1-S18 Bob Baltzer 

PH1-S18.1 Please refer to Sections 3.2 and 3.11 in the Draft Program EIR regarding ridership and 
air quality benefits associated with each alternative.  Also, please refer to Section 5-4 
in the Draft Program EIR, regarding TOD potential and Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB) constraints for the alignment alternatives.  

PH1-S19 Paul Daniel 

PH1-S19.1 The comment concerns the merits of the project alternatives.  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 

PH1-S19.2 Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of 
BART stations and crime. 

PH1-S20 Angelina Summers 

PH1-S20.1 The noticeable high pitch sound of the train wheels apparently “grinding” the tracks is 
generally the result of ripples or unevenness that form in the tracks over time.  These 
irregularities in the tracks are more likely to form on both underground and 
aboveground portions of track that are more heavily used at high speeds, e.g., 
Transbay Tube.  The number of irregularities is not necessarily greater underground, 
but can be more noticeable underground because the noise is essentially trapped in the 
tunnel. These ripples can be straightened and smoothed out by grinding the tracks 
during BART’s regular program of track maintenance.   

PH1-S21 Mathew Steinberg 

PH1-S21.1 The commentor favors a Greenville route with a station at Isabel/I-580.  As noted on 
page 2-27 of the Draft Program EIR, an estimated 4,475 parking spaces would be 
provided at the Isabel/I-580 Station, serving the uses mentioned by the commentor, and 
a slight parking surplus is projected at the station under all alternatives.  See Table 
3.2-33 on page 3.2-141 of the Draft Program EIR.    

PH1-S21.2 Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of 
BART stations and crime. 

PH1-S21.3 The commentor is correct that the Greenville site has more acreage than the other two 
maintenance yard sites.  However, as noted in a number of letters from public agencies 
and organizations, the Greenville Yard site is biologically sensitive.  See Master 
Response 7 regarding the Greenville Yard site.   
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PH1-S22 Clark Streeter 

PH1-S22.1 The comment concerns the merits of bus connection to a downtown station.  Bus 
connections are discussed in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.2.  The BART Board 
of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final 
hearing to select a preferred alternative. 

PH1-S23 Ed Mathias 

PH1-S23.1 Please refer to Section 1.1 of this document regarding the CEQA process.  As noted in 
the comment, the BART Board of Directors will need to certify the EIR as an adequate 
legal document and then consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative.  At a later date, a project-level EIR will 
be prepared to carry the planning process forward with the preferred alternative. 

PH1-S24 Kathy Streeter 

PH1-S24.1 Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of 
BART stations and crime.  The remainder of this comment concerns the merits of the 
project alternatives and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or 
BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the 
merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative.   

PH1-S25 Robert Martin 

PH1-S25.1 The comment regards the frequency of ACE trains if an intermodal station is built.  
The frequency of ACE trains is independent of a BART extension to Livermore.  
Future plans for ACE are discussed on page 3.2-40 and 41 of the Draft Program EIR.  
General ridership impacts, including ACE, are discussed beginning on page 3.2-131 of 
the Draft Program EIR.   

PH1-S25.2 As stated in the Draft Program EIR, the Alameda County Airport Land Use 
Commission recognizes that certain land uses can reduce the functionality, safety, and 
economic viability of Livermore Municipal Airport (page 3.3-40, paragraph 3).  In 
accordance with this, Livermore General Plan Policy LU-4.4.P2 prohibits the location 
of new residential land use designations and the intensification of existing land use 
designations within the Airport Protection Area (APA) (page 3.3-23).  As such, the 
Isabel/I-580 Station itself would not conflict with APA restrictions, provided that the 
portion of the station footprint that lies within an airport safety zone (as defined in the 
Airport Land Use Plan) is used only for parking and circulation (page 3.3-40, 
paragraph 3).  The Isabel/I-580 Station site is within the Height Referral Area (as 
described on page 3.12-19).  Therefore, the station, parking garages, and any other 
BART facilities would be subject to this regulation.  The allowable height for structures 
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within this zone is based on the distance away from the runway, and as shown in Table 
3.12-4 the Isabel/I-580 Station would exceed the allowable height in this area and 
would require a determination of plan consistency.  As also detailed in Section 5.4, 
Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policies, of the Draft Program EIR, the 
location of the Isabel/I-580 Station within the APA significantly impairs development 
around the station.   

PH1-S26 Robert Allen 

PH1-S26.1 The commentor supports Alternative 4.  See Response 42.4 regarding a station in the 
median of I-580 east of Greenville.   

PH1-S26.2 Please refer to the Draft Program EIR, page 3.2-131 to page 3.2-132 for a discussion 
of the anticipated impact of the BART extension on ACE ridership.  The extension of 
BART service eastward to Livermore is anticipated to significantly increase ACE 
ridership for all extension alternatives, other than Alternative 4, which has no direct 
connection to ACE.  BART ridership and transfer projections, shown in Table 3.2-22 
on pages 3.2-57 and 3.2-58, indicate that most extension alternatives would result in a 
substantial number of transfers from ACE to BART.  As an urban/suburban service, 
rather than an inter-regional service, BART will likely always offer more frequent 
service than ACE, however this does not preclude effective transfer arrangements 
between the carriers.  BART and the Capitol Corridor have effective transfer stations at 
several locations, including Richmond and Coliseum, despite differing headways.   

 BART is not considering an extension out of the district to Tracy, though this idea has 
been examined in previous studies in this corridor.  Such an extension is not consistent 
with the Regional Rail Plan that envisions ACE as the rail operator over Altamont Pass 
between Livermore and Tracy. Please see page 2-64 in the Draft Program EIR for a 
discussion of the potential extension of BART to San Joaquin County.    

As noted by the commentor, since the Draft Program EIR was issued, ACE has 
reduced the number of trains each direction from four per day to three per day.  The 
train that was discontinued was a midday train, not a peak hour train, and was 
discontinued due to low ridership. 

PH1-S27 David Williams 

PH1-S27.1 The various alternatives use a combination of at-grade, aerial alignments, or subway 
alignments.  Where aerial alignments are proposed, it is where an aerial structure 
provides a benefit compared to an at-grade or subway alignment.  Modern aerial 
structures are not necessarily comparable to older elevated systems.   
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PH1-S28 Mara Dobbins 

PH1-S28.1  Please refer to Sections 3.5 and 3.10 in the Draft Program EIR regarding visual 
quality and noise impacts from an aerial configuration, respectively.  Bus service by 
local providers, such as LAVTA, would likely realign existing routes to serve a new 
station.  BART would welcome the use of any additional transit service, such as shuttle 
busses by local employers that would enhance local transit service. 

PH1-S29 Martin Isenburg 

PH1-S29.1 The commentor supports a BART extension.  No response is necessary. 

PH1-S29.2 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station to the character and quality of Downtown Livermore. 
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5.2 BART PUBLIC HEARING IN THE CITY OF LIVERMORE (DECEMBER 2, 2009) 

PH2-S1 Jean King 

PH2-S1.1 The Final Program EIR includes a new alternative that has a subway along Portola 
Avenue to a Downtown Livermore Station and continues at-grade to a terminus station 
at Vasco Road.  The new alternative, Alternative 2b, is described in Section 1.4 of this 
document.   

PH2-S2 Jim Schmidt 

PH2-S2.1 Please refer to Response PH2-S1.1. 

PH2-S3 Len Alexander 

PH2-S3.1 The comment concerns the merits of Alternative 2a and does not concern the adequacy 
of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative.   

PH2-S4 Christopher Hiller 

PH2-S4.1 Granada High School is located approximately 1 mile (direct distance) southeast of the 
proposed station at Isabel/Stanley (see Figure 3.12-2, page 3.12-7 in the Draft Program 
EIR).  Please see Master Response 6 regarding safety and security around BART 
stations.  Traffic, noise, air pollution, and hazards to schools are discussed in Sections 
3.2, 3.10, 3.11, and 3.12 of the Draft Program EIR, respectively.   

PH2-S5 Nancy Bankhead 

PH2-S5.1 Variations on the studied alternatives can be considered if the individual components of 
a variation in alignment have been studied in the EIR, and additional alternatives may 
be considered in a future project-level EIR.  Please note that the Final Program EIR 
includes a new option that is comprised of alignment segments from Alternatives 2a 
and 3.  The new alternative, Alternative 2b, has a subway along Portola Avenue to a 
Downtown Livermore Station and continues at-grade to a terminus station at Vasco 
Road.  The new alternative is described in Section 1.4 of this document.   

PH2-S6 John Stein 

PH2-S6.1 The comment concerns the merits of Alternative 1 and does not concern the adequacy 
of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 
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PH2-S6.2 Please refer to Comment Letter 117, which addresses similar issues about transit-
oriented development assumptions raised in the speaker’s written comment letter.   

PH2-S6.3 The Draft Program EIR acknowledges that noise from BART operations could be a 
significant and unavoidable impact.  Sound walls are a basic tool for reducing noise 
from operations.  Without a detailed noise analysis, which would be performed at the 
project-level environmental phase, it is not possible to determine if noise could be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level without sound walls.   

All the alternatives with a Downtown Livermore Station assume constrained parking in 
the downtown area.  With the exception of Alternative 3a, which has a station at 
Isabel/Stanley as well as Downtown Livermore, all the alternatives with a downtown 
station also have a second station on the freeway (Alternatives 1a, 1b, and 3) or have a 
station at Vasco Road, which would also serve as a freeway intercept station.  As noted 
in the parking discussion that begins on page 3.2-138 of the Draft Program EIR, 
additional parking could be provided at the other non-downtown BART stations (page 
3.2-139), and construction of additional parking at the non-downtown stations is 
required by Mitigation Measure TR-6.1.   

PH2-S7 Denise Lenz 

PH2-S7.1 The commentor is in favor of an alignment along the freeway.  Please refer to Master 
Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the Downtown Livermore 
Station to the character and quality of Downtown Livermore.   

PH2-S7.2 Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding issues related to crime 
and impacts to police services.   

PH2-S7.3 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding parking in the 
downtown area. 

PH2-S8 Paul Weiss 

PH2-S8.1 The comment concerns the merits of a downtown station and does not concern the 
adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

PH2-S8.2 Construction impacts are discussed in Section 3.16, Construction Impacts, of the Draft 
Program EIR, including a requirement for a Construction Phasing and Traffic 
Management Plan (Mitigation Measure CI-TR-1.1).  Please also refer to Section 3.5 in 
the Draft Program EIR regarding visual impacts of aerial alignments.  Also please refer 
to Section 1.4 of this document regarding the new hybrid alternative, Alternative 2b, 
which includes an underground alignment down Portola Avenue to a downtown station, 
and continuing on to a terminus station at Vasco Road. 
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PH2-S8.3 Please refer to Master Response 8, regarding Livermore’s contribution to funding.   

PH2-S9 Anthony Godrich 

PH2-S9.1 The comment concerns the merits of an alignment along I-580.  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative.   

PH2-S9.2 Land use effects of the BART extension are discussed in Section 3.3, Land Use, and 
urban sprawl or growth-inducement is discussed in Section 4.4, Growth Inducing 
Impacts, of the Draft Program EIR.  Please note that BART and principal funding 
agencies such as MTC have adopted policies to promote compact, high-density 
development around station sites, and that the potential for transit-oriented development 
(TOD) at stations is an important factor in station selection, as discussed in the Draft 
Program EIR, Section 5.4.   

PH2-S9.3 Please see Table 3.2-20 on page 3.2-55 of the Draft Program EIR for the estimated 
number of BART trips generated from San Joaquin County for each alternative, 
demonstrating that several alternatives (not just those with a Greenville Station) will 
serve commuters from San Joaquin County.  In addition, as noted in Section 5.4 in the 
Draft Program EIR, a BART extension would require increased development around 
station sites to meet MTC #3434 requirements. 

PH2-S10 Clay Widmayer 

PH2-S10.1 The commentor is in support of Alternative 2a because of economic, traffic, and 
energy benefits.  Traffic and energy benefits are discussed in Sections 3.2 and 3.15 of 
the Draft Program EIR. 

PH2-S10.2 As requested by the commentor, this Final Program EIR includes a new option that is 
comprised of alignment segments from Alternatives 2a and 3.  The new alternative, 
Alternative 2b, has a subway along Portola Avenue to a Downtown Livermore Station 
and continues at-grade to a terminus station at Vasco Road.  The new alternative is 
described and its impacts analyzed in Section 1.4 of this document. 

PH2-S11 Dave Williams 

PH2-S11.1 For the extension project to move forward, a preferred project would need to be 
selected by the BART Board.  That would be followed by a project-level EIR and 
development of a full-funding plan.  Please see Master Response 8 regarding project 
funding and Livermore’s contribution to funding.   

PH2-S11.2 The commentor favors a freeway alignment.  Please see Master Response 5, regarding 
the impacts of a Downtown Livermore Station, and Master Response 6, regarding 
safety and security around BART stations.    
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PH2-S12 Ed Hallie 

PH2-S12.1 The commentor supports alternatives along the freeway to avoid environmental impacts 
of the non-freeway alignments.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits 
of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

PH2-S12.2 As noted in the comment, the Portola Alternative (Alternative 3) would have a 
maintenance facility west of North Mines Road between First Street and the UPRR 
tracks.  As stated in the noise analysis for the Portola maintenance yard (page 3.10-55 
of the Draft Program EIR), the facility may generate day-night noise levels of 71 dBA 
and would exceed significance criteria.  Therefore, noise impacts from the maintenance 
facility would be potentially significant.  Please refer to Section 3.6 in the Draft 
Program EIR regarding the potential impacts to the Trevarno Road Historic District.  

PH2-S13 Tracy Cunningham 

PH2-S13.1 The comment concerns the merits of the Portola or Las Positas alternatives.  The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during 
the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

PH2-S14 Bob Baltzer 

PH2-S14.1 This comment correctly states that for any alternative serving either the Isabel/I-580 or 
Greenville East Station to be eligible for regional funding, plans for future development 
of the two station areas—both of which lay partially outside the City’s existing Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB)—would have to be developed and adopted.  The location of 
these two stations on or near the UGB is illustrated on Figure 3.3-4 of the Draft 
Program EIR (page 3.3-21). 

As explained and analyzed in Section 5.4, Regional Transit-Oriented Development 
Policies, conformance to MTC Resolution #3434, and thus eligibility for MTC 
funding, requires that alternatives meet a corridor-wide station area housing threshold 
of 3,850 units.  This threshold includes existing and planned units within one-half mile 
of stations.  In the case of the Isabel/I-580 and Greenville East Stations, these one-half 
mile station areas extend beyond the City and County UGB.  It follows that future 
development within those station areas would also conflict with UGB policy (see page 
5-16, paragraph 3).  

PH2-S14.2 As requested by the commentor, this Final Program EIR includes a new option that is 
comprised of alignment segments from Alternatives 2a and 3.  The new alternative, 
Alternative 2b, has a subway along Portola Avenue to a Downtown Livermore Station 
and continues at-grade to a terminus station at Vasco Road.  The new alternative is 
described and its impacts are analyzed in Section 1.4 of this document.   
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PH2-S15 Kirsten Whitlock 

PH2-S15.1 Please refer to Master Response 8 for a discussion of project funding and Livermore’s 
contribution to funding. 

PH2-S15.2 Costs for the proposed alternatives are presented in Appendix B of the Draft Program 
EIR.  Those costs are for the vehicles, right-of-way, stations, maintenance yards, and 
other facilities needed for an extension from the Dublin/Pleasanton Station to 
Livermore.  The western terminus station for the Dublin/Pleasanton line is Daly City.  
Costs for other portions of the line between Dublin/Pleasanton and Daly City have not 
been identified.    

PH2-S15.3 Please refer to the Draft Program EIR pages 3.2-138 to 3.2-139 for discussion of 
parking for Downtown and non-Downtown Livermore Station alternatives.  For 
parking demand, supply and the shortfall or surplus of parking compared to demand for 
each of the alignment alternatives, please refer to Tables 3.2-32 and 3.2-33 on pages 
3.2-140 and 141, respectively, of the Draft Program EIR.  The comment is correct that 
each alignment alternative includes additional parking. 

PH2-S15.4 The commentor supports the hybrid alignment.  See Response 15.1.   Bus service by 
local providers, such as LAVTA, would likely realign existing routes to serve a new 
station.  However, BART would welcome the use of any additional transit service, 
such as shuttle busses by local employers that would enhance local transit service. 

PH2-S16 Robert Allen  

PH2-S16.1 The commentor supports Alternative 4, the one-station alternative to Isabel/I-580, and 
is concerned about cost.  Project costs for each alternative are provided in Appendix B 
of the Draft Program EIR.  CEQA requires a general description of a project’s 
economic characteristics but does not require a more detailed cost analysis.  The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives, including 
costs, during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.  Please note that the 
table referred to in this speaker’s comment is included in the record as an attachment to 
Comment Letters 50, 51, and 52, and is included in the responses to those written 
comments.   

PH2-S16.2 The comment also suggests extending BART along the I-580 median to a station north 
of the I-580 along the Southern Pacific right-of-way.  For a discussion of an alternative 
with a station north of I-580 see Response 42.4.  As noted beginning on page 3.3-35 in 
Section 3.3, Land Use, various alignments would have a less-than-significant effect 
related to the division of communities (great wall effect).  Visual impacts of the aerial 
structures were addressed in Section 3.5 of the Draft Program EIR. 
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PH2-S17 Tom O’Neill 

PH2-S17.1 Please refer to Section 4.4, Growth-Inducing Impacts, in the Draft Program EIR 
regarding transit-oriented development requirements and the potential for growth-
inducing impacts.  As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, page 1-13, promoting TOD 
opportunities is an important objective of the project.   

PH2-S18 Esther Waltz 

PH2-S18.1 The commentor supports an alternative with a downtown station.  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative.   

PH2-S19 Valerie Raymond 

PH2-S19.1 Please refer to Responses 106.1 through 106.4, and Response 106.17, regarding 
similar issues raised by the speaker in her comment letter. 

PH2-S20 Carol Mahoney 

PH2-S20.1 BART will continue to work with the Zone 7 staff and Board of Directors as the 
project moves forward.   

PH2-S20.2 BART acknowledges that Zone 7 is a current and future property owner in the Chain of 
Lakes area, and the EIR has been revised to reflect this.  Please see Response 12.2. 

PH2-S21 Sarah Palmer 

PH2-S21.1 The commentor supports the hybrid alternative or having a terminus station at 
Greenville. This Final Program EIR includes an option that is comprised of alignment 
segments from Alternatives 2a and 3.  The new alternative, Alternative 2b, has a 
subway along Portola Avenue to a Downtown Livermore Station and continues at-grade 
to a terminus station at Vasco Road.  The new alternative is described and its impacts 
are analyzed in Section 1.4 of this document.  Alternatives 1, 1a, and 1b include a 
terminus station at Greenville, and their impacts are described in the Draft Program 
EIR. 

PH2-S22 Martin Isenburg 

PH2-S22.1 The commentor supports a downtown station.  The BART Board of Directors will 
consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative.   
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PH2-S23 Gary Oehrle 

PH2-S23.1 A summary of the visual impacts of each alternative is provided in Table 3.5-1 of the 
Draft Program EIR (page 3.5-18).  All of the build alternatives, with the exception of 
Alternatives 3 and 4, were found to have potentially significant and unavoidable 
impacts related to visual compatibility.  In addition, all of the build alternatives, with 
the exception of Alternative 4, were found to have potentially significant impacts 
related to light and glare.  All elements of the alternatives, including 
alignments/routing, stations, and yards, were considered in these conclusions. 

As explained in Section 3.5, Visual Quality, the standards of significance for 
determining visual impacts are based on CEQA Guidelines and professional judgment 
(page 3.5-14, paragraph 4).  According to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, a significant 
impact related to view obstruction would occur in the event of a “substantial adverse 
effect on an important view or scenic vista that is normally experienced by large 
numbers of people” (see Draft Program EIR, page 3.5-14, second bullet point).  As 
explained under Methodology on page 3.5-15, all of the perspectives selected for 
photosimulations in the Draft Program EIR were chosen because they are considered 
representative vantage points of the project, as viewed by a principal user group.  None 
of the maintenance yard locations were deemed representative vantage points that 
would be viewed by large numbers of people. 

As pointed out in this comment, the Greenville Yard would be constructed on a large, 
approximately 120-acre site (page 2-15).  It would contain structures ranging in height 
from one to two stories and up to three stories for the yard control tower (page 2-52, 
paragraph 1).  Still, the Draft Program EIR concludes that the yard would not 
adversely affect the surrounding visual setting, as it would not introduce elements that 
are vastly different from the existing light industrial and highway commercial uses near 
the site.  The possible 100-foot communication tower would be narrow enough such 
that views are not significantly obstructed (page 3.5-22, paragraph 4).  Although the 
position of the yard, which would be at-grade at the base of the 1-580 overpass, would 
be highly visible to westbound drivers, it also means that the yard is unlikely to 
adversely affect views (page 3.5-38 to 3.5-39). 

The impacts of each alternative associated with light and glare are fully assessed in the 
Draft Program EIR.  Any alternative that creates a new source of light or glare that 
adversely affects day or nighttime views would result in a potentially significant visual 
impact (page 3.5-15, first bullet point).  As summarized in Table 3.5-1 (page 3.5-18), 
all of the alternatives, with the exception of Alternative 4, would have potentially 
significant impacts related to light or glare.  Table 3.5-2 (pages 3.5-19 to 3.5-21) 
identifies light from either the Greenville Yard, Vasco Yard, or Portola/Railroad Yard 
as largely responsible for these impacts.  The Draft Program EIR also states that these 
impacts could be reduced to less-than-significant levels via the development of sensitive 
lighting design specifications (Mitigation Measure VQ-4.1, page 3.5-44).   
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PH2-S23.2 Greenville Yard is one of three locations considered for a maintenance facility.  The 
location of the maintenance facility is dependent on the alignment of the preferred 
alternative and a number of related factors, including available land, topography, 
access, and the location of the terminus station.  Any alternative location would need to 
satisfy a variety of criteria.   

PH2-S24 Dennis Manzo 

PH2-S24.1 The Final Program EIR does not consider an alternative with a subway to a downtown 
station combined with a freeway station at Greenville.  However, the Final Program 
EIR does contain a new alternative, Alternative 2b, that is similar to the alternative 
suggested by the commentor.  Alternative 2b has a subway along Portola Avenue to a 
Downtown Livermore Station and continues at-grade to a terminus station at Vasco 
Road.  The new alternative provides similar benefits to the alternative suggested by the 
commentor, and the new alternative is described and its benefits and impacts are 
analyzed in Section 1.4 of this document. 

Although a subway to a downtown station with a terminus station at Greenville was not 
evaluated in the Draft Program EIR, all the alignment segments, right-of-way 
configurations and station locations suggested by this commentor were evaluated, and 
the benefits and impacts of the individual segments are evaluated in the Draft Program 
EIR. This combination of segments and stations does not provide the same level of 
benefits as other alternatives, and has additional impacts that are not present in other 
alternatives.  This combination of segments would have been the longest mileage of 
any of the alternatives to incorporate a subway segment, and thus would have been the 
most costly alternative to build--more costly than Alternative 2b, which is currently the 
highest cost alternative at $3.83 billion.  This configuration would have added 
approximately $300 to $400 million to the cost of the project, based on average unit 
mileage cost.   Alternative 2b, with Vasco Road as the freeway intercept station site, 
accomplishes the same goals as the alternative suggested by this commentor and 
provides similar benefits, without the added cost of building a longer alignment to 
Greenville.  Further, the station and yard sites at Greenville are constrained by 
biological issues and may not be feasible to build.  Please refer to Master Response 7 
regarding potential restrictions on the use of the Greenville Yard and Greenville Station 
sites due to biological concerns.   The Greenville station site also has limitations on 
development due to the proximity to the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and the 
presence nearby of sensitive species and habitats, and thus it would be more difficult to 
meet the MTC TOD requirements with the Greenville site substituting for the Vasco 
site.  This would mean that more development would need to be concentrated in 
Downtown Livermore to meet the MTC TOD levels, which would create more impacts 
in Downtown Livermore.  For these reasons, this alternative was not considered 
reasonable and feasible.   
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PH2-S25 Chris George 

PH2-S25.1 The commentor supports a Downtown Livermore Station and the “hybrid” alternative.  
This Final Program EIR includes an option that is comprised of alignment segments 
from Alternatives 2a and 3.  The new alternative, Alternative 2b, has a subway along 
Portola Avenue to a Downtown Livermore Station and continues at-grade to a terminus 
station at Vasco Road.  The new alternative is described and its impacts are analyzed in 
Section 1.4 of this document. 

PH2-S26 Francisco Diemond 

PH2-S26.1 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station including parking and traffic in Downtown Livermore. 

PH2-S26.2 The Draft Program EIR examined the effects of BART on the community, including 
traffic and parking (Section 3.2), land use (Section 3.3) and noise (Section 3.10). 
Please see Master Response 5 for a discussion of expected impacts of a Downtown 
Livermore Station and Master Response 6 for safety and security around BART 
stations.  A change in private property values, in itself, is not considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA.   

PH2-S27 John Shirley 

PH2-S27.1 This comment correctly states that project approval and funding by the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) is dependent upon conformance to regional transit-
oriented development (TOD) policy.  As explained and analyzed in Section 5.4, 
Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policy, MTC’s Resolution #3434 TOD policy 
establishes that BART extensions must meet a corridor-level, station area threshold of 
3,850 housing units, including existing and planned units.  The degree to which each 
alternative satisfies this threshold is summarized in Table 5-4 (page 5-15).  As shown 
in Table 5-4, although the number of housing units around the Isabel/I-580 Station is 
expected to increase significantly by 2030, it will remain below the corridor-level 
average of 3,850 units.  As this comment points out, the Downtown Livermore Station 
area was found to have the highest potential for future housing, the result of 1,841 
existing units supplemented by future housing that would result from high-density 
residential development policy contained in the Livermore’s Downtown Specific Plan. 

PH2-S27.2 This comment supports an underground alignment because of environmental and safety 
concerns.  Noise and vibration impacts from underground and above-ground 
alternatives are discussed in Section 3.10 in the Draft Program EIR.   

PH2-S27.3 The comment concerns the merits of a downtown station combined with a station at 
Greenville and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s 
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compliance with CEQA.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 

PH2-S28 Mike Ansell 

PH2-S28.1 The commentor concerns the merits of a station at Isabel/I-580 and does not concern 
the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during 
the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

PH2-S28.2 This comment concerns the merits of a project alternative and does not concern the 
adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

PH2-S28.3 The commentor supports a Downtown Livermore Station and a station at Greenville.  
The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

PH2-S29 Neil Smith 

PH2-S29.1 This comment concerns the merits of choosing an alignment along the I-580 corridor 
due to concerns about cost and right-of-way preservation.  This comment does not 
concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  
The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 

PH2-S30 Tamara Reus 

PH2-S30.1 This comment supports choosing an alignment through downtown and the “hybrid” 
alternative. See Section 1.4 of this document for a description and analysis of impacts 
of the “hybrid” alternative.  A discussion of transit-oriented development potential and 
constraints associated with the urban growth boundary for each alternative are provided 
in Section 5.4 in the Draft Program EIR.  The BART Board of Directors will consider 
the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative.   

PH2-S31 Susie Edgar-Lee 

PH2-S31.1 Please refer to Response PH2-S30.1 concerning the merits of Alternative 2a through 
downtown with a Vasco Station terminus.  Also, please refer to Master Response 5 
regarding issues at the Downtown Livermore Station site, including traffic and parking 
issues. 
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PH2-S31.2 Section 3.5, Visual Quality, fully assesses the impacts of each alternative associated 
with light and glare.  As stated on page 3.5-15 (first bullet point), any alternative that 
creates a new source of light or glare that adversely affects day or nighttime views 
would result in a potentially significant visual impact, as per CEQA Standards of 
Significance.  As summarized in Table 3.5-1 (page 3.5-18) all of the alternatives, with 
the exception of Alternative 4, would have potentially significant impacts related to 
light or glare.  Table 3.5-2 (pages 3.5-19 to 3.5-21) identifies that it is light from either 
the Greenville Yard, Vasco Yard or Portola/Railroad Yard that is responsible these 
impacts. 

The Draft Program EIR concludes that these impacts could be reduced to less-than-
significant levels via the development and implementation of sensitive lighting design 
specifications (Mitigation Measure VQ-4.1, page 3.5-44).  These specifications include 
the screening and shielding of light sources, in order to reduce spillover light onto 
neighboring residential properties and avoid aircraft safety concerns.  They would be 
developed as part of station lighting plans, in consultation with a lighting design 
specialist. 

PH2-S32 Eamsee Lakamsani 

PH2-S32.1 Please refer to Response PH2-S30.1 concerning the merits of Alternative 2a through 
downtown.  Please refer to Master Response 6 regarding safety and security issues 
around BART stations.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 

PH2-S32.2 Please refer to Master Response 1 regarding program-level versus project-level review.  
At this time, the layout of each of the stations is not known; however, as part of the 
project-level analysis the parking, pedestrian, and bicycle connections would be 
evaluated further.  Also, local transit would likely reroute their service to include the 
new stations.  BART would welcome the use of any additional transit service, such as 
shuttle busses by local employers that would enhance local transit service.   

PH2-S33 Jeff Kaskey  

PH2-S33.1 The comment refers to the merits of Alternative 3.  The BART Board of Directors will 
consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative.   

PH2-S33.2 Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of 
BART stations and crime.  The comment refers to planning that has been completed in 
associated with the Caltrain stations along the Peninsula and the transit and urban 
development around those stations.  As noted in the Draft EIR, transit-oriented 
development would be required around each new BART station, and local transit would 
likely reroute their service to include the new stations.   
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PH2-S33.3 This comment concerns the merits of choosing a phased approach to project 
implementation.  A phased construction schedule would be considered when a specific 
project is proposed, as part of project-level EIR evaluation.  However, both the one-
station alternatives (Alternatives 4 and 5) could be constructed and then extended in a 
subsequent phase, so that no removal of phase 1 facilities would be necessary.   

PH2-S33.4 This comment concerns the merits of choosing a downtown station.  This comment 
does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with 
CEQA.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative.  Please refer to Master Response 5 regarding issues at the Downtown 
Livermore Station site.   

PH2-S34 Rushell Saedecor 

PH2-S34.1 The comment refers to the merits of a downtown station and opportunities for transit-
oriented development (TOD).  As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, page 1-13, 
promoting TOD opportunities is an important objective of the project. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

PH2-S35 Rebecca Harris 

PH2-S35.1 The alignment for Alternative 1a through the Chain of Lakes area would be an aerial 
configuration.  The vertical alignment for Alternative 1a through the Chain of Lakes 
area is indicated in Figure 2-6 in the Draft Program EIR (page 2-18), and described on 
page 2-17.   Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding impacts associated with the 
aerial alignment through the Chain of Lakes. 

PH2-S35.2 Please refer to Section 3.2 in the Draft Program EIR regarding ridership and commuter 
origins for each alternative.  As noted, all alternatives, not just the Greenville 
alternatives would draw commuters from further east.  Please refer to Section 5-4 in 
the Draft Program EIR, and Master Response 5 of this document regarding issues at 
the Downtown Livermore Station site, including transit-oriented development, traffic, 
and parking issues.  A change in private property values, in itself, is not considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 6 regarding 
safety and security issues around BART stations.  The impacts of constructing a 
subway along Portola Avenue (Alternative 3) are described in Section 3.16, 
Construction Impacts.   

PH2-S36 Henry Shay 

PH2-S36.1 Please refer to responses to Comment Letter 112 from the speaker, in particular 
Response 112.2.   
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PH2-S37 Jim Hamilton 

PH2-S37.1 A change in private property values, in itself, is not considered an environmental 
impact under CEQA.  Noise is discussed in Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration, of the 
Draft Program EIR.  Table 3.10-8 on page 3.10-23 summarizes the anticipated noise 
and vibration impacts from the alternatives in the program and the expected results 
from mitigation efforts.  For the alternatives that go through central Livermore, noise 
from train operations, substations and local traffic were all identified as potentially 
significant issues.  To minimize these impacts, the Draft Program EIR identifies 
mitigation measures such as sound walls; see NO-1.1 on page 3.10-53.  However, 
sufficient information is not available under this program-level analysis to conclude 
with certainty that this mitigation would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels.  
BART would carefully examine noise impacts and mitigation measures in the project-
level EIR when a specific project is proposed and more detailed designs are available, 
to determine if impacts can be reduced further.  Please refer also to Master Response 
5, which discusses noise impacts in Downtown Livermore.  

PH2-S37.2 The comment refers to the merits of the alternatives.  The BART Board of Directors 
will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative.   

As explained beginning on page 3.7-35 of the Draft Program EIR, in the analysis of 
impact GEO-1 Ground Rupture, there would be a high potential for fault rupture effects 
in the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone along the Greenville fault.  The Greenville 
Station (Alternatives 1, 1a, and 1b) and the Greenville Maintenance Yard would be 
required to be constructed to BART Facility Standards, which incorporate State and 
federal code requirements, as well as those listed on page 3.7-36 of the Draft Program 
EIR.  Consequently, site-specific investigations would be required in the Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone to determine the location of on-site fault traces; no structures 
for human occupancy would be permitted to be constructed across an active fault trace; 
station/maintenance structures and buildings would be required to be constructed in 
accordance with the seismic standards of the California Building Code; and aerial 
structures would be designed to the standards set forth by Caltrans Bridge Design 
Specifications, the American Concrete Institute Building Code Requirements for 
Reinforced Concrete, and the American Institute of Steel Construction’s Allowable 
Stress Design Specifications and Load and Resistance Factor Design Specifications.  
The required design and construction would reduce the risk of injury, damage, or loss 
from ground rupture to less than significant. 

PH2-S37.3 This comment concerns the merits of building an extension to Livermore. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the program and the alignment 
alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative.   
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PH2-S38 Bill Zagotta 

PH2-S38.1 This comment concerns the merits of a downtown station. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the station locations during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative.  Please refer also to Master Response 5 for additional 
information on impacts in Downtown Livermore.   

PH2-S38.2 Future housing development associated with existing land use plans and policies is 
assessed in Section 3.3, Land Use and Section 5.4, Regional Transit-Oriented 
Development Policy, of the Draft Program EIR.  Both sections identify the Downtown 
Livermore Station area as a locus of future residential development.  As illustrated in 
Draft Program EIR Figure 3.3-5 (page 3.3-29), a large quantity of the Downtown 
Livermore Station area is designated for either Multi-Family Residential or Downtown 
Area land use by the Livermore General Plan.  As such, the area supports both mixed-
use and urban-oriented, multi-family residential development (page 3.3-32, paragraph 
3). 

The Draft Program EIR also explains that the Downtown Area land use designation is 
associated with the Livermore Downtown Specific Plan, which calls for the 
reestablishment of downtown as a viable city center (page 3.3-25, final paragraph).  As 
shown in Draft Program EIR Figure 3.3-4 (page 3.3-21) the majority of the Downtown 
Livermore Station footprint is located within the 272-acre plan area.  Specifically, the 
one-half mile Downtown Livermore Station area partially contains two districts 
identified by the Downtown Specific Plan as centers of transit-oriented development 
(page 3.3-26, paragraph 2). 

Future residential development in Downtown Livermore is also assessed in Section 5.4, 
Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policy, as part of the analysis of each 
alternative’s consistency with MTC Resolution #3434 (page 5-14).  As explained on 
page 5-14, housing projection estimates for each station area are based on growth 
assumptions from the City of Livermore General Plan, as well as various specific and 
neighborhood plans and planned development projects (paragraph 5).  As shown in 
Table 5-4 (page 5-15), the year 2030 housing projection for the Downtown Livermore 
Stain area is the highest of all five station areas. 

PH2-S38.3 Please see Draft Program EIR Figure 3.2-5 (page 3.2-68) and Response 109.14 for a 
detailed discussion of the traffic impacts.  In summary, while the alternatives do have 
some beneficial freeway impacts, all of the alternatives generate more traffic over the 
Altamont Pass, which causes localized increased traffic congestion on I-580 east of the 
eastern terminus station for the BART alternatives. 

PH2-S38.4 All crossings of the BART tracks will be grade separated with either an underpass or 
overpass, so there will be no barriers to traffic flow.  Please refer to the Draft Program 
EIR Tables 3.2-14, 3.2-15, and 3.2-16 on pages 3.2-37 through 3.2-39 for proposed 
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intersection and roadway improvements in Pleasanton and Livermore near the study 
area, respectively.  For noise issues please refer to Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration, 
of the Draft Program EIR. 

PH2-S38.5 This comment concerns the need for parking at a Downtown Livermore Station.  
BART provides parking for customer access at most stations on the system with the 
exception of stations in San Francisco (except Glen Park), and the Downtown Oakland 
and Downtown Berkeley stations.  All suburban stations provide parking, including in 
the downtowns of smaller cities, such as Hayward, Walnut Creek, Lafayette, and 
Orinda.  As described on page 3.2-138 under Impact TR-6, the parking supply at the 
Downtown Livermore Station was purposely constrained to be consistent with the 
parking and land use policies for the downtown area.  Table 3.2-32 shows the parking 
deficit anticipated at the downtown station in the various alternatives.   

PH2-S39 Darryl Wood 

PH2-S39.1 This comment concerns a new alternative proposed by the commentor that would have 
a subway to and underground station in Downtown Livermore and a terminus station at 
Greenville.  This alternative would be similar to Alternative 2b, except that it would be 
extended to Greenville instead of terminating at Vasco Road. Please see the description 
of Alternative 2b in Section 1.4 of this document.  The commentor proposes that future 
infill stations could be built at Isabel/I-580 or at Vasco Road after the tracks were built 
to Greenville.  Please refer to Response PH2-S24.1, regarding the reasons that the 
basic alternative combining an underground station in Downtown Livermore with an 
extension to a Greenville station was not considered in the Draft Program EIR.  
Regarding future infill stations, this document has not considered three-station 
alternatives, primarily because of cost considerations.  Future phasing will be examined 
in the project-level EIR/EIS.  The purpose of the Program EIR is to allow the selection 
of a preferred alignment to be made, enabling right-of-way preservation.  Provisions 
for future infill stations, if feasible, would simply be made along the chosen alignment, 
thus it is not critical to decide on their locations at this time.     

PH2-S40 Steve Plummer 

PH2-S40.1 This comment concerns the merits of the alternatives that use the Chain of 
Lakes/Stanley Boulevard corridor. Please refer also to Master Response 3 for 
additional information on the alignments through the Chain of Lakes.  Traffic, land use 
(including physical division of an existing community), noise, and visual/ light and 
glare issues are addressed in Section 3.2, Transportation, Section 3.3, Land Use, 
Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration, and Section 3.5, Visual Quality, of the Draft 
Program EIR, respectively.  A change in private property values, in itself, is not 
considered an environmental impact under CEQA.  The BART Board of Directors will 
consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. 
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PH2-S40.2 This comment concerns the merits of Alternative 1.  The BART Board of Directors 
will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. 

PH2-S41 Stanley Bishop 

PH2-S41.1 This comment concerns the need for additional parking to access BART and the 
amount of funds paid to BART by local residents.  Parking is discussed in Section 3.2, 
Transportation, of the Draft Program EIR, with the parking supply proposed for each 
station and the parking demand shown in Table 3.2-32 on page 3.2-140.  Please refer 
to Master Response 8 for a discussion of the funding for the project and Livermore’s 
contribution to funding. 

PH2-S41.2 Please refer to the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.2-138 to 3.2-139 for discussion of 
parking for downtown and non-downtown station alternatives.  For parking demand, 
supply and the shortfall or surplus of parking for each alignment alternative, please 
refer to Tables 3.2-32 and 3.2-33 on pages 3.2-140 to 141.  Please refer to page 3.2-42 
to the section entitled “Parking Improvement Projects” for discussion of parking 
improvement plans in the BART station areas.  It is not BART’s policy  to give parking 
preference to residents of one city over another.  However, if the City of Livermore 
were to provide parking for the BART station, the city would have to option of giving 
preference to its residents. 

PH2-S42 Joseph Rard 

PH2-S42.1 Please refer to Master Response 7 for a discussion of potential habitat issues at the 
Greenville Yard site. 

PH2-S42.2 Please refer to Table 3.2-22 on pages 3.2-57 and 3.2-58 of the Draft Program EIR.  
This table shows the estimated mode of access characteristics for the BART extension 
alternatives.  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. It is also important to note that these estimates are based on current land use 
policies and do not consider potential transit oriented-development that could occur 
around stations should the cities or the County opt to allow greater development 
densities around the stations.  For those alternatives with a station in Downtown 
Livermore the percentage of the BART patrons entering the station by walking ranged 
from 4 to 7 percent, while those using park-and-ride ranged from 49 to 56 percent.  It 
is correct that access by auto would be predominant mode of travel to a downtown 
station.  However, it is important to note that the access characteristics of the suburban 
stations sites located away from developed areas such as the Greenville East and the 
Isabel/I-580 stations is much more auto oriented, with as much as 80 percent of the 
access occurring by auto.  It is correct that existing land uses and station alternatives 
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would support using BART to commute to work.  For each of the alternatives it was 
assumed that LAVTA bus services would be reconfigured to serve the new BART 
stations (see page 3.2-132 of the Draft Program EIR).  

PH2-S42.3 This comment concerns the merits of having a station close to Las Positas College.  
The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the station locations and 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

PH2-S43 Harry Briley 

PH2-S43.1 As shown on Draft Program EIR Figures 3.10-7, 3.10-8, 3.10-10, and 3.10-12, 
Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, and 3a may result in significant noise increases to sensitive 
receptors near Stanley Boulevard.  To minimize these impacts, the Draft Program EIR 
identifies several mitigation measures.  Noise mitigation measures as outlined under 
NO-1.1 on page 3.10-53 would be evaluated to reduce noise levels from the BART 
trains, e.g., sound walls.  However, sufficient information is not available under this 
program-level analysis to conclude with certainty that this mitigation would reduce 
impacts to less-than-significant levels.  BART would carefully examine noise impacts 
and mitigation measures when a specific project is proposed and more detailed designs 
are available, in the project-level EIR, to determine if impacts can be reduced further.   

PH2-S44 Marcha Futch 

PH2-S44.1 This comment concerns the merits of an alternative serving Downtown Livermore and 
Vasco Road.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

PH2-S45 Jim Waldron 

PH2-S45.1 It is correct that access by auto would be predominant mode of travel to BART 
stations, wherever they are located.  For those alternatives with a station in Downtown 
Livermore the expected percentage of the BART patrons entering the station by 
walking ranges from 4 to 7 percent, while those using park-and-ride ranges from 49 to 
56 percent.  However, it is important to note that the access characteristics of the 
suburban stations sites located away from developed areas such as the Greenville East 
and the Isabel/I-580 stations is much more auto oriented, with as much as 80 percent of 
the access occurring by auto.  It is also important to note that these estimates are based 
on current land use policies and do not consider potential transit oriented-development 
that could occur around stations should the cities or the County opt to allow greater 
development densities around the stations.   

PH2-S45.2 Please refer the Draft Program EIR, page 3.2-40 to the section entitled “Connecting 
Transit Improvement Projects” for discussion of future planned transit connection 
improvements expected for the Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin areas. It is expected 
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that existing bus routes would be reconfigured to respond to changes in demand and to 
provide service to the BART extension stations.  As this Program EIR is intended to 
provide a comparison of alternatives, development of detail plans for bus and shuttle 
access to stations have not been prepared.  A more detailed bus and shuttle service plan 
would be part of any project-specific EIR which is to be prepared in the future. 

PH2-S46 Clyde Hoenig 

PH2-S46.1 This comment concerns the merits of an alternative with a Greenville station. Please 
see Response PH2-S36.1 regarding the Urban Growth Boundary in the Greenville area.  
The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative.  Please refer to Master Response 7 
regarding the Greenville location. 

PH2-S46.2 Transit-oriented development (TOD) as identified in the EIR includes all development 
within a one-half mile radius around the stations (station area).  This represents the 
area that would be easily accessible to the station by persons without a vehicle, such as 
pedestrians or bicycles.  Refer to Section 5-4 regarding regional transit-oriented 
development policies and an evaluation of the existing development and/or potential for 
TOD around each station. 

PH2-S46.3 Please refer to Table 3.2-18 on page 3.2-54 in the Draft Program EIR.  This table 
shows the total BART ridership for the No Build Alternative and all BART extension 
alternatives.  New BART ridership for each alternative is the difference between the 
No Build System Ridership and the individual Alternatives System Ridership presented 
in the “Change from No Build with Extension” column.  Contrary to the statement 
made by the commentor, these new riders are already included in the total ridership 
forecast, and included in the estimates of station parking demand.   

PH2-S46.4 Please refer the Draft Program EIR, page 3.2-40 to the section entitled “Connecting 
Transit Improvement Projects” for discussion of future planned transit connection 
improvements expected for the Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin areas. 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.  As this Program EIR is intended to 
provide a comparison of alternatives, development of detail plans for bus and shuttle 
access to stations have not been prepared.  A more detailed bus and shuttle service plan 
would be part of any project-specific EIR which is to be prepared in the future. 

PH2-S47 Ron Acciaioli 

PH2-S47.1 This comment refers to automated parking systems for parking garages. The 
commentor sent information on two systems to BART, and the brochures were 
received.  This comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or 
BART’s compliance with CEQA and no further response is warranted. 
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PH2-S48 John Shirley 

PH2-S48.1 Please refer to Master Response 8 concerning the timing for the extension. 

PH2-S49 Robert Allen 

PH2-S49.1 Please refer to responses to the speaker’s written comments in Comment Letters 42 
through 52.   

PH2-S50 Dave Williams 

PH2-S50.1 Please refer to Master Response 8 concerning the funding for the extension and 
Livermore’s contribution to the funding.   

PH2-S50.2 Please refer the Draft Program EIR, page 3.2-42 to the section entitled “Parking 
Improvement Projects” for discussion of parking improvement plans for the BART 
station areas.  It is not BART’s policy to give parking preference to residents of one 
city over another.  However, if the City of Livermore were to provide parking for the 
BART station, the city would have to option of giving preference to its residents. 

PH2-S51 Esther Waltz 

PH2-S51.1 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station to the character and quality of Downtown Livermore. 

PH2-S52 Virgil Stranger 

PH2-S52.1 This comment concerns employing Californians to build the extension.  This is not a 
CEQA issue and no further response is warranted. 
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5.3 BART PUBLIC HEARING IN THE CITY OF PLEASANTON (JANUARY 6, 2010) 

PH3-S1 Victor Bailey 

PH3-S1.1 The commentor notes that there are air emissions associated with the shuttle buses in 
Dublin.  While the routing of transit buses or presence of shuttle buses for the BART 
to Livermore is unknown at this time, it is likely that the existing bus routes that 
connect Livermore to the Dublin/Pleasanton station would be rerouted to connect to the 
Livermore stations.  This would likely shorten the routes resulting in reduced air 
emissions.  This comment also concerns the merits of an alternative serving Downtown 
Livermore in an underground configuration.  This comment also concerns the choice of 
rail technology for the extension.  Alternative transit technologies, such as Diesel 
Multiple Units (DMUs) will be considered in the project-level EIR/EIS.  The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative.  Please refer to Master Response 8 concerning the 
funding for the extension. 

PH3-S2 Bob Baltzer 

PH3-S2.1 This comment concerns the merits of an alternative through the quarries.  Please see 
Master Response 3 regarding the impacts associated with the El Charro Road alignment 
through the quarries. 

PH3-S2.2 This comment concerns the impacts of stations located in the freeway corridor.  Please 
refer to Response PH2-S36.1 for issues related to the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).  
Please refer to Response PH2-S41.1 for issues related to parking at the stations on the 
extension.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.    

PH3-S2.3 This comment concerns the merits of the “hybrid” alternative, Alternative 2b, avoiding 
impacts associated with the El Charro alignment.  Please see Master Response 3 
regarding the impacts of alternatives using the El Charro Road alignment.    Please see 
a full description and analysis of impacts of Alternative 2b in Section 1.4 of this 
document.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

PH3-S3 Jim Sandler 

PH3-S3.1 The maximum noise level when a 10-car train passes at about 50 feet is about 90 dBA.  
Considering the frequency of trains throughout the day, the average day-night noise 
level would be about 70 dBA at about 50 feet from the tracks.  At 100 feet, this would 
be reduced to about 67 dBA.  The Draft Program EIR does identify several receptors 
that would be significantly impacted by noise from the BART trains.  To minimize 
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these impacts, the Draft Program EIR identifies several mitigation measures to 
minimize noise; see page 3.10-53.  However, sufficient information is not available 
under this program-level analysis to conclude with certainty that this mitigation would 
reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels.  BART would carefully examine noise 
impacts and mitigation measures in the project-level EIR when a specific project is 
proposed and more detailed designs are available, to determine if impacts can be 
reduced further. 

PH3-S3.2 This comment concerns the merits of an alternative serving the freeway corridor.  The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final 
hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

PH3-S3.3 Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document, regarding impacts from the Chain 
of Lakes/El Charro alignment.   

PH3-S3.4 This comment concerns the commentor’s opinion of the cost estimates.  Project costs 
are presented in Appendix B of the Draft Program EIR.   Cost effectiveness is not a 
CEQA issue, but is considered by the BART Board in selecting a preferred alternative.  
BART’s System Expansion Criteria considers cost effectiveness in ranking the 
alternatives, and will be included in the Preferred Alternative Memorandum (PAM) 
that will be submitted to the BART Board at the time of final certification of the 
Program EIR.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 

PH3-S4 Paul Weiss 

PH3-S4.1 Please refer to Master Response 8 regarding the timing and funding for the extension. 

PH3-S4.2 This comment concerns the impact of Alternative 3a.  Please refer to Section 3.5 in the 
Draft EIR regarding dividing of an established community, as noted, the alternatives 
would not result in the division of any communities.  BART considers bicycle access 
an important component of station access, and bicycle access to station sites would be 
encouraged.  See the discussion of bicycle facilities that begins in page 3.2-153 of the 
Draft Program EIR.  Also, Mitigation Measure TR-9.2 requires BART to maintain 
existing bicycle networks and crossings of the BART alignment.    

PH3-S4.3 This comment concerns the merits of the alternatives and station locations.  Please 
refer to Master Response 3 regarding the Chain of Lakes.   

PH3-S5 Nick Tynan 

PH3-S5.1 This comment concerns the merits of an alternative serving the freeway corridor to 
Greenville.  Please refer to Master Response 8 regarding the timing and funding for the 
extension, and Section 3.16, Construction Impacts, of the Draft Program EIR for a 
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discussion of construction impacts.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the 
merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.    

PH3-S6 Clay Widmayer 

PH3-S6.1 This comment concerns the merits of the “hybrid” alternative, Alternative 2b.  Please 
see Section 1.4 of this document, which presents a description and evaluation of 
impacts of Alternative 2b.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of 
the alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 

PH3-S7 Chris Moore 

PH3-S7.1 This comment concerns the merits of an alternative serving the I-580 freeway corridor 
to Greenville.  Please refer to Master Response 8 regarding the timing and funding for 
the extension. 

PH3-S7.2 Please refer to Master Response 3, Chain of Lakes/El Charro Road Alignment, of this 
document, regarding the Chain of Lakes/El Charro alignment, and the responses to 
Zone 7’s written comments in Comment Letter 12.  As noted in these responses, 
BART acknowledges Zone 7’s present and future ownership interests in the Chain of 
Lakes area; the Draft Program EIR notes the area’s land use designation of 
Aggregate/Water Resource (see Figure 3.3-1 on page 3.3-5).  With regard to 
engineering feasibility, please see the section titled “Engineering Feasibility and 
Design” of Master Response 3.  Please also refer to Impact HS-4 starting on page 
3.12-31 of the Draft Program EIR for a discussion of airport safety and height 
restrictions in relation to the BART extensions alternatives. 

PH3-S8 Nancy Allen 

PH3-S8.1 Please refer to Master Response 4 of this document, for a discussion of potential for 
visual impacts near the Staples Ranch site.   

PH3-S8.2 The area described by the commentor (residences at the end of Stoneridge Drive and 
end of Mohr Drive) are 1,500 feet or more away from the El Charro Road alignments.  
These areas are outside of the study area used in the Draft Program EIR for noise 
impacts, and the residents would be exposed to lower noise levels than those evaluated 
in the Draft Program EIR within the study area.  Please refer to Section 3.10, Noise 
and Vibration, and to Master Response 4 of this document, for a discussion of potential 
for noise impacts to other closer sensitive receptors along this alignment including 
residents along El Charro Road and the Staples Ranch site.   

PH3-S8.3 Please refer to Master Response 4 of this document, for a discussion of potential for 
visual impacts near the Staples Ranch site, and Master Response 3 for impacts to the 
Chain of Lakes area.   
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PH3-S8.4 This comment concerns the merits of the alternatives in relation to Staples Ranch.  A 
change in property values and property tax revenues, in itself, is not considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA.  This comment does not concern the adequacy of 
the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA and no further response is 
warranted.   

PH3-S8.5 This comment concerns the merits of a downtown station location and the “hybrid” 
alternative.  Please see Section 1.4 of this document for a description and analysis of 
impacts of Alternative 2b.   

PH3-S8.6 Project costs are detailed in Appendix B of the Draft Program EIR.  Please refer to 
Master Response 8 regarding the timing and funding for the extension. 

PH3-S8.7 Please refer to Response 18.1 regarding the inclusion of Pleasanton residents and the 
City of Pleasanton in the environmental review process.  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative.    

PH3-S9 Heidi Massie 

PH3-S9.1 This comment concerns the merits of an alternative serving the freeway corridor as far 
east as possible.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

PH3-S9.2 Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the Chain of Lakes alignment alternatives, 
and Master Response 8 regarding funding and cost. 

PH3-S9.3 Please refer to Master Response 4 regarding the noise and traffic congestion impacts to 
proposed development in Staples Ranch, and to Master Response 3 regarding the noise 
and traffic congestion impacts in the Chain of Lakes area.   

PH3-S9.4 Please refer to the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.2-138 to 3.2-139 for discussion of 
parking for downtown and non-downtown station alternatives.  Please refer to page 
3.2-42 to the section entitled “Parking Improvement Projects” for discussion of parking 
improvement plans in the BART stations.  The concept plan for the Downtown 
Livermore Station as evaluated in the Draft Program EIR assumes that most of the 
station parking will be in parking structures.  Walking at night in any area is always a 
safety concern, but it is generally considered that walking in an area where there is 
pedestrian activity and active businesses is safer than walking in areas with few people 
around. 

PH3-S10 Dave Williams 

PH3-S10.1 Please refer to Response 127.2, which addresses similar comments raised by the 
speaker in his comment letter.   
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PH3-S10.2 Please refer to Response PH2-S37.1 regarding noise and property values.  Please refer 
to Master Response 3 regarding the Chain of Lakes alignment alternatives. 

PH3-S10.3 This comment concerns the merits of a project alternative, urging BART to pursue an 
alignment in the center of I-580 as a means to move the project forward quickly and 
stimulate near-term job creation.  This comment does not concern the adequacy of the 
Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 

PH3-S10.4 Please refer to Master Response 8 regarding the funding for the extension and 
Livermore’s contribution to funding.  Please see the discussion of parking at the 
proposed stations that begins on page 3.2-138 of the Draft Program EIR.   

PH3-S11 Mary Ann Brent 

PH3-S11.1 This comment concerns the merits of Alternative 2b.  Please see Section 1.4 for a 
description and analysis of impacts of Alternative 2b.  Noise is discussed in Section 
3.10, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft Program EIR.  Please refer also to Master 
Response 5, which discusses noise impacts in Downtown Livermore.  The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative.   

PH3-S12 Paul Kendall 

PH3-S12.1 This comment concerns the issues of building any alternative.  Please refer to the Draft 
Program EIR, starting on page 3.2-138, for discussion of parking for the various 
alternatives and mitigation of spillover parking.  The BART Board of Directors will 
balance the merits of the alternatives with the impacts during the final hearing to select 
a preferred alternative. 

PH3-S12.2 The stations that are included in the alternatives in Downtown Livermore are described 
in Section 2, Alternatives, of the Draft Program EIR.  Impacts to Downtown 
Livermore from alternatives with downtown stations are described in Master Response 
5.  Additional discussion of parking facilities related to downtown stations are 
discussed beginning on page 3.2-139 of the Draft Program EIR. 

PH3-S12.3 The traffic analysis in the Draft Program EIR fully evaluated traffic, parking, and 
alternative modes of access within downtown Livermore, and did not focus on traffic 
on I-580.  Please refer to the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.2-138 to 3.2-139 for 
discussion of parking for downtown and non-downtown station alternatives.  For 
parking demand, supply and the shortfall or surplus of parking for each alternative, 
please refer to Tables 3.2-32 and 3.2-33 on pages 3.2-140 to 3.2-141.  Please refer to 
the discussion of “Arterial and Intersection Improvement Projects” for the cities of 
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Pleasanton and Livermore on pages 3.2-36 to 3.2-40 and Tables 3.2-14 (page 3.2-37) 
and 3.2-15 (page 3.2-39) for proposed intersection, arterial, and roadway widening 
improvements near the study area.  Please refer to page 3.2-42 to the section entitled 
“Parking Improvement Projects” for discussion of parking improvement plans in the 
BART station areas. Please refer to page 3.2-42 to the section entitled “Pedestrian 
Improvement Projects” for discussion of pedestrian improvements planned for 
Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin area.  Please refer to page 3.2-44 to the section 
entitled “Trail Improvement Projects” for discussion of proposed trails and multi-use 
paths planned for Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin area.  Please refer to page 3.2-45 
to the section entitled “Bicycle Improvement Projects” for discussion of proposed 
bicycle facilities planned for Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin area.  Please refer to 
page 3.2-40 to the section entitled “Connecting Transit Improvement Projects” for 
discussion of future planned transit connection improvements expected for the 
Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin area. 

PH3-S13 Doug Mann 

PH3-S13.1 The No Build Alternative represents what the transit system would be like if BART 
stopped at its current terminus at Dublin/Pleasanton.  A number of transit agencies 
currently serve the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station and bring patrons to the station.  
One of the goals of the BART to Livermore extension is to connect to ACE, which is a 
standard gauge rail system.  To implement a connection, either BART has to extend to 
the existing rail corridor or the rail corridor has to extend to the Dublin-Pleasanton 
Station.  Either scenario would have serious cost and environmental implications.  For 
further discussion of a rail extension to BART, see Response 38.1.   

PH3-S13.2 This comment supports BART to a downtown station and then to Vasco Road.  Please 
refer to Section 5.4 in the Draft EIR regarding transit-oriented development (TOD) 
potential for each alternative, including at the Isabel/I-580 Station. 

PH3-S14 Terese Cunningham 

PH3-S14.1 This comment concerns the merits of Alternative 2b.  The BART Board of Directors 
will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative.   

PH3-S15 Dave Lowell 

PH3-S15.1 Please refer to Section 5.4 in the Draft EIR regarding TOD potential for each 
alternative, including at the Isabel/I-580 Station. 

PH3-S15.2 This comment concerns the merits of the Vasco Road Station.  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives and station locations during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   
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PH3-S16 Joel Villasenor 

PH3-S16.1 This comment concerns the merits of the Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road 
stations.  Please see Section 1.4 of this document, which presents a description and 
evaluation of impacts of Alternative 2b which includes these stations.  The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives and station locations 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 

PH3-S17 John Butera 

PH3-S17.1 This comment concerns architectural design elements for a future station.  Though 
architectural design does not occur during the Program EIR phase, basic station designs 
would be included in the project-level EIR/EIS phase.   

PH3-S17.2 BART owns several parcels, both in the Isabel/I-580 station area and in the Greenville 
Road area north of I-580.  Ownership of these parcels does not ensure that the 
alignments that would connect these parcels would create the best long-term 
combination of stations and alignments, enhance system benefits, or avoid adverse 
environmental impacts.  Therefore, the Draft Program EIR also considered alignment 
alternatives not using property already owned by BART.   

PH3-S17.3 The relationship between BART and land development, as well as the impetus behind 
recent regional transit-oriented development (TOD) policies, are outlined in Section 
5.4, Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policies, of the Draft Program EIR.  As 
explained in the document, both BART and MTC have adopted policies to encourage 
TOD in association with transit system expansion projects.  These policies do not 
establish land development as integral to BART’s overall mission, as suggested by this 
comment.  Rather, the policies seek to establish that the selection of areas for transit 
improvements is justified, where the development capacity of station areas serving a 
proposed extension will both support acceptable ridership levels and accommodate 
growth resulting from the extension (page 5-11, paragraph 1).  The policies establish 
expansion criteria that are designed to contend with the pressures of growth in the Bay 
Area and address the dispersal of jobs and housing, while reinvesting in BART and 
other transit systems (page 5-11, paragraph 4).  

PH3-S17.4 The comment concerns the economic benefits of constructing transportation 
infrastructure projects.  The comment is noted; however, in general this is not a CEQA 
issue.  The Population and Housing section of the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.4-14 to 
3.4-15, discusses direct job creation associated with the alignment alternatives.  Please 
refer to Master Response 8 regarding the timing and funding for the extension. 
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PH3-S18 Heather Truro 

PH3-S18.1 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station to the character and quality of Downtown Livermore; 
and Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of BART stations 
and crime. 

PH3-S18.2 Concerning the issue of environmental impacts in Pleasanton, please see Master 
Response 3 and Master Response 4 of this document.  Cost effectiveness is not a 
CEQA issue, but is considered by the BART Board in selecting a preferred alternative.  
BART’s System Expansion Criteria considers cost effectiveness in ranking the 
alternatives, and will be included in the Preferred Alternative Memorandum (PAM) 
that will be submitted to the BART Board at the time of final certification of the 
Program EIR.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.  

PH3-S19 Corinna Wise 

PH3-S19.1 Please see Sections 3.5 and 3.10 in the Draft Program EIR regarding visual and noise 
impacts in residential areas.  This comment also raises concerns about safety and the 
risk of children getting onto the tracks.  However, because BART is powered by 
electricity, the tracks must be fully grade-separated; therefore, persons would be 
unable to easily access the tracks. 

PH3-S20 Chuck Weir 

PH3-S20.1 This comment concerns the merits of an alternative staying in the I-580 freeway 
corridor to Greenville and cost per rider.  Cost effectiveness is not a CEQA issue, but 
BART’s System Expansion Policy (SEP) considers cost effectiveness in ranking the 
alternatives.  BART conducted preliminary calculations for the cost per new rider for 
each alternative in the EIR, and these calculations were converted to a qualitative 
measure for comparison with BART’s System Expansion Policy.  Cost effectiveness 
will be considered by the BART Board in selecting a preferred alternative will be 
included in the Preferred Alternative memo (PAM) that will be submitted to the BART 
Board at the time of final certification of the Program EIR.   

PH3-S21 Alejandro Perez 

PH3-S21.1 The first part of this comment concerns the merits of a project alternative and does not 
concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  
The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative.  Please refer also to Master Response 6 
of this document, regarding the relationship of BART stations and crime. 
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PH3-S21.2 This comment concerns the merits of Alternative 2b which has been added to the Final 
Program EIR.  Alternative 2b is described and its impacts are analyzed in detail in 
Section 1.4 of this document.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits 
of Alternative 2b as well as the other alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative.   

PH3-S22 AJ Machaevich 

PH3-S22.1 This comment concerns the merits of Alternative 2b.  Alternative 2b is described and 
its impacts are analyzed in detail in Section 1.4 of this document.  In addition, the 
comment suggests BART extensions beyond Livermore to Tracy and Brentwood.  This 
Program EIR document considers only at extension alternatives between the existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART station and Livermore.  Currently, BART is not anticipating 
an extension beyond Livermore.  These proposed extensions are beyond the scope of 
this Program EIR document, and are not consistent with MTC’s Regional Rail Plan.  
Refer to Response 67.4 regarding MTC’s Regional Rail Plan and extension to San 
Joaquin County. 

PH3-S22.2 This comment supports the merits of a Downtown Livermore Station with a connection 
to ACE.  All the project alternatives, with the exception of Alternative 4, would 
connect to ACE.  The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative.   

PH3-S23 Gary Mello 

PH3-S23.1 This comment concerns the merits of the alternatives via the Chain of Lakes and the 
merits of the Greenville Station location.  The BART Board of Directors will consider 
the merits of the alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative.   

PH3-S23.2 This comment concerns the merits of the Greenville Station with a connection to ACE.  
All the project alternatives, with the exception of Alternative 4, would connect to ACE.  
The traffic impacts of the stations are addressed in the Draft Program EIR (see pages 
3.2-78 through 3.2-132), including having an end of the line station at Vasco Road.  
Having an end of the line station in Downtown Livermore would also result in an 
increase in traffic on downtown streets, similar to the analysis for other end of the line 
stations analyzed in the Draft Program EIR.  The BART Board of Directors will 
consider the merits of the alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative.   

PH3-S23.3 This comment concerns the merits of phasing station implementation, with Greenville 
as the first phase.  A preliminary phasing plan, if it is determined to be appropriate for 
the project, would be developed in the design phase of the project, during the 
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development of the project-level EIR/EIS, and not during the current Program EIR 
process.   

PH3-S24 Robert Allen 

PH3-S24.1 This comment concerns a suggestion for a revised organizational structure for transit 
operating agencies in the Bay Area.  Please see Response 42.1. 

PH3-S24.2 Please see Response 46.4. 

PH3-S24.3 This comment concerns the merits of the Isabel/Stanley and Isabel/I-580 station 
locations.  Impacts related to access, traffic, land use, and mineral resources at the 
Isabel/Stanley Station site and the Isabel/I-580 Station are discussed in Sections 3.2, 
Transportation, Section 3.3, Land Use, and Section 3.7, Geology, respectively of the 
Draft Program EIR.  Please also see Master Response 3 regarding impacts associated 
with the El Charro Road alignment through the quarries.  The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives and station locations during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

PH3-S24.4 Existing noise levels from the freeway do mask out much of the noise expected to be 
generated by the BART trains.  As discussed in Impact NO-1 starting on page 3.10-22 
of the Draft Program EIR, noise impacts from BART trains to sensitive receptors along 
I-580 are expected to be less than significant. 

PH3-S25 Herb Ritter 

PH3-S25.1 This comment concerns the merits of the alternatives via the Chain of Lakes and 
Staples Ranch, and the merits of connecting to ACE.  Please see Master Response 3 
regarding the Chain of Lakes and Master Response 4 regarding Staples Ranch.  The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives and station 
locations during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

PH3-S25.2 This comment concerns suggestions by the commentor for reduced BART fares, for 
road tolling, and for BART extensions beyond Livermore to Manteca and Los Angeles.  
This Program EIR document considers only BART extension alternatives between the 
existing Dublin/Pleasanton BART station and Livermore.  BART fare levels and road 
tolls are beyond the scope of this Program EIR document.  The proposed extensions to 
Manteca and Los Angeles are beyond the scope of this Program EIR document, and are 
not consistent with MTC’s Regional Rail Plan for BART.  However, these other 
locations may be served by a future High Speed Rail system.  High Speed Rail is 
currently under study statewide by the California High Speed Rail Authority, and 
includes a proposed connection through the Altamont Corridor that could connect with 
BART in Livermore.  This possible future connection is identified in the Draft 
Program EIR on pages 3.2-40 through 3.2-41. 
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PH3-S26 David Lackey 

PH3-S26.1 This comment concerns the merits of a Downtown Livermore Station.  The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives and station locations 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative.   

PH3-S26.2 This comment concerns the merits of an alternative staying in the I-580 freeway 
corridor as a strategy to reduce noise, traffic, and greenhouse gases.  Noise is 
discussed in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration.  Table 
3.10-8 on page 3.10-23 summarizes the anticipated noise and vibration impacts from 
the alternatives in the program and the expected results from mitigation efforts.  Traffic 
issues are addressed in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.2, Transportation, with 
freeway traffic levels summarized in Table 3.2-25 on page 3.2-66.  Greenhouse gas 
issues are addressed in Section 3.11, Climate Change, with greenhouse gas impacts 
summarized in Table 3.11-7 on page 3.11-27. 

PH3-S27 Jim Lenz 

PH3-S27.1 This comment suggests that the Isabel/I-580 Station be constructed without any 
parking, and have only kiss-and-ride and LAVTA bus access, with bus access 
connecting to a remote parking lot at Greenville for commuters from the east.  Traffic 
and parking issues associated with the alternatives and with the station locations is 
addressed in Section 3.2.  The size of the parking lot at the Isabel/I-580 Station 
alternative was sized based on anticipated demand, as described on page 3.2-35.  
BART provides parking for customer access at most stations on the system with the 
exception of stations in San Francisco (except Glen Park), and the Downtown Oakland 
and Downtown Berkeley stations.  All suburban stations provide parking.   

The commentor’s suggestion to provide a remote parking lot with a shuttle bus service 
to the Isabel/I-580 station would still require BART to construct a parking lot, and it 
would introduce operational complexity of a shuttle bus connection for riders instead of 
being able to walk directly from their parked cars to the station.  Further, it may not 
reduce auto traffic on the overall network, and could cause delays to riders who would 
need to wait for the bus at the remote parking lot.  Also, see Master Response 7 
regarding sensitive biological issues at BART’s Greenville property.   

PH3-S28 Don Kahler 

PH3-S28.1 This comment concerns the merits and feasibility of an El Charro Road alignment 
through the Chain of Lakes.  Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the 
engineering feasibility of constructing in the Chain of Lakes area.  Please also refer to 
responses to Comment Letter 12. The BART Board of Directors will consider the 
merits of the alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative.   
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Section 6 
Revisions to the Draft Program EIR 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section consists of text and graphics changes to the Draft Program EIR made as a result of 
comments or changes initiated by BART staff to correct any inaccuracies, clarify text, or update 
information in the Draft Program EIR.  The following revisions are organized by their order in the 
Draft Program EIR.  The page number, and when appropriate paragraph and sentence, of where the 
change(s) to the Draft Program EIR start is noted, and new text is underlined, while deleted text is 
denoted with strikethrough. 

6.2 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT PROGRAM EIR 

Section 1 – Introduction 

Page 1-28, Table 1-1 is revised as shown on the following page.  

Section 2 – Project Description 

Page 2-13, first paragraph, first sentence: 

Parking. The Isabel/I-580 Station would contain 4,100 commuter parking spaces distributed 
between a combination of surface lots and parking garages. 

Page 2-62, first paragraph, third sentence. 

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.   

Page 2-64, after the second paragraph: 

Several alignments and/or configurations were considered prior to formal scoping, but were 
not carried forward into the Program EIR for analysis, largely due to cost considerations, 
difficulty of construction, or impacts on areas outside of the urban growth boundary.  These 
alignments or configurations rejected prior to scoping are: 

Tunnel/below-grade alignment parallel to I-580, just north of I-580 within the Caltrans 
right-of-way; and 

Elevated aerial alignment in the I-580 median for the length of the corridor, passing over 
all freeway overpasses and interchanges. 
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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 

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

Section 404 oversight Review of this EIR 

U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 

Section 404 permit (Clean Water Act) 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 

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

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 

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

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 this EIR 
Review of the Biological 
Assessment 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

FAA Regulations Part 77 – Objects 
Affecting Navigable Airspace 

Review of project for potential effects on aircraft safety Project plans 

State 

California Department of 
Fish and Game 

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

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 

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 

California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) 

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

Project plans 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

Operating/Safety Approvals Operating/safety approvals  Project plans 

California Department of 
Toxics Substances Control 

Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act of 1976; Hazardous Waste Control 
Law 

Review and oversight of cleanup of sites where surface and/or 
subsurface contamination has occurred due to the potential 
release of hazardous materials or wastes 

Project plans 
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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 

State Water Resources 
Control Board 

Section 402(o) of Clean Water Act Section 402—National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) General Permits which regulate discharges 
of storm water from construction and industrial activities 

Notice of Intent for storm water 
general permit coverage 

State Historic Preservation 
Office 

CEQA 
 

Trustee agency for historic resources 
 

Review of this EIR 

Native American Heritage 
Commission 

Public Resource Code Section 5097 Review of project for potential disturbance to native American 
heritage/burial sites 

Consultation letter; Review of this 
EIR 

Regional 

Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 

Section 401 and 402 of Clean Water 
Act; Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act 

Section 401 and Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act—
Water Quality Certification, or waiver thereof, for 
construction in wetlands areas determined to be under Corps’ 
jurisdiction (certification required before Corps’ Section 404 
permit may become effective 
Section 402—National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit which regulates discharge into 
surface waters 

Application for Section 401 Water 
Quality Certifications and/or 
Report of Waste Discharge 
Copy of application to federal 
agency for permit (e.g., for 
Section 404 permit), EIR, copy of 
Section 404 (b) (1) alternative 
analysis, proposed mitigation plan, 
if any; Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan 

Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission  

Section 176 (c) of Clean Air Act of 1970 
as amended; MTC Resolution #3075; 
MTC Resolution #3434 

Review all applications for state or federal funding Project plans and EIR 

BART CEQA Lead agency for EIR; approval of project and expenditure of 
funds 

Certification of EIR and approval 
of Findings and Statement of 
Overriding Considerations 

Local 

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

Project plans 

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

Project plans 
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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 

 Entitlement process Related to the entitlement process, the City will undertake a 
number of updates to its own plans to accommodate the 
proposed project, including: 

General Plan Amendment to show the approved 
alignment and amend any supporting policies; 

Livermore Development Code to identify revised 
plan lines, if needed;  

Other policy documents/ordinances, if needed to 
show the alignment, and 

Necessary easements. 

Project plans 

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

Project plans 

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

Project plans 

Alameda County 
Congestion Management 
Agency 

CEQA  Review project for conformance with ACCMA’s 
transportation plans 

Review of this EIR 

Alameda County 
Transportation 
Authority/Alameda County 
Transportation 
Improvement Authority 

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

Review of this EIR 

Alameda County Airport 
Land Use Commission 

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

Project plans 

Zone 7 Water Agency CEQA  Review project for conformance with Zone 7 requirements Project plans, including hydraulic 
design 

 Encroachment permit Easements and/or aerial easements may be required within the 
Zone 7 right-of-way 

Project plans 

Livermore Amador Valley 
Transit Authority 

CEQA  Review project for conformance with LAVTA transit plans Review of this EIR 

Source: PBS&J, 2009. 
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Section 3.2 – Transportation 

Page 3.2-7, first paragraph: 

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 I-580 Eastbound 
Ramps 

Scott Street Livermore 

4.  First Street Scott Street Holmes Street/ 
Murrieta Boulevard/ 

College Avenue 

Livermore 

5.  Livermore Avenue I-580 Eastbound 
Ramps 

Chestnut Street Livermore 

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 I-580 Eastbound 
Off-Ramp 

Concannon Boulevard Livermore 

Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009. 

 

Page 3.2-19, sixth paragraph, fourth sentence: 

The lot will be relocated with construction of the new I-580/Isabel Avenue interchange. 

Page 3.2-30, fifth paragraph, second sentence: 

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 2009 RTP. 

Page 3.2-38, first paragraph, first sentence: 

The 2001 RTP for the San Francisco Bay Area (revised in November 2002) was developed by 
MTC, and was mostly recently updated and approved in April 2009.  The following roadway 
improvement projects are scheduled on regional facilities in and near the City of Livermore 
area and are identified in the 2009 updated RTP: 
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Page 3.2-42, footnote 12: 

This complex includes the existing Bankhead Theater and Bothwell Arts Center and future 
2,000-seat regional theater scheduled for completion in 2011. 

Page 3.2-55, first paragraph: 

BART patrons from San Joaquin County represent a significant segment of the ridership in the 
Tri-Valley area, and account for approximately 30 percent of projected BART ridership under 
the Tri-Valley area in all build alternatives, as shown in Table 3.2-20.  This ranges from 
16,800 riders per day under Alternative 4 to 22,600 riders per day under Alternative 1.  
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. 

Page 3.2-129, fourth paragraph: 

TR-4.1 Provide Lane Configuration Adjustments and Signalization Improvements at the 
Intersection of Airway Boulevard/Isabel Avenue (Alternatives 1, 2, 2a, 3a, 4, 5).  
Modification of the eastbound Airway Boulevard approach from one shared left-
through-right lane and one exclusive right turn lane to one exclusive left turn lane, one 
through lane, and two exclusive right turn lanes would improve the intersection 
operations to an acceptable LOS.   

Page 3.2-151, third paragraph: 

TR-7.3 Maintain Pedestrian Facilities Around Station Sites (Alternatives 3a, 5).  Pedestrian 
facilities shall be retained where a station site bisects existing facilities.  Designs to 
provide a pedestrian connection to the BART development and relocate pedestrian 
facilities to avoid disruptions to through pedestrian traffic shall be employed. 

Section 3.3 – Land Use 

Page 3.3-5, Figure 3.3-1 is revised to show the current land uses at the former Hexcel plant as vacant. 
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Page 3.3-8, first paragraph, fifth sentence: 

As of the time of completion of this document, tTthe land, often referred to as the “Chain of 
Lakes” area, is largely under ownership of Rhodes & Jamieson, and private mining ventures 
such as Vulcan Material Company. and Alameda County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District, Zone 7 (Zone 7).  Under the terms of Alameda County's 1981 Specific 
Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation (LAVQAR), further portions of 
the land currently owned by Rhodes & Jamieson are to be deeded to Zone 7 for reclamation at 
various times over the course of the next 20 years.  For example, Zone 7, which currently 
owns Cope Lake, is slated to take ownership of Lake H in 2014. 

Page 3.3-19, after the first paragraph: 

Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policy.  BART System Expansion Policy and MTC 
Resolution #3434 are described in Section 5.4, Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policy.  
The application of these policies to each program alignment is also analyzed in Section 5.4. 

Page 3.3-19, after the second paragraph: 

East Bay Regional Parks District (EBRPD) 2007 Master Plan Map.  The EBRPD is currently 
updating the written portion of its 2007 Master Plan, which will ultimately define the District’s 
vision, prioritize future expansion, and provide policies and guidelines to implement that 
expansion.  Although the written portion of the Master Plan is not complete, the 2007 Master 
Plan Map has been officially adopted by the EBRPD Board of Directors.  This map identifies 
potential future EBRPD parklands and trails, including several potential regional trails that 
would intersect the Chain of Lakes area.  The El Charro aerial structure included in 
Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would pass over these future trails and would not impede 
movement along the trails. 

Page 3.3-23, before the second paragraph: 

Alameda County Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation 
(LAVQAR).  Adopted in November 1981, LAVQAR is a plan for the reclamation, reuse, and 
rehabilitation of the 3,820-acre area between Pleasanton and Livermore designated for sand and 
gravel quarrying.  LAVQAR was developed in response to the State Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act of 1975, which requires reclamation plans for all mining operations conducted 
after January 1, 1976.  The central concept of LAVQAR is the gradual transformation of 
quarried pits into a “chain of lakes” that will provide a surface water storage and conveyance 
system and flood control strategy for Zone 7.  Under the terms of this reclamation agreement, 
quarry operators must dedicate mined-out pits, water management facilities, and supporting 
land areas to Zone 7 for ownership and management.  Although some portions have already 
been dedicated to Zone 7, LAVQAR is a staged reclamation process by which mined-out lands 
will be dedicated to Zone 7 until the year 2030, when reserves are expected to be depleted.   
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Although station areas or yards would not encroach into this area, the El Charro Road 
alignment of Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would traverse a part of this area.  While the 
specific details of the future uses and activities envisioned by the LAVQAR remain speculative 
at this time, an aerial structure would not necessarily detract from the proposed water storage 
and flood control facility or conflict with possible recreational uses considered for the mined-
out quarry pits.  However, this issue would be reevaluated in a BART to Livermore project 
EIR, if this alignment alternative is selected and the water storage and flood control facilities 
and recreational uses are in place at that time. 

Page 3.3-28, fourth paragraph, third and fourth sentences:  

 Exceptions to this pattern include the area just east of between Santa Rita Road and El Charro 
Road south of I-580, in Pleasanton and unincorporated Alameda County.  This area is 
dominated by contains medium-density, single family residential land uses as well as an area of 
multi-family residential land use recently designated by the City of Pleasanton as part of the 
Staples Ranch Specific Plan.  

Page 3.3-29, Figure 3.3-5 is revised to reflect changes to the General Plan land use designations at the 
Staples Ranch site in Pleasanton and the former Hexcel plant in Livermore.  

Page 3.3-31, fourth paragraph, third and fourth sentences:  

 A small portion of this corridor, just east of El Charro Road and south of the I-580, is 
designated for regional commercial uses, including mixed-use and business park, as part of the 
Livermore’s El Charro Specific Plan.  A portion The area just west of El Charro Road just and 
south of I-580, lies within the Pleasanton SOI and was recently designated for commercial and 
open space uses is currently proposed for annexation as part of the Staples Ranch Specific Plan.  

Page 3.3-45, second sentence under Alternative 1a: 

Although this alternative would include an elevated section above El Charro Road, there are 
relatively few surrounding sensitive land uses, are not sensitive and these uses would not be 
adversely affected by BART operations. 
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Section 3.4 – Population and Housing 

Page 3.4-7, Table 3.4-3 is revised as follows:  
 

Table 3.4-3 
Major Livermore Employers Near Proposed BART to Livermore Stations, 2009 

Company Use 
Number of 
Employees Nearest Station 

Radial 
Distance 
(miles) 

Activant Solutions Business Services 363 Greenville East 0.19 

Costco Wholesale Retail 245 Isabel/I-580 0.40 

Las Positas Collegea Community College 490 Isabel/I-580 0.60 

City of Livermore Government 656 Downtown Livermore 0.70 

Livermore Area Rec. & Park District Government 508 Downtown Livermore 0.73 

Valley Care Health System Medical Office 1,300 Downtown Livermore 0.78 

WalMart Stores Retail 265 Downtown Livermore 0.82 

Kaiser Permanente Health Center Medical Office 130 Downtown Livermore 0.84 

Lowe’s Home Improvement Store Retail 150 Downtown Livermore 0.94 

Target Retail 185 Downtown Livermore 1.19 

Topcon Positioning Systems Manufacturing 394 Vasco Road 0.12 

Johnson Controls, Inc. Manufacturing 279 Vasco Road 0.20 

Lawrence Livermore Natl. Lab. Government R&D 8,750 Vasco Road 0.30 

McGrath RentCorp Equipment Rental 185 Vasco Road 0.36 

Valmark Industries Manufacturing 180 Vasco Road 0.38 

Kaiser Permanente Distribution Ctr. Warehouse and 
Distribution 

675 Vasco Road 
0.55 

Sandia National Laboratory Government R&D 910 Vasco Road 1.00 

Form Factor Manufacturing / R&D 1,000 Vasco Road 1.16 

Wente Vineyards Winery 676 Vasco Road 2.04 

Sources: City of Livermore, Economic Development Department, 2009; Las Positas Community College, 2009; BAE, 2009.  

Notes:  

a. Las Positas College currently enrolls approximately 8,800 day and evening students. 
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Section 3.5 – Visual Quality 

Page 3.5-25, first paragraph, fifth and sixth sentences: 

The aerial structure would be visually prominent obtrusive due to the fact that, unlike the area 
around the intersection of El Charro Road and I-580, there is no existing transportation 
infrastructure of similar visual quality in the immediate area in an environment where no such 
existing structures exist.  However, because this area the aerial structure would be located in an 
area where the is of low overall existing visual quality and largely devoid of built and natural 
features and scenic vantage points is low, the aerial structure along El Charro Road would not 
result in a significant impact for this alternative. 

Section 3.6 – Cultural Resources 

Page 3.6-7, paragraph 1: 

Several buildings around the intersection of Livermore Avenue and First Street were used at 
various times as City Hall before it moved to South Livermore and Pacific Avenues in 1974 
1978. 

Section 3.7 – Geology, Soils and Seismicity 

Page 3.7-5, Figure 3.7-1 is revised to show the Mount Diablo Thrust, Livermore, and Verona faults. 

Page 3.7-25, Figure 3.7-5 is revised to show the mineral extraction areas in the Chain of Lakes as 
gravel pits. 

Page 3.7-13 - last paragraph: 

In addition, there are buried thrust faults, and inferred faults near the study area, such as the 
Mount Diablo Thrust.  ABAG identifies the Mount Diablo Thrust as “the most active thrust 
fault” in the Bay Area1. According to a study of earthquake probabilities for the San Francisco 
Bay Region conducted by the USGS Working Group of California Earthquake Probabilities, 
the Mount Diablo Thrust Fault is capable of generating a magnitude 6.7 or greater earthquake 
with an estimated 0.03 probability (i.e. three percent probability) of it occurring during the 
period from 2002 to 2031.2  The state recognizes that buried thrust faults exist; however, their 
fault planes extend under wide area and extremely difficult to identify and characterize. 
Consequently, regulations such as the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act have not 
been applied to them. 

                                              
1  http://www.abag.ca.gov/bayarea/eqmaps/doc/thrusts.html 
2  United States Geologic Survey, Earthquake Probability for the San Francisco Bay Region 2002-2031: Results 

and Discussion - Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities. Open File Report 03-214, 2002 
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Page 3.7-27, first paragraph: 

Prior to mining in the quarry lands, the lands were considered to have the “least” landside 
susceptibility, soils that are well drained, and “slight” erosion hazards.  However, because of 
significant mining in the quarry lands, current soil characteristics in the quarry lands are not 
known without new soil mapping and boring data.  As shown in Figure 3.7-4 and described in 
Table 3.7-5, the quarry lands are considered to have the “least” landslide susceptibility and 
would be expected to remain relatively stable unless the topography were radically modified. 
The soils in the quarry lands are Yolo loams. These soils are well drained and considered to 
have a “slight” erosion hazard, indicating that little or no erosion is likely.37 The quarries are 
in Quaternary deposits Qa (Latest Pleistocene to Holocene alluvial deposits). Liquefaction 
susceptibility associated with these deposits is moderate.38 

Page 3.7-27, third paragraph: 

Vulcan holds an active permit, SMP-16, to mine, among other areas, the SMP-16 area land 
south of Stanley Boulevard, in the southwest corner of the intersection of Stanley Boulevard 
and Isabel Avenue; the area has been mined for sand and gravel products at least since the 
1950s.  A Reclamation Plan for the property has been approved by the County and mining can 
occur on any part of the property.  Current mining operations (commenced in 2008) are 
ongoing in the SMP-16 area north and south of Stanley Boulevard, and are anticipated to be 
completed by 2013 continue at least until 2030. 

Page 3.7-27, fifth paragraph: 

The property northwest of the intersection of Stanley Boulevard and Isabel Avenue and 
properties farther north near the airport (formerly known as SMP-38, -39, and -40) were 
proposed for mining operations to commence upon the completion of the existing mining 
operations in 2013.; however, t Those plans were withdrawn and, although the area northwest 
of the intersection of Stanley Boulevard and Isabel Avenue is not covered by any mining permit 
or reclamation plan.35, future mining would not be precluded in the area, after an SMP had 
been re-established for it.   The area is designated as Optional Lake K in the LAVQAR 2030 
Staging Plan, and could be available to capture polluted runoff water from urban development.  
Future mining is planned for the area south of Stanley Boulevard.3 

Page 3.7-32, second and third paragraphs: 

Surface Mining and Reclamation Act.  Mining of sand and gravel in the vicinity of the 
project began prior to 1900.  In 1956, the County adopted Ordinance 181 N.S. to systematize 
quarry permitting and prohibit pollution or contamination of usable water-bearing aquifers in 
what is now known as the Chain of Lakes area.  Quarry reclamation generally was not 
provided at that time.  By 1965, recognizing that quarry reclamation was needed and that 
reclamation plans could not be limited to individual properties because of the interconnected 
nature of the aquifers, quarry operators agreed to a joint effort to develop a master plan to 

                                              
3 Vulcan Materials Company, Western Division, SMP-16 Periodic Review of Mining and Reclamation Report 

by Permittee, 2008. 
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address the entire Chain of Lakes area.  In 1977, the County adopted an updated Surface 
Mining Ordinance based on the state’s Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) and, in 
1981, adopted the Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation 
(LAVQAR).4 

Surface and Mining and Reclamation Act.  The Surface and Mining and Reclamation Act 
(SMARA) was enacted in 1975 for the dual purpose of identifying and mapping economically 
valuable mineral resources (including gold, sand, and gravel) and establishing a regulatory 
framework for the operation and eventual reclamation of surface mining operations.  
Section 3704, Performance Standards for Backfilling, Regrading, Slope Stability, and 
Recontouring, of SMARA requires the quarry operator to compact any fill in accordance with 
the current County Building Code specifications and create finals slopes no steeper than 2:1 
(horizontal to vertical).  Cut slopes, including final quarry walls and faces, are required to have 
a minimum slope stability factor of safety that is suitable for the proposed end use and conform 
to the surrounding topography and/or approved end use.  It is the County’s responsibility, as 
the State’s agent for SMARA enforcement, to inspect the slopes and assure that they are stable. 

Surface Mining Permits.  Property southwest of the intersection of Isabel Avenue and Stanley 
Boulevard encompassed by Surface Mining Permit SMP-16 has been approved for mining 
under vested Alameda County Quarry Permits.  These areas would be reclaimed upon 
completion of mining in approximately 2030 as basins for future Lakes C and D of the Chain 
of Lakes to be developed by Zone 7 pursuant to the County of Alameda LAVQAR. 

Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation.  The Specific Plan for 
LAVQAR was adopted in 1981 to enable the use of the competing resources of land, water, 
and sand and gravel with a minimum of conflict and disruption; plan for reclamation, 
productive reuse, and rehabilitation of the Quarry Area (now known as the Chain of Lakes); 
mitigate the adverse effects of mining; satisfy the requirements of SMARA and the County 
Mining Ordinance; and provide a coordinated plan for the arrangement of the mining lands, 
their surface waters, and their underlying aquifers into a coherent, flexible form reflecting their 
interrelated geology, hydrology, land use, etc. throughout the Chain of Lakes.  The key 
concept of the master reclamation plan is the transformation of the quarry pits into a series of 
lakes, over a period of 50 to 60 years, to be managed by Zone 7, to provide a surface water 
storage and conveyance system to replace a portion of the pre-existing aquifer system feeding 
the groundwater basin. 

The Specific Plan contains 21 policies that serve as a guide for decisions concerning actual land 
use modifications in the Chain of Lakes.  The County Planning Commission is the Lead 
Agency and coordinator responsible for implementation of the Specific Plan.  Three policies, 
14, 15, and 21, relate to the alternative alignments along El Charro Road through the mining 
lands:  

Policy 14 specifies that minimum 50-foot setbacks shall be established from existing 
public streets. 

                                              
4 Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation, Alameda County Board of 

Supervisors, adopted November 5, 1981, p.2, 3. 
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Policy 15 specifies that if El Charro Road becomes a public street, its alignment shall 
be coordinated with appropriate public agencies. 

Policy 21 specifies that if an operator’s ability to meet the requirements of its 
reclamation plan because of any government action that restricts an operator’s conduct 
of its mining operation, the operator and the County shall negotiate in good faith to 
agree on a revised reclamation plan. 

It is the County’s responsibility, as the State’s agent for SMARA enforcement, to inspect the 
slopes and assure that they are stable. 

Page 3.7-46, Impact GEO-5: 

GEO-5 Loss of a Mineral Resource or Mineral Resource Recovery Site 

Figure 8-3 of the City of Livermore General Plan, Open Space and Conservation Element, 
indicates that Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would cross State-designated Mineral Resource 
Sectors in areas designated classified as MRZ-2.  Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would 
approximately follow the present alignment of El Charro Road adjacent to through currently 
active quarry lands (Resource Sector A-1) and adjacent to reclaimed quarry pits in Alameda 
County, near Stanley Boulevard known as the Chain of Lakes area.  To the extent that nearly 
all of the aerial alignment for these alternatives would be within the right-of-way of a public El 
Charro Road approximately following the present alignment of the privately owned El Charro 
Road and that the sand and gravel resources would have been completely excavated by the time 
the BART project was implemented, there would be no impact to mineral resources for that 
alignment. 

Approximately 1,200 lineal feet of the proposed aerial structure near the northern end of El 
Charro Road and approximately 1,200 lineal feet near the southern end would be off the 
present road alignment and would cover less than 2 acres each.  If recoverable mineral 
resources remain in these two areas, there could be some loss of access to them that would 
need to be assessed in a project-level environmental review document.  Although the actual loss 
of access to recoverable mineral resources would be relatively minor when compared to the 
remaining resources in the Livermore-Amador Valley, there could be a significant impact, 
based on the areas being in a designated Resource Sector.  If the BART Board has selected one 
of the five alternatives that uses the El Charro Road alignment as its preferred alternative, then 
further consultation with the quarry owners and the agencies involved in SMARA and the 
LAVQAR Specific Plan would be warranted to determine the feasibility of mitigating the 
impacts if mineral resources were still present at the time a project-level review is performed.    

The Chain of Lakes area’s sandy soil would necessitate the use of steel pipe piles, rather than 
pre-cast concrete piles, as vertical support for the proposed elevated tracks guideway.  
Retaining walls probably would not to be needed because the horizontal separation between the 
proposed construction area and the quarries appear to be sufficient to allow grading of the 
necessary retaining slopes.  The Isabel/Stanley Station associated with Alternatives 3a and 5 
would occupy an approximately 33-acre site divided by Stanley Boulevard and bounded by 
quarry lands on the west (Resource Sectors A-1 and A-2) and on the south (Resource 
Sector A-2), potentially creating an impact if those resources have not been completely 
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excavated by the time the BART project is implemented.  None of the BART extension 
alternatives would involve extraction or disposal of mineral resources. 

Alternative 1 – Greenville East.  Alternative 1 would not be within a State-designated Mineral 
Resource Sector and would have no impact on the availability of such a resource. Also, this 
alternative would not run along through active mining operations, and would have no impact on 
access to these activities. 

Alternative 1a – Downtown-Greenville East Via UPRR.  Alternative 1a would not involve 
extraction or disposal of mineral resources.  Alternative 1a would approximately parallel 
follow the present alignment of El Charro Road through the Chain of Lakes, primarily on the 
west side of the road, but crossing it at the north and south ends. area; however, the proposed 
tracks would not encroach into areas where minerals are actively being recovered. Quarry pits 
adjacent to most of the proposed alignment have been fully extracted.  Truck access to 
remaining mineral extraction areas on either side of El Charro Road is limited to consist of two 
or to three at-grade connections with El Charro Road.  The BART aerial guideway in this 
stretch would primarily run along the west side of El Charro Road. This The proposed aerial 
structure guideway would be designed so that the support columns would avoid obstruction of 
any of these access points that remain at the time of the BART project implementation and, 
similarly, would avoid disturbance to the conveyor system that transports quarried materials 
under El Charro Road, as well as the one road undercrossing of El Charro Road for quarry 
trucks.  The proposed aerial structure would be designed to be high enough to avoid 
interference with the railcar loading facilities between El Charro Road and Isabel Avenue. 

Alternative 1a would run adjacent to the Vulcan aggregate plant site, recycle plant, and settling 
ponds.  The proposed elevated tracks in this area would be designed to avoid not limiting 
access to the Vulcan facilities during operation, although there could be some temporary delays 
to quarry traffic during construction.  The alignment would follow Stanley Boulevard south of 
the extended mining operation site(which commenced in 2008). However; however, this 
mining area is not adjacent to the proposed alignment and access to the pits would not be 
limited during construction or operation. Consequently, there would be no impact related to 
loss of access to mineral resources along this alignment. 

At this time, El Charro Road is not a public street; however,, but it by the time the BART 
extension would be constructed, it has been assumed in the design of the aerial guideway that 
the road has become a public right-of-way and its alignment would be consistent with the plans 
by affected local jurisdictions, LAVQAR Policy 15, and appropriate setbacks (probably 
50 feet) would be established (LAVQAR Policy 14).  LAVQAR Policy 21 provides a 
mechanism for the mining operator and the County to resolve issues arising from the 
establishment of a public right-of-way along El Charro Road with respect to changes in 
reclamation plans.  Similar negotiations would be appropriate with respect to potential 
encroachment of the proposed alignment on remaining recoverable mineral resources.  It is 
reasonable to assume that El Charro Road would not become a public street until all or most of 
the mineral resources along its present alignment had been extracted.  In that case, there would 
be no impact related to loss of access to mineral resources along this portion of the proposed 
aerial BART structure. 
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Alternative 1b – Downtown-Greenville East Via SPRR.  Alternative 1b would not involve 
extraction or disposal of mineral resources. Also, like Alternative 1a, Alternative 1b would not 
encroach into areas where minerals are actively being recovered and would have elevated 
tracks in the vicinity of the Vulcan facilities. As such, Alternative 1b would also have no 
impact on the availability of, or access to, mineral resources. As with Alternative 1a, a section 
of Alternative 1b would be an aerial structure approximately parallel to the present alignment 
of El Charro Road and would be implemented under the same conditions as described under 
Alternative 1a.  Consequently, there would be no impact related to loss of access to mineral 
resources along this portion of the proposed aerial BART structure.  

Alternative 2 – Las Positas.  Alternative 2 would not be within a State-designated Mineral 
Resource Sector and would have no impact on the availability of such a resource. Also, this 
alternative would not run along through active mining operations, and would have no impact 
on access to these activities. 

Alternative 2a – Downtown-Vasco.  Alternative 2a would not involve extraction or disposal 
of mineral resources. Also, like Alternatives 1a and 1b, Alternative 2a would not encroach into 
areas where minerals are actively being recovered and would have elevated tracks in the 
vicinity of the Vulcan facilities.  As such, Alternative 2a would also have no impact on the 
availability of, or access to, mineral resources. As with Alternatives 1a and 1b, a section of 
Alternative 2a would be in an aerial structure approximately parallel to the present alignment of 
El Charro Road and would be implemented under the same conditions as described under 
Alternative 1a.  Consequently, there would be no impact related to loss of access to mineral 
resources along this portion of the proposed aerial BART structure. 

Alternative 3 – Portola.  Alternative 23 would not be within a State-designated Mineral 
Resource Sector and would have no impact on the availability of such a resource.  Also, this 
alternative would not run along through active mining operations, and would have no impact on 
access to mining operations. 

Alternative 3a – Railroad.  Alternative 3a would not involve extraction or disposal of mineral 
resources. This alternative would have elevated tracks in the vicinity of the Vulcan facilities 
and would thus not impede access to the Vulcan facilities during operation, as described 
previously for Alternative 1a. As with Alternatives 1a, 1b, and 2a, a section of Alternative 3a 
would be in an aerial structure approximately parallel to the present alignment of El Charro 
Road and would be implemented under the same conditions as described under Alternative 1a.  
Consequently, there would be no impact related to loss of access to mineral resources along 
this portion of the proposed aerial BART structure. 

The Isabel/Stanley Station associated with Alternative 3a would be constructed on an 
approximately 33-acre site divided by Stanley Boulevard and bounded by quarry lands on the 
west (Resource Sectors A-1 and A-2) and on the south (Resource Sector A-2).  If mineral 
resources remained unmined on this site, The construction of the Isabel/Stanley Station would 
eliminate access to underlying aggregate deposits in Resource Sector A-2. When these quarry 
lands were originally designated in 1983, all of Sector A was estimated to contain 383 million 
tons of sand and gravel resources.  By the time the Livermore General Plan was updated in 
2004, about 27 percent (104 million tons) of material had been removed.  The portion of the 
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proposed Isabel/Stanley Station site south of Stanley Boulevard covers about 3 percent 
(8 million tons) of the remaining resources in Sector A.  Because an estimated 271 million tons 
of resources remain in Sector A, plus an additional estimated 176 million tons of reserves in 
nearby Sectors B and C, the loss of access to mineral resources at the proposed Isabel/Stanley 
Station site is considered significant. 

Alternative 4 – Isabel/I-580.  Alternative   would not be within a State-designated Mineral 
Resource Sector and would have no impact on the availability of such a resource.  Also, this 
alternative would not run along through active mining operations, and would have no impact on 
access to these activities. 

Alternative 5 – Quarry.  Alternative 5 would not involve extraction or disposal of mineral 
resources. This alternative would have elevated tracks in the vicinity of the Vulcan facilities 
and would thus not impede access to the Vulcan facilities during operation. Like As with 
Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, and 3a, a section of Alternative 3a would be in an aerial structure 
approximately parallel to the present alignment of El Charro Road and would be implemented 
under the same conditions as described under Alternative 1a.  Consequently, there would be no 
impact related to loss of access to mineral resources along this portion of the proposed aerial 
BART structure.  As with Alternative 3a, Alternative 5 would include the Isabel/Stanley 
Station, which would result in a significant loss of access to mineral resources at the site of the 
station. 

MITIGATION MEASURE.  A significant impact to mineral resources would occur with 
Alternatives 3a and 5.  The loss would be a direct effect of constructing the Isabel/Stanley 
Station, which would eliminate access to underlying aggregate deposits in Resource Sector A-2.  
It is possible that the portions of the station footprint south of Stanley Boulevard could be 
excavated and reclaimed prior to implementation of these alternatives, in which case, there 
would be no loss of mineral resources. a BART station at this location.  As a result, this impact 
would be revisited at the time a project-level environmental document is undertaken, if any 
alternative involving the Isabel/Stanley Station is carried forward.  For purposes of this 
Program EIR, the loss of access to mineral resources in Sector A is considered potentially 
significant and unavoidable.  (PSU)  

Page 3.7-51, Mitigation Measure GEO-6.1: 

GEO-6.1 Conduct Project-Level Paleontological Resources Investigation.  During the 
project-level environmental review, BART shall retain a professional who meets 
the professional qualifications standards for principal paleontologist to conduct a 
project-level study of the preferred alternative and to recommend appropriate 
measures, which will be implemented at the project level.  The study shall include: 
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Section 3.8 – Hydrology and Water Quality 

Page 3.8-5, Figure 3.8-2 is revised to show the current alignment of the Arroyo Mocho and the 
following additions to the source list. 

Source: AECOM May 4, 2009; NWI, 2008; Zone 7 Water Agency, 2009; USGS NHD; 
California Resource Agency, 2003; PBS&J, 2008 and 2009. 

Page 3.8-9, after the fourth paragraph: 

In addition, the Chain of Lakes will play an integral role in the implementation of Zone 7’s 
2006 Stream Management Master Plan (SMMP).  The SMMP is a regional flood-protection 
program that relies in part on using the mined-out gravel pits, deeded to Zone 7 under the 
terms of the Alameda County Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area 
Reclamation (see page 3.3-23), to detain stormwater.  These stormwater detention facilities 
reduce the need for environmentally disruptive creek channelization.  A number of these lakes 
have been completed, and others are scheduled to be available for use by Zone 7 over the next 
10 to 20 years. 

Page 3.8-10, first paragraph, first sentence: 

Flood control within the Livermore-Amador Valley area is primarily under the jurisdiction of 
Zone 7 which is responsible for the majority of flood control structures and conveyances in the 
study area, with the City of Livermore, and the City of Pleasanton providing local floodplain 
management and maintenance of unimproved drainage channels and storm drain systems within 
their jurisdictions. 

Page 3.8-14, before the first paragraph: 

The Zone 7 Stream Management Master Plan (SMMP) includes a regional approach to flood 
control and management within the Livermore-Amador Valley area.  The SMMP incorporates 
storage of flood flows within the Chain of Lakes area and sediment removal from critical 
reaches of the Arroyo las Positas, Arroyo Mocho, Alamo Canal, and Arroyo de la Laguna.  
With implementation of the SMMP regional storage approach, the floodplain areas along 
Stanley Boulevard, Kitty Hawk Road, and Airway Boulevard would be eliminated by diverting 
and containing floodwaters within the Chain of Lakes Detention System.  Detention of peak 
flows from Arroyo las Positas and Arroyo Mocho in the Chain of Lakes and the removal of 
sediment from critical reaches would also substantially reduce the predicted peak flows 
downstream of the Chain of Lakes and would substantially reduce the potential for flooding.  
Overbank flow from the Arroyo Mocho and Arroyo las Positas within the study area would be 
eliminated.5 

Page 3.8-17, Figure 3.8-5 is revised to show the Amador subbasin. 
                                              
5  RMC Water and Environment. 2006.  Zone 7 Stream Management Master Plan.  Prepared for Zone 7 

August, 2006. p 4-11. 
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Page 3.8-23, fifth paragraph: 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act (Water Code Section 13000 et seq.). The Porter-Cologne 
Water Quality Control Act was passed in 1969. It established the SWRCB and divided the State 
into nine regions, each overseen by a RWQCB. The SWRCB is the primary State agency 
responsible for protecting the quality of the State’s surface and groundwater supplies, but much 
of its daily implementation authority is delegated to the nine RWQCBs, which are responsible 
for implementing CWA, Sections 401, 402, and 303. In general, the SWRCB manages both 
water rights and Statewide regulation of water quality, while the RWQCBs focus exclusively 
on water quality within their regions. The SFBRWQCB has regulatory authority over wetlands 
and waterways under both the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and the State of California’s 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code, Division 7). Under the 
CWA, the SFBRWQCB has regulatory authority over actions in waters of the United States, 
through the issuance of water quality certifications (certifications) under Section 401 of the 
CWA, which are issued in combination with permits issued by the Army Corps of Engineers 
(ACOE) under Section 404 of the CWA.  When the SFBRWQCB issues Section 401 
certifications, it simultaneously issues general Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for the 
project under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.  Activities in areas that are 
outside the jurisdiction of the ACOE (e.g., isolated wetlands, vernal pools, or stream banks 
above the ordinary high water mark) are regulated by the SFBRWQCB under the authority of 
the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.  Activities that lie outside ACOE jurisdiction 
may require the issuance of either individual or general WDRs from the SFBRWQCB. 

Under the authority of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act, the SFBRWQCB has developed 
and implements the San Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan), which 
defines the Beneficial Uses of waters of the State within the San Francisco Bay Region.  Many 
of the water bodies that may be impacted by the BART extension are tributaries to either 
Arroyo Las Positas or Arroyo Mocho, which have been assigned the following existing and 
potential Beneficial Uses in the Basin Plan: groundwater recharge, cold freshwater habitat, 
warm freshwater habitat, fish migration, fish spawning, wildlife habitat, contact water 
recreation, and non-contact water recreation.  Since the Beneficial Uses of any specifically 
identified water body generally apply to all its tributaries, the beneficial use of wildlife habitat 
applies to the tributaries of Arroyo las Positas and Arroyo Mocho.  Any permit action taken by 
the SFBRWQCB must be consistent with maintaining Beneficial Uses of waters of the State. 
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Page 3.8-25, last paragraph: 

Municipal NPDES Permit. The County of Alameda and its incorporated cities, including the 
cities of Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore form the Alameda Countywide Clean Water 
Program and are permitted under Phase I for municipal stormwater and urban runoff 
discharges under NPDES Permit No. CAS0029831 and Order No. R2-2003-0021. Under the 
NPDES program, Alameda County and its incorporated cities must implement a Stormwater 
Management Program that addresses six minimum control measures associated with 
construction and operational activities, including (1) public education and outreach; (2) public 
participation/involvement; (3) illicit discharge detection and elimination; (4) construction of site 
stormwater runoff control for sites greater than one acre; (5) post-construction stormwater 
management in new development and redevelopment; and (6) pollution prevention/good 
housekeeping for municipal operations. These control measures would typically be addressed 
by developing BMPs. 

Page 3.8-25, last paragraph: 

Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP).  Municipal stormwater runoff from the 
Alameda, Contra Costa, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Fairfield-Suisun, and Vallejo Permittees’ 
areas are subject to the NPDES municipal stormwater program under the regional NPDES 
Permit No. CAS612008, Order No. Order R2-2009-0074.  One of the primary objectives of 
the regulations for pollutant dischargers is the reduction of pollutants in urban stormwater 
through the use of best management practices (BMPs).  The study area is located within the 
Alameda Permittees’ jurisdiction. 

The MRP requires Regulated Projects, as defined in the MRP (Provision C.3.b.), to implement 
Low Impact Development (LID) source control BMPs, site design BMPs, and stormwater 
treatment BMPs, onsite or at a joint stormwater treatment facility, unless the Provision C.3.e 
alternate compliance applies. The project would be a Regulated Project because it would create 
or replace 10,000 square feet or more of impervious surfaces. Regulated Projects must provide 
permanent/post-construction treatment controls for stormwater according to specific 
calculations (Provision C.3.d.). 

For projects where increased flow and/or volume is likely to cause increased erosion of creek 
beds and banks, silt pollutant generation, or other impacts to beneficial uses, NPDES permit 
Provision C.3.g requires additional stormwater management controls for compliance with the 
Hydromodification Management Standard (HM Standard); Stormwater discharges from HM 
Projects shall not cause an increase in the erosion potential of the receiving stream over the 
pre-project (existing) conditions. A Hydromodification Management Project (HM Project) is a 
Regulated Project that creates and/or replaces one acre or more of impervious surface and is 
not specifically excluded in the MRP. The study area is located within an area subject to the 
HM Standard and would be a Regulated Project.  Therefore, the project would be an HM 
Project. 
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Page 3.8-27, first paragraph, after the second bullet: 

Easements and/or aerial easements may be required within the Zone 7 right-of-way 

Page 3.8-28, second paragraph: 

For this analysis, surface waters include improved flood control or drainage channels, canals, 
intermittent/ephemeral river and stream channels as identified on USGS topographic maps or 
GIS datasets; permanent river and stream channels; impoundments such as ponds, lakes, and 
reservoirs; and wetlands.  Sources of data used to identify surface water features include USGS 
topographic maps or GIS datasets, National Wetlands Inventory (NWI), Zone 7 GIS datasets, 
and PBS&J reconnaissance-level surveys.  Groundwater includes the Livermore Valley 
Groundwater Basin. 

Page 3.8-39, last paragraph, second sentence: 

Although the HM Standard, as described in the MRP and Hydromodification Management Plan 
(HMP) prepared by the Alameda County Clean Water Program,6 would require that flows are 
maintained for low and moderate storm events (10 percent of the 2-year storm event up to the 
10-year storm event) for discharges to most creeks within from the study area, there is no 
standard for discharges to the local storm drain system and for storm events above the 10-year 
storm event. 

Page 3.8-42, sixth paragraph: 

HY-1.1 Engineer Storm Drain System to Accommodate Design Flows. BART shall prepare a 
Hydraulic and Hydrology Study for the entire project to determine runoff rates and 
durations for the existing and proposed drainage system discharging into any local 
drainage system or natural drainage feature.  To ensure appropriate study criteria, 
BART shall consult with Zone 7, Caltrans, the cities of Livermore and Pleasanton, 
and Alameda County Clean Water Program (ACCWP) prior to preparation of the 
Hydraulic and Hydrology Study.  BART shall submit the Hydraulic and Hydrology 
Study to Caltrans, the cities of Livermore and Pleasanton, Zone 7, SFBRWQCB and 
ACCWP for review.  The jurisdictional agencies’ engineering staff shall review the 
project drainage design.  BART shall evaluate the comments and any proposed 
revisions for potential incorporation into the project design, as appropriate.   

Page 3.8-44, first paragraph, first sentence: 

Compliance with the Construction General Permit, the MRP Municipal NPDES Permit, and 
the associated Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program require implementation of 
permanent erosion and sediment controls. 

                                              
6  Alameda County Public Works Agency. Alameda County Clean Water Program. Hydrograph Modification 

Management Plan. May 15, 2005. 
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Page 3.8-44, first paragraph, fourth sentence: 

Key provisions of this Hydrograph Modification Plan have been included in the MRP 
Municipal NPDES Permit (Order No. R2-2007-0025 R2-2009-0074, NPDES Permit No. 
CAS612008 CAS0029831 Amendment Revising Order No. R2-2003-0021). 

Page 3.8-44, second paragraph, first sentence: 

Work within creeks, as required for implementation of new or expanded creek crossings, 
would require compliance with an individual WDR (‘Waters of the State’) or a CWA 404 
Permit, and CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification (‘Waters of the U.S.’), and a 
Streambed Alteration Agreement. 

Page 3.8-45, first paragraph, third and fourth sentences: 

However, compliance with existing regulations and requirements (Construction General 
Permit, MRP Municipal NPDES Permit, Caltrans oversight, City and County Codes and 
Ordinances for watercourse protection and grading and erosion) and BART Facility Standards 
would result in disturbed areas being revegetated or otherwise permanently protected from 
erosion. Fill slopes would be constructed to ensure stability and be protected from erosion 
following construction activities. Implementation of water quality BMPs, as required by the 
MRP Municipal NPDES Permit, would also reduce the potential for offsite erosion and off-site 
transport of sediment by implementation of erosion and sediment  controls.  

Page 3.8-46, second paragraph, first sentence: 

Implementation of stormwater quality BMPs, as required by the MRP Municipal Stormwater 
NPDES Permit and Industrial General Permit, would substantially reduce the amount of 
pollutants in stormwater runoff from the BART extension alternatives. 

Page 3.8-50, last paragraph, first sentence: 

The BART extension alternatives would be subject to waste discharge requirements including 
the MRP Municipal Stormwater NPDES Permit, Industrial General Permit, and potentially an 
individual WDR or the Treated Groundwater Dewatering General WDR, which may be 
required for permanent groundwater dewatering activities, and the Master Water Recycling 
Permit (RWQCB Order No. 93-159) and associated Salt Management Plan, if recycled water is 
used. 

Page 3.8-52, third paragraph, fourth sentence: 

Additionally, Zone 7 manages stormwater conveyances and flood channels within the region 
and requires that activities within these channels, including discharges of stormwater, obtain an 
encroachment permit. 
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Page 3.8-52, fourth paragraph: 

The Alameda Permittees must comply with the SFBRWQCB has identified the ACCWP as in 
compliance with the MRP Municipal Stormwater NPDES Permit and show compliance through 
a monitoring and reporting program.  and the permit The MRP requirements are considered 
have been prepared to be protective of water quality. Continued monitoring by the ACCWP 
and SFBRWQCB, in addition to the CWA Section 305(b) process for assessing water quality 
impairment, would ensure that TMDLs are effective or modified, as appropriate, and future 
impairments are identified and minimized. Therefore, through compliance with the 
Construction General Permit, Industrial General Permit, and MRP Municipal Stormwater 
NPDES Permit, the BART extension alternatives would not violate surface water quality 
standards. 

Page 3.8-53, fourth paragraph, first sentence: 

As mentioned above, BART would comply with requirements of the Construction General 
Permit, MRP Municipal Stormwater NPDES Permit, Industrial General Permit, and potentially 
an individual WDR, if required for construction dewatering. 

Page 3.8-56, the first paragraph: 

The Zone 7 manages stormwater conveyances and flood channels within the region and 
requires that activities within these channels, including discharges of stormwater, obtain an 
encroachment permit.  Construction within the Zone 7 right-of-way would require Zone 7 
approval and may require an easement.   

Page 3.8-58, first paragraph, first sentence: 

Cumulative projects within Alameda County are subject to requirements of the ACCWP and 
associated MRP Municipal NPDES Permit, Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP), and 
SWMP; Statewide Industrial General Permit, and Treated Groundwater Dewatering General 
WDR, if substantial treated groundwater dewatering (more than 10,000 gallons per day) is 
required for structures 

Page 3.8-58, second paragraph: 

In accordance with the ACCWP and Provision C.3 of the MRP Municipal NPDES Permits, all 
new and re-development that replaces or creates 10,000 square feet of impervious surface 
would be required to also implement post-construction stormwater quality BMPs to minimize 
the potential for pollutants in stormwater runoff and degradation of receiving water quality. 
The WQMP identifies appropriate structural and non-structural BMPs, design criteria, and 
performance goals. The Alameda County HMP incorporates the HM Standard, which requires 
implementation of hydromodification management controls to reduce stormwater runoff to pre-
existing conditions levels for up to and including the 10- year storm event, where applicable, in 
accordance with the MRP Municipal NPDES Permit. 
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Section 3.9 – Biological Resources 

Page 3.9-1, second paragraph, after the thirteenth bullet: 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants: Revised 
Designation of Critical Habitat for California Red-Legged Frog; Final Rule7 

Page 3.9-7, Figure 3.9-2C is revised to reflect development in the Greenville East Station area to urban 
areas. 

Page 3.9-15, Figure 3.9-3 is revised to show the updated California red-legged frog critical habitat. 

Page 3.9-21: 
Critical Habitats 

Vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 

n/a Fed: critical habitat 
CA: none 
Other: none 

n/a Present:  Alternative 1, 1a and 1b would impact 
critical habitat in the vicinity of the Greenville 
Yard.  The proposed Greenville East Station 
would be located outside of the designated critical 
habitat.  

California red-legged 
frog critical habitat 

n/a Fed: critical habitat  
CA: none 
Other: none 

n/a Present:  Alternative 1, 1a and 1b would impact 
critical habitat in the vicinity of the Greenville 
Yard.  The proposed Greenville East Station 
would be located outside of the designated critical 
habitat. 

Page 3.9-23, first paragraph, fifth sentence: 

…likely to occur based on the plant communities (i.e., habitat types) within the study area.  
Species with a moderate or higher likelihood of occurrence are included in Table 3.9-1.  Based 
on the database queries and the site surveys, 23 sensitive or special-status species could have a 
moderate or higher likelihood of occurrence in the study area.  These include three 
invertebrates, one fish, one reptile, two amphibians, six birds, one mammal, and nine plant 
species.  No rare natural communities occur within the study area.  USFWS-designated critical 
habitat for California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog is located approximately 
0.6 miles north of the Airway Boulevard interchange.  Given that this habitat is located well 
outside of the study area and would not be affected by the BART extension alternatives, it is 
not discussed further.  USFWS-designated critical habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp is 
located north of the intersection of Laughlin and Northfront roads.  Figure 3.9-3 shows 
recorded CNDDB occurrences within a five-mile radius of the study area. 

                                              
7 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Federal Register Final Rule; Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and 

Plants: Revised Designation of Critical Habitat for California Red-Legged Frog. Federal Register 50(17): 
12816 -12959. 2010 
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Page 3.9-26, fourth paragraph: 

California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense).  The California tiger salamander 
(CTS) is federally listed as threatened and is also a California candidate species.  On March 3, 
2010, the California Fish and Game Commission (Commission)confirmed that listing of the 
California tiger salamander pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act was warranted. 
The Commission was under court order to accept the listing petition, which it did declaring 
CTS a candidate species in 2009. Technically, the CTS is not a listed species until the 
Commission adopts the final rule. Until then, it remains protected as a candidate species, 
meaning that take of CTS is prohibited under CESA without authorization from the California 
Department of Fish and Game. The need for a CDFG approval remains even if an action has 
received an incidental take statement from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under the federal 
Endangered Species Act. 

The CTS is most commonly found in annual grassland habitat, but also occurs in grassy 
understory of open valley-foothill hardwood habitats.  The species occurs from near Petaluma, 
Sonoma County, east through the Central Valley to Yolo and Sacramento counties and south to 
Tulare County, and from the vicinity of San Francisco Bay south at least to Santa Barbara 
County.  Adults spend most of the year in subterranean refugia, especially burrows of 
California ground squirrels, and occasionally man-made structures.  The primary cause of 
decline of CTS populations is the loss and fragmentation of habitat from human activities and 
the introduction of nonnative predators.  All of the estimated seven genetic populations of this 
species have been significantly reduced because of urban and agricultural development, land 
conversion, and other human-caused factors.  There are known CNDDB occurrences for this 
species within three miles of the BART extension alternatives.  USFWS protocol requires that 
known CTS locations be evaluated within three miles of a project.  Potentially suitable habitat 
is located north of I-580 and in the eastern part of Livermore valley; thus, CTS could occur in 
the vicinity of alternatives 1, 1a, 1b, 2, 2a, 3a, and 5. 

Page 3.9-27, second paragraph: 

California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii).  The California red-legged frog (CRLF) is 
federally listed as threatened and is a California Species of Special Concern .  This large, 
brown to reddish-brown frog historically occurred over much of the state from the Sierra 
Nevada foothills to the coast and from Mendocino County to the Mexican border.  CRLF 
typically inhabit ponds, slow-moving creeks, and streams with deep pools that are lined with 
dense emergent marsh or shrubby riparian vegetation.  Submerged root masses and undercut 
banks are important habitat features for this species.  However, this species is capable of 
inhabiting a wide variety of perennial aquatic habitats as long as there is sufficient cover and 
bullfrogs or non-native predatory fish are not present.  CRLF is known to survive in 
intermittent streams, although only if deep pools with vegetative cover persist through the dry 
season.  Factors that have contributed to the decline of CRLF include destruction of riparian  
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habitat from development, agriculture, flood control practices, or the introduction of exotic 
predators such as bullfrogs, crayfish, and a variety of non-native fishes.  In March 17, 2010 
the USFWS published the revised designated critical habitat for the CRLF. is located 
approximately 0.6 miles north of the Airway Boulevard interchange.  Given that this habitat is 
located well outside the study area, impacts on CRLF critical habitat is not discussed further in 
this document. There are known CNDDB occurrences for this species within one mile of the 
footprints for the BART extension alternatives.  USFWS protocol requires that occurrences be 
evaluated within one mile of a project.  Potential habitat for CRLF is located north of I-580 
and in the eastern part of Livermore valley, thus CRLF could occur within the footprints of all 
of the alternatives.  Additionally, it is possible that high flow events could bring frogs 
downstream from upstream habitat into all of the arroyos and creeks along the study area. 

Page 3.9-34, second paragraph: 

Critical Habitat 

In 2005, the USFWS published the Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California 
and Southern Oregon.  Recovery plans are developed and implemented for species of animals 
and plants listed as endangered or threatened unless such plans would not promote the 
conservation of the species.  In this report, the USFWS identified vernal pool habitats within 
both states as important to the recovery of vernal pool species.  The Livermore Vernal Pool 
Region, which straddles Alameda, Contra Costa and Santa Clara counties, was identified in this 
report.  The Altamont Hills core area is part of the Livermore Vernal Pool Region.  On 
February 10, 2006, the USFWS designated critical habitat for four vernal pool crustaceans and 
eleven vernal pool plants.  Critical Habitat Unit 19C was designated for vernal pool fairy 
shrimp within the Altamont Hills core area (see Figure 3.9-3).  The proposed Greenville Yard 
site is located within the southeastern most part of Unit 19C.  This area is located north of the 
intersection of Laughlin and Northfront roads. 

On March 17, 2010, the USFWS published the revised designation of critical habitat for the 
California red-legged frog.  In total, the USFWS designated 1,636,609 acres of critical habitat 
in 27 California counties.  Two of the revised critical habitat units occur within the study area, 
Unit CCS-2B and Unit ALA-2.  Unit CCS-2B includes 44,470 acres and falls within eastern 
Contra Costa County and northeastern Alameda County north of I-580.  Unit ALA-2 includes 
153,624 acres and is located in southwestern Alameda County, south of I-580 at Altamont Pass 
southeast into San Joaquin County and southwest into Santa Clara County near Arroyo Hondo 
and Calaveras Reservoir.  Figure 3.9-3 of the DPEIR (see page 3.9-15) illustrates California 
red-legged frog critical habitat.  The Greenville Yard site and tailtracks footprints for 
alternatives 1, 1a and 1b would be located within the southeastern most part of Unit CCS-2B. 
The area is located northeast of the intersection of Laughlin and Northfront roads.  Critical 
Habitat Unit ALA-2 is located approximately 0.25 miles east and uphill of the proposed 
Greenville Station and it is separated from the proposed Greenville Station by the South Bay 
Aqueduct. 
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Page 3.9-34, fourth paragraph: 

Wildlife Corridors 

Wildlife corridors link together areas of suitable wildlife habitat that are otherwise separated by 
rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, or human disturbance.  The fragmentation of open space 
areas by urbanization creates isolated “islands” of wildlife habitat.  The study area is not part 
of a major or local wildlife corridor/travel route, because it does not connect two significant 
habitats. 8  Additionally much of the study area has already been divided by I-580, and wildlife 
are not likely to move through the study area north to south (or vice versa).  The creeks and 
arroyos within the study area do not serve as wildlife corridors since they do not connect two 
significant habitat areas.  Fragmentation can also occur when a portion of one or more habitats 
is converted into another habitat, such as when woodland or scrub habitat is altered or 
converted into grasslands after a disturbance such as fire, mudslide, or grading activities. In the 
absence of habitat linkages that allow movement to adjoining open space areas, various studies 
have concluded that some wildlife species, especially the larger and more mobile mammals, 
would not likely persist over time in fragmented or isolated habitat areas because they prohibit 
the infusion of new individuals and genetic information.9,10,11,12  Wildlife corridors mitigate the 
effects of this fragmentation by (1) allowing animals to move between remaining habitats, 
thereby permitting depleted populations to be replenished and promoting genetic exchange; (2) 
providing escape routes from fire, predators, and human disturbances, thus reducing the risk of 
catastrophic events (such as fire or disease) on population or local species extinction; and (3) 
serving as travel routes for individual animals as they move within their home ranges in search 
of food, water, mates, and other needs. 13,14,15 

Wildlife movement activities usually fall into one of three movement categories: (1) dispersal 
(e.g., juvenile animals from natal areas, or individuals extending range distributions); 
(2) seasonal migration; and (3) local movements related to home range activities (foraging for 
food or water, defending territories, searching for mates, breeding areas, or cover). A number 
of terms have been used in various wildlife movement studies, such as "wildlife corridor," 

                                              
8 California Wilderness Coalition, Missing Linkages: Restoring Connectivity to the California Landscape, 

November 2000. 
9 MacArthur Robert H and Edward O. Wilson. The Theory of Island Biography. Princeton, NJ.: Princeton 

University Press. 1967. 
10 Soule, M.E. 1987 Where Do We Go From Here? In M. Soule (ed) Viable Populations for Conservation. 

Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press: 175-183. 
11 Harris, L.D. and P.B. Gallagher. 1989. New Initiatives for Wildlife Conservation: the Need for Movement 

Corridors. Pages 11-34 in G. Mackintosh ed. Preserving Communities and Corridors. Defenders of 
Wildlife., Washington, D.C. 96pp. 

12 Bennett, A.F. 1990. Habitat Corridors and the Conservation of Small Mammals in a Fragmented Forest 
Environment. Landscape Ecol. 4:109-122. 

13 Noss, R.F. 1983. A Regional Landscape Approach to Maintain Diversity. Bio Science 33:700-706. 
14 Simberloff, D. and J. Cox. 1987. Consequences and Costs of Conservation Corridors. Conserv. Biol. 

1:63-71. 
15 Harris, L.D. and P.B. Gallagher. 1989. New Initiatives for Wildlife Conservation: the Need for Movement 

Corridors. Pages 11-34 in G. Mackintosh ed. Preserving Communities and Corridors. Defenders of 
Wildlife., Washington, D.C. 96pp. 
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"travel route," "habitat linkage," and "wildlife crossing," to refer to areas in which wildlife 
move from one area to another. To clarify the meaning of these terms and facilitate the 
discussion of wildlife movement in this analysis, these terms are defined as follows: 

Travel route—A landscape feature (such as a ridgeline, drainage, canyon, or riparian strip) 
within a larger natural habitat area that is used frequently by animals to facilitate movement 
and provide access to necessary resources (e.g., water, food, cover, den sites). The travel 
route is generally preferred because it provides the least amount of topographic resistance in 
moving from one area to another. It contains adequate food, water, and/or cover while moving 
between habitat areas and provides a relatively direct link between target habitat areas. 

Wildlife corridor—A piece of habitat, usually linear in nature, that connects two or more 
habitat patches that would otherwise be fragmented or isolated from one another. Wildlife 
corridors are usually bounded by urban land areas or other areas unsuitable for wildlife. The 
corridor generally contains suitable cover, food, and/or water to support species and facilitate 
movement while in the corridor. Larger, landscape-level corridors (often referred to as "habitat 
or landscape linkages") can provide both transitory and resident habitat for a variety of species. 

Wildlife crossing—A small, narrow area, relatively short in length and generally constricted in 
nature, that allows wildlife to pass under or through an obstacle or barrier that otherwise 
hinders or prevents movement. Crossings typically are manmade and include culverts, 
underpasses, drainage pipes, and tunnels to provide access across or under roads, highways, 
pipelines, or other physical obstacles. These often represent "choke points" along a movement 
corridor. 

Within a large open space area in which there are few or no manmade or naturally occurring 
physical constraints to wildlife movement, wildlife movements may not be funneled into 
corridors, as defined above. Given an open space area that is both large enough to maintain 
viable populations of species and provide a variety of travel routes (canyons, ridgelines, trails, 
riverbeds, and others), wildlife would use these "local" routes while searching for food, water, 
shelter, and mates, and would not need to cross into other large open space areas. Based on 
their size, location, vegetative composition, and availability of food, some of these movement 
areas (e.g., large drainages and canyons) are used for longer lengths of time and serve as 
source areas for food, water, and cover, particularly for small- and medium-size animals. This 
is especially true if the travel route is within a larger open space area. However, once open 
space areas become constrained and/or fragmented as a result of urban development or 
construction of physical obstacles, such as roads and highways, the remaining landscape 
features or travel routes that connect the larger open space areas can become corridors as long 
as they provide adequate space, cover, food, and water, and do not contain obstacles or 
distractions (e.g., manmade noise, lighting) that would generally hinder wildlife movement. 
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The California Wilderness Coalition report “Missing Linkages: Restoring Connectivity to the 
California Landscape,”16 refers to the Altamont Hills area as a connectivity choke-point based 
on the fact that the two grassland habitat areas north and south of I-580 are divided by the 
freeway.  The Altamont Hills were identified as a connectivity choke-point for movements of 
San Joaquin kit fox, golden eagle, burrowing owl, California condor, and California tiger 
salamander.  Numerous barriers were mentioned for the Altamont Hills linkage: I-580, 
Altamont Hills wind turbine development, development and expansion of Los Vaqueros 
Reservoir, the California Aqueduct, and loss of habitat from development in Brentwood, 
Antioch, Tracy Hills, and South Schulte.  Maintaining adequate habitat cover at the Greenville 
Road crossing was named as a restoration priority.  The “Greenville Road crossing” referred 
to in the Missing Linkages report represents the crossing west of the ACE railroad lines.  The 
crossing is located 0.2 miles east of the Greenville Road underpass.  This crossing is 
approximately 300 feet wide and it was where the old Southern Pacific Railroad would start its 
ascent up the Altamont Hills.  In summary, the Missing Linkages report focuses on the 
Altamont Hills since that is the area where suitable habitat would be present.  As a result, the 
urban areas of Dublin, Livermore, and Pleasanton are not included in this linkage since the 
urban nature precludes the presence of habitat and of some of the species identified in the 
Altamont Hills linkage. 

The area north of I-580 at the junction of Greenville Road is mostly undeveloped; however, in 
the northeast quadrant of this interchange there is an off-road/motocross park, and two small 
model airplane landing strips within the BART property, a cell phone radio tower and small 
building, and Altamont Pass Road.  The rest of the surrounding area is undeveloped.  The area 
south of I-580 and west of Greenville Road is a semi-industrial area consisting of 
office/industrial park, hotels, and a Chevron gas station. The area east of Greenville Road 
contains a sheep corral; a small vineyard; industrial uses, such as construction equipment and 
material storage; and the ACE railroad tracks.  The area under the I-580 overpass is fenced 
with a chain-link fence, surrounding the construction materials and equipment; this storage area 
extends into the underpass.  The ACE railroad tracks to the east are also fenced creating a 
barrier between the tracks and the properties to the west of the tracks.  The only area that is not 
blocked by chain link fencing is the area east of the ACE railroad tracks, which are fenced by 
barb wire.  Additionally, a small vineyard is located just south of this overpass, and the eastern 
border of this vineyard is also fenced.  As a result, the only area under the freeway that is 
available for any type of wildlife movement would be the ACE railroad tracks and the dirt road 
on the east side of the ACE railroad tracks, which are regularly disturbed by passing ACE 
trains.  The travel route is thus not expected to be highly used because of limited access and the 
developed nature of the area south of I-580.  Nevertheless, if a BART extension alternative, 
including the Greenville Station East were selected for further design and environmental 
review, the conditions at the Greenville Road crossing should be examined at that time.   

                                              
16 California Wilderness Coalition, Missing Linkages: Restoring Connectivity to the California Landscape, 

November 2000. 
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Other areas within the study area that could serve as wildlife crossings include the creeks that 
cross I-580.  The extension alternatives that would cross these creeks, including Arroyo las 
Positas, would utilize free span bridges and are not expected to alter the configuration of the 
box culverts within these crossings.  Furthermore, the animals that currently use these areas 
are already habituated to the lighting, noise, and vibration from I-580 traffic.  The proposed 
Isabel/I-580 Station would result in the fill (culverting) of Arroyo las Positas.  However, 
Arroyo las Positas does not connect two significant habitat areas.  North of I-580, there is 
suitable habitat for species that could use the arroyo as a wildlife crossing, but south of the 
freeway, the arroyo meanders through unsuitable habitat consisting of a small active 
agricultural area, an industrial/office complex, the Livermore Municipal Airport, and the Las 
Positas Golf Course and eventually drains into Arroyo Mocho which continues to drain to the 
urban area of Pleasanton. 

The California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) and California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) recently released data from the “California Essential Habitat 
Connectivity Project: A Strategy for Conserving a Connected California,” which identifies 
large remaining blocks of intact habitat or natural landscape and models linkages between them 
that need to be maintained, particularly as corridors for wildlife.  The information is intended 
to serve as “an initial analysis of connectivity for California and a map upon which future 
analyses can be built.” As such, the connectivity maps are useful at the program-level of 
analysis to determine if alternatives may affect wildlife movement. As shown in Figure 3.9-5, 
there are patches of open space that represent intact habitat and areas of connectivity in the 
BART to Livermore Extension study area (these areas typically correlate with parks and golf 
courses in the area); however, none of the alternative alignments would cross these 
connectivity areas and, thus, would not be expected to detract from major wildlife migration 
routes. 

In summary, based on current conditions, the underpass east of Greenville Road is not serving 
as a major or local wildlife corridor since the functions of the crossing have been rendered 
unusable by current land uses.  The creek culverts beneath I-580 could serve as wildlife 
crossings, but the BART to Livermore alternatives that would cross these creeks are not 
expected to alter those box culverts or affect the wildlife crossings.  Therefore, the BART 
extension alternatives would not affect the wildlife crossings in the Study Area and are not 
discussed further. 

Page 3.9-34, Figure 3.9-5 is inserted as a new figure showing the essential habitat connectivity areas in 
the study area. 
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Page 3.9-40, first paragraph, fourth sentence: 

Historically, California relied on its authority under Section 401 of the CWA to regulate 
discharges of dredge or fill material to California waters.  That section requires an applicant to 
obtain “water quality certification” from the SWRCB through its RWQCBs to ensure 
compliance with state water quality standards before certain federal licenses or permits may be 
issued.  The permits subject to Section 401 include permits for discharge of dredge or fill 
materials (CWA Section 404 permits) issued by the USACE.  Waste discharge requirements 
under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act were historically typically waived for 
projects that required certification; however, the San Francisco Bay RWQCB no longer issues 
waivers of Water Discharge Requirements or WDRs, and all certifications are now issued in 
combination with SWRCB Order No. 2003 – 0017 – DWQ, General Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Dredge and Fill Discharges That Have Received State Water Quality 
Certification. 

Page 3.9-42, after the last paragraph: 

East Alameda County Conservation Strategy and Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area 
Conservation Plan.  Although several plans are currently being developed in Alameda County, 
only two conservation plans would occur within the BART to Livermore Extension study area; 
the East Alameda County Conservation Strategy and the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area 
Conservation Plan (an HCP and a natural community conservation plan [NCCP]).  The East 
Alameda County Conservation Strategy (Conservation Strategy) is not a habitat conservation 
plan, but rather, as the name implies, a regional conservation strategy that is intended to 
provide an effective framework to protect, enhance, and restore natural resources in eastern 
Alameda County, while improving and streamlining the environmental permitting process for 
impacts resulting from infrastructure and development projects.  The Conservation Strategy 
will focus on impacts on biological resources such as endangered and other special-status 
species as well as sensitive habitat types (e.g., wetlands, riparian corridors, rare upland 
communities). The study area for the Conservation Strategy encompasses 271,485 acres, or 
approximately 52% of Alameda County.  The study area completely includes the cities of 
Dublin, Livermore, and Pleasanton and thus the BART to Livermore Extension area as well. 
The Conservation Strategy is still in the draft phases. The Altamont Pass Wind Resources Area 
(APWRA) Conservation Plan (Plan) is being developed to minimize impacts to birds caused by 
wind turbine operations, and conserve birds and other terrestrial species while allowing wind 
energy development and operations in the APWRA. The Plan is a joint Natural Community 
Conservation Plan (NCCP) and Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) under state and federal laws, 
respectively. The Plan focuses on conserving the natural communities and sensitive species 
affected by the impacts of operation, maintenance and construction of wind turbines. It is a 
comprehensive, long-term, and ecosystem-based plan. When completed, the Plan will outline 
how wind energy projects within APWRA can occur while reducing impacts to specific species 
and their habitats. The Plan's conservation strategy will specify how the impacts to these 
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covered species will be mitigated and also how covered and select non-covered species will be 
conserved and managed. The Plan will result in the issuance of permits under the California 
Natural Community Conservation Plan Act (NCCP Act) and the federal Endangered Species 
Act (ESA). These permits will authorize the incidental take of certain covered species. Permits 
are only issued after completion and approval of the Plan and associated EIR/EIS.  The 
planning area is located in eastern Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. It encompasses 
185,000 acres (289 square miles), of which 115,239 acres are in Alameda County and 69,761 
are in Contra Costa County.  Although draft documents are not available for public review, the 
APWRA website contains a map depicting the planning area.17  The current study area for the 
APWRA HCP/NCCP includes portions of the Greenville Yard and may impose restrictions on 
future development when the HCP/NCCP is adopted.   

The APWRA HCP/NCCP is most likely intended to provide an effective framework to protect 
natural resources in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area, while improving the and 
streamlining the environmental permitting process for impacts on endangered species. The East 
Alameda County Conservation Strategy primary purpose is to provide a baseline inventory of 
biological resources and conservation priorities that will be utilized by local agencies and 
regulatory agencies during project-level planning and environmental permitting.  To this end, 
the Conservation Strategy describes how to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on selected 
special-status species and sensitive habitats.  By implementing the Conservation Strategy, local 
agencies can more easily address the legal requirements relevant to these species.  Projects and 
activities that will benefit from this Conservation Strategy include urban and suburban growth 
and a variety of road, water, and other needed infrastructure construction and maintenance 
activities.18  Because both of these planning documents would help in the protection of habitat, 
and would describe how to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on selected special-status 
species and sensitive habitats, it is most likely that the selected BART Extension alternative 
would benefit from these strategies once they have been developed. 

Pages 3.9-46 to 3.9-48, Table 3.9-5 is revised as follows: 

                                              
17  Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area Conservation Plan. Planning Area Map. Available online at 

http://www.apwraconservationplan.org/documents/planning-area.pdf Accessed on March 26, 2010.  
18  East Alameda County Conservation Strategy. East Alameda County Conservation Strategy Document 

(Working Draft). Available online at http://ww.eastalco-conservation.org/documents/031809-ch1-
introduction.doc  Accessed on March 26, 2010.   
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Table 3.9-5 
Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives  

Alternative 

Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 

the State 
Special-status Plants 

and Habitat 
Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat 

Special-status 
Amphibians and 

Reptiles, and Habitat 

Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
 and Vernal Pool 

Fairy Shrimp  
Critical Habitat 

California Central 
Coast Steelhead 

Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 

 

1 - Greenville East This alternative has the 
potential to impact the 
greatest number of 
watercourses and wetland 
habitat.  Nine 
watercourses and 
approximately 24 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. Wetland 
areas could be present 
within grassland habitat 
north of I-580, the 
proposed Isabel/I-580 and 
Greenville-East station 
footprints, and Greenville 
Yard.  The Isabel/I-580 
Station footprint is within 
an unnamed tributary to 
Arroyo las Positas and 
Arroyo las Positas. The 
Greenville Yard footprint 
is within Altamont Creek. 

Due to the amount of 
undeveloped land that this 
alternative could impact, 
including land north of 
I-580, the Isabel/I-580 
Station, and the 
Greenville Yard and 
Station, this alternative 
has the greatest potential 
to impact habitat for 
special-status plants.  
Approximately 800 acres 
of potential habitat lies 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment.   

Approximately 276 acres 
of potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted.  This 
habitat is located within 
the Greenville Station and 
Greenville Yard areas of 
the alternative. 

This alternative has the 
potential to impact the 
greatest amount of 
potential CTS aquatic 
habitat.  Approximately 
12.5 acres of potential 
aquatic CTS habitat is 
located with a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment, located north 
of I-580 between 
Livermore Avenue and 
the Las Colinas Road 
overcrossing, and at the 
Greenville Yard.  

This impact has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
potential habitat for 
CRLF and WPT; 
approximately 31 acres of 
potential habitat for both 
species is present in the 
watercourses this 
alternative would cross. 

This alternative would 
impact the greatest amount 
of potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat.  
Between 10 and 15 acres 
of potential habitat is 
located in a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alternative.  Potential 
habitat is located north of 
I-580, along the track 
south of the Greenville 
East Station, and at the 
Isabel/I-580 Station and 
Greenville Yard.   
Approximately 113 acres 
of vernal pool fairy shrimp 
critical habitat (8 percent 
of the habitat located in 
Alameda County) would 
be impacted with the 
development of the 
Greenville Yard. 

No CCCS habitat would 
be impacted.   

This alternative could 
impact a fair amount of 
trees, due to its length.  
Trees are located along 
11.5-miles of I-580 and 
within the Isabel/I-580 
Station, Greenville East 
Station, and Greenville 
Yard. 
 

1a - Downtown 
Greenville East 
via UPRR 

This alternative also has 
the potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses.  Seven 
watercourses and 
approximately 20 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.  Potential 
wetland habitat is present 
along El Charro Road and 
the UPRR, and within the 
Greenville East Station 

Similar to Alternative 1, 
this alternative would 
result in the development 
of a large amount of 
currently undeveloped 
land, largely associated 
with the Greenville Yard 
and Station.  
Approximately 555 acres 
of potential special-status 
plant habitat occurs within 
a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment.  

The impact from this 
alternative is the same as 
Alternative 1.   

This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
potential CTS aquatic 
habitat.  Approximately 
5.5 acres of potential 
aquatic CTS habitat is 
located within a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment, primarily 
located within the 
Greenville Yard. 
A moderate amount of 
CRLF habitat could be 
impacted under this 

This alternative would 
impact a moderate amount 
of potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat; 
between 3 and 5 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative.  Potential 
habitat is located along the 
track south of the 
Greenville East Station 
and at the Greenville 
Yard. 
This alternative would 

Arroyo Mocho supports 
CCCS; this alterative 
would run along Arroyo 
Mocho for approximately 
4 miles and cross Arroyo 
Mocho 7 times  

This alternative could 
impact a moderate amount 
of trees, due to its length 
(13.1 miles long) and 
location along El Charro 
Road and Stanley 
Boulevard.  Trees are also 
present along the UPRR 
and at the Greenville East 
Station and Greenville 
Yard. 
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Table 3.9-5 
Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives  

Alternative 

Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 

the State 
Special-status Plants 

and Habitat 
Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat 

Special-status 
Amphibians and 

Reptiles, and Habitat 

Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
 and Vernal Pool 

Fairy Shrimp  
Critical Habitat 

California Central 
Coast Steelhead 

Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 

 
and Greenville Yard. The 
Greenville Yard footprint 
is within Altamont Creek. 

alternative.  
Approximately 31 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat is 
located within a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment that includes the 
watercourses this 
alternative would cross.    
A large amount of 
potential WPT habitat 
could be impacted under 
this alternative.  
Approximately 95 acres of 
potential WPT habitat is 
located within a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment.  In addition to 
the watercourses this 
alternative would cross, 
potential WPT habitat is 
located along the Chain of 
Lakes. 

have the same impact on 
vernal pool fairy shrimp 
critical habitat as 
Alternative 1. 

1b - Downtown 
Greenville East 
via SPRR 

This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses.  Seven 
watercourses and 
approximately 15 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.  Potential 
wetland habitat is present 
along El Charro Road and 
within the Greenville East 
Station and Greenville 
Yard.  The Greenville 
Yard footprint is within 
Altamont Creek. 

As with Alternative 1 and 
1a, this alternative will 
result in the development 
of a large amount of 
currently undeveloped 
land.  Approximately 580 
acres of potential special-
status plant habitat is 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.    

The impact from this 
alternative is the same as 
Alternative 1.   

Potential impacts on CTS 
from this alternative would 
be relatively small.  
Approximately 1.5 acres 
of potential CTS aquatic 
habitat is located within a 
1,000-foot buffer centered 
on the alignment. 
Impacts on CRLF and 
WPT would also be 
similar, but slightly less 
than under Alternative 1a.  
Approximately 30 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat 
and 94 acres of potential 
WPT habitat are located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment.  

This alternative would 
impact a minor amount of 
potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat; 
between 0.5 and 2 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative.  Potential 
habitat is primarily located 
at the Greenville Yard. 
This alternative would 
have the same impact on 
vernal pool fairy shrimp 
critical habitat as 
Alternative 1. 
 

This alternative would 
have the same impact on 
CCCS habitat as 
Alternative 1a.  

This alternative would 
have the same impact as 
Alternative 1a.  Trees are 
located adjacent to 
El Charro Road, north of 
Stanley Boulevard, along 
the SPRR right-of-way, 
and at the Greenville East 
Station and Greenville 
Yard 
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Table 3.9-5 
Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives  

Alternative 

Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 

the State 
Special-status Plants 

and Habitat 
Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat 

Special-status 
Amphibians and 

Reptiles, and Habitat 

Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
 and Vernal Pool 

Fairy Shrimp  
Critical Habitat 

California Central 
Coast Steelhead 

Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 

 

2 - Las Positas This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses.  Eight 
watercourses and 
approximately 19 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.  Potential 
wetland habitat is present 
within the proposed 
Isabel/I-580 Station and 
along the UPRR. 

Similar to Alternative 1, 
this alternative has the 
potential to impact 
undeveloped land 
including land north of 
I-580 and the Isabel/I-580 
Station.  There is 
approximately 575 acres 
of potential special-status 
plant habitat located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment.    

No potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. 

A moderate amount of 
potential aquatic CTS 
habitat could be impacted 
under this alternative.  
Approximately 8 acres of 
potential CTS aquatic 
habitat is located within a 
1,000-foot buffer centered 
on the alignment, located 
primarily north of I-580.   
A moderate amount of 
CRLF and CTS habitat 
could be impacted under 
this alternative, similar to 
Alternative 1.  
Approximately 30 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat, 
and 30 acres of potential 
WPT habitat is located in 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment, 
located primarily along 
watercourses this alterative 
would cross. 

This alternative would 
impact a moderate amount 
of potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat; 
between 7 and 9 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative.  Potential 
habitat is located north of 
1-580, along the track 
north of the Vasco Yard, 
and at the Isabel/I-580 
Station. 
No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted.   

No CCCS habitat would 
be impacted.   

Similar to Alternative 1, 
this alternative could 
impact a fair amount of 
trees.  Trees are located 
along I-580, within the 
Isabel/I-580 Station and 
Vasco Road Stations area, 
and the Vasco Yard. 
 

2a - Downtown-
Vasco 

This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses.  Six 
watercourses and 
approximately 18 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.  Potential 
wetland habitat is present 
along El Charro Road and 
the UPRR. 

This alternative has the 
potential to impact less 
undeveloped land 
compared to Alternatives 
1, 1a, 1b, and 2.  
Approximately 320 acres 
of potential special-status 
plant habitat is located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment.    

No potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. 
Approximately 3.7 acres 
of potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted.  This 
habitat is located within 
the tailtracks of the 
alignment. 

This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
relatively small amount of 
potential CTS aquatic 
habitat; approximately 5 
acres of potential CTS 
aquatic habitat, located 
primarily along the 
tailtracks northeast of the 
Vasco Yard, lies within a 
1,000-foot buffer centered 
on the alignment.  
Impacts on potential 
CRLF and WPT habitat is 
similar to impacts 
associated with Alternative 

This alternative would 
impact a moderate amount 
of potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat; 
between 4 and 6 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative.  Potential 
habitat is primarily located 
along the track north of 
the Vasco Yard. 
No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted.   

This alternative would 
have the same impact on 
CCCS habitat as 
Alternative 1a. 

Similar to Alternatives 1a 
and 1b, this alternative 
could impact a moderate 
amount of trees.  Trees 
are located along 
El Charro Road, north of 
Stanley Boulevard, along 
the UPRR, at the 
Downtown Livermore 
Station and Vasco Road 
Station, and at the Vasco 
Yard 
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Table 3.9-5 
Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives  

Alternative 

Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 

the State 
Special-status Plants 

and Habitat 
Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat 

Special-status 
Amphibians and 

Reptiles, and Habitat 

Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
 and Vernal Pool 

Fairy Shrimp  
Critical Habitat 

California Central 
Coast Steelhead 

Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 

 
1a.  Approximately 28 
acres of potential CRLF 
habitat and 92 acres of 
potential WPT habitat are 
located within a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment. 

3 - Portola This alternative could 
impact a moderate amount 
of watercourses but a 
relatively small amount of 
wetland habitat.  Five 
watercourses and 
approximately 5 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.  Potential 
wetland habitat is present 
along I-580 and within the 
Isabel/I-580 Station.   

Similar to Alternative 2a, 
this alternative would 
impact less undeveloped 
land that could support 
special-status plant 
species.  Approximately 
275 acres of potential 
special-status plant habitat 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.    

No potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. 

No potential CTS aquatic 
habitat would be impacted. 
This alternative would 
impact a relatively small 
amount of potential CRLF 
and WPT habitat.  
Approximately 12 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat 
and 12 acres of potential 
WPT habitat is located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment, 
located along watercourses 
this alignment would 
cross, including an 
unnamed drainage at the 
Isabel/I-580 Station.   

This alternative would 
impact a relatively small 
amount of potential vernal 
pool invertebrate habitat; 
between 0.5 and 2 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative.  Potential 
habitat is primarily located 
at the Isabel/I-580 Station. 
No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted.   

No CCCS habitat would 
be impacted.   

This alternative could 
impact a fair amount of 
tress.  Trees are located 
along I-580, within the 
Isabel/I-580 and the 
Downtown Livermore 
Stations, and at the 
Portola/Railroad Yard. 
 

3a - Railroad This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses.  Five 
watercourses and 
approximately 12 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.  Potential 
wetland habitat is located 
primarily along El Charro 
Road and within the 
Isabel/Stanley Station. 

Compared to the other 
alternatives, this 
alternative would impact a 
smaller amount of 
undeveloped land.  
Approximately 180 acres 
of potential special-status 
plant habitat located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment.    

No potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. 

No potential CTS aquatic 
habitat would be impacted. 
Impacts on potential 
CRLF and WPT habitat is 
similar to impacts 
associated with 
Alternatives 1a and 2a.  
Approximately 26 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat 
and 90 acres of potential 
WPT habitat are located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment. 

This alternative would 
impact a relatively small 
amount of potential vernal 
pool invertebrate habitat; 
between 0.5 and 2 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative.  Potential 
habitat is primarily located 
at the Isabel/Stanley 
Station. 
No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted.   

As with Alternative 1a, 
this alternative would 
parallel Arroyo Mocho for 
approximately 4 miles and 
cross Arroyo Mocho 7 
times.  In addition, the use 
of the Isabel/Stanley 
Station would impact 
additional CCCS habitat. 

Similar to Alternatives 1a, 
1b, and 2a, this alternative 
could impact a moderate 
amount of trees.  Trees 
are located along 
El Charro Road, north of 
Stanley Boulevard, at the 
Downtown Livermore 
Station, and at the 
Portola/Railroad Yard 
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Table 3.9-5 
Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives  

Alternative 

Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 

the State 
Special-status Plants 

and Habitat 
Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat 

Special-status 
Amphibians and 

Reptiles, and Habitat 

Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
 and Vernal Pool 

Fairy Shrimp  
Critical Habitat 

California Central 
Coast Steelhead 

Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 

 

4 - Isabel/I-580 This alternative would 
have the smallest potential 
impact watercourses and 
wetland resources.  Six 
watercourses and 
approximately 5 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment.  Potential 
wetland habitat is located 
at the Isabel/I-580 
Station. The Isabel/I-580 
Station footprint is within 
an unnamed tributary to 
Arroyo las Positas and 
Arroyo las Positas.  

Similar to Alternatives 2a 
and 3, this alternative 
would impact less 
undeveloped land that 
could support special-
status plant species.  
Approximately 230 acres 
of potential special-status 
plant habitat located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment.    

No potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. 

No potential CTS aquatic 
habitat would be impacted. 
Approximately 12 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat 
and 12 acres of potential 
WPT habitat is located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment. 

This alternative would 
have same impact as 
Alternative 3. 
No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted.   

No CCCS habitat would 
be impacted.   

As this alternative is the 
shortest, it would have the 
least potential impact on 
trees, which could be 
located along the 5.2-mile 
long alignment and at the 
Isabel/I-580 Station.  
 

5 - Quarry This alternative would 
cross the fewest number of 
watercourses (four), but a 
fair amount of wetland 
habitat (approximately 11 
acres) is located within a 
1,000-foot buffer centered 
on the alignment, due to 
its proximity to Arroyo 
Mocho along El Charro 
Road and within the 
Isabel/Stanley Station.   

This alternative would 
impact the least amount of 
potential special-status 
plant habitat; 
approximately 125 acres 
is located within a 1,000-
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. 

No potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. 

No potential CTS habitat 
would be impacted. 
Impacts on potential 
CRLF and WPT habitat is 
similar to impacts 
associated with 
Alternatives 1a, 2a and 3a.  
Approximately 23 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat 
and 87 acres of potential 
WPT habitat are located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment. 

This alternative would 
have same impact as 
Alternative 3a. 
No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted.     

This alternative would 
have the same impact on 
CCCS habitat as 
Alternative 3a. 

Because of its route along 
El Charro Road and 
Stanley Boulevard, this 
alternative could impact a 
moderate amount of trees.  
Trees are also located at 
the Isabel/Stanley Station. 
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Page 3.9-56, first paragraph:  

BIO-2.3 Develop and Implement Mitigation in Consultation with CDFG if Other Special-
Status Plants and/or Rare Natural Communities Are Found.  If other special-status 
plant species (excluding palmate-bracketed bird’s beak), or rare natural 
communities are found during the rare plant floristic surveys, BART shall notify 
CDFG.  Mitigation shall be developed in consultation with CDFG and could 
include, but it is not limited to, measures such as avoidance, transplanting plants, 
collecting seed or clippings and replanting species in an on-site location, if 
feasible.  In addition, to offset the impacts to rare plants and/or rare natural 
communities the project proponent could purchase mitigation bank credits through 
a resource agency approved mitigation bank.  This measure shall also serve as the 
notification required under the California Native Plant Protection Act.  

Page 3.9-57, fourth paragraph: 

Alternative 2a – Downtown-Vasco.  The stations and yards associated with this alternative are 
more than 10 miles from the closest Swainson’s hawk nest.  Accordingly, there would be no 
impact to the Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat.  Suitable foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk 
is located within 10 miles of the tailtracks of the Alternative 2a alignment near Greenville 
Road.  The loss of potential Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat due to the construction of the 
proposed alignment would total approximately 3.7 acres, which would be considered a 
potentially significant impact. 

Page 3.9-57, last paragraph, and page 3.9-58, first paragraph: 

MITIGATION MEASURE.  The following measure would reduce the loss of Swainson’s hawk 
foraging habitat to a less-than-significant level.  Mitigation Measure BIO-3.1 would ensure that 
an appropriate acreage of suitable raptor foraging habitat is preserved to compensate for the 
loss of foraging habitat due to the construction of Alternatives 1, 1a, or 1b, or 2a within the 
Greenville area by one of the following mitigation options: 1) the purchase of mitigation 
credits; 2) payment of mitigation fee at an approved CDFG mitigation bank; or 3) purchasing 
conservation easements or fee titles in East Alameda County or an area within 10 miles of the 
nearest Swainson’s hawk nest.  Implementation of this mitigation measure would effectively 
reduce potential impacts on foraging habitat to less than significant.  (LTS) 

BIO-3.1 Consult with CDFG and Mitigate for Loss of Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat 
(Alternatives 1, 1a, 1b, 2a).  BART shall ensure that an appropriate number of 
acres (as approved by CDFG during consultation) of agricultural land, annual 
grasslands, or other suitable raptor foraging habitat are preserved within eastern 
Alameda County, and/or southwestern San Joaquin counties.  Given the proximity 
of the nest site to San Joaquin County, it is acceptable to have this off-site 
preservation outside Alameda County.  Preserve areas shall be established prior to 
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project construction, if feasible, and may occur through at least one of the 
following options:   

Page 3.9-65, last paragraph: 

BIO-5.1 Consult with USFWS and SFBRWQCB, and Reduce Impacts on Vernal Pool 
Invertebrates and Their Habitat.  BART shall comply with the following steps to 
ensure protection of vernal pool invertebrates and their habitat. 

a. BART, in consultation with the USFWS and SFBRWQCB, shall either 
(1) conduct a protocol-level survey for federally listed vernal pool crustaceans, 
or (2) assume presence of federally-listed vernal pool crustaceans in areas of 
suitable habitat.  Surveys shall be conducted by qualified biologists in 
accordance with the most recent USFWS guidelines or protocols to determine 
the time of year and survey methodology (survey timing for these species is 
dependent on yearly rainfall patterns and seasonal occurrences, and is 
determined on a case-by-case basis).  The surveys may be done as part of the 
404 permit process, if a 404 permit is required. 

If surveys along the selected BART extension alternative reveal no occurrences 
of federally listed vernal pool crustaceans, no further mitigation would be 
required.   

b. If surveys determine that one or more special-status vernal pool invertebrate 
species occurs along the selected BART extension alternative, or if BART, in 
consultation with the USFWS, assumes presence of federally-listed vernal pool 
invertebrates in all affected habitats, no net loss of habitat shall be achieved 
through avoidance, preservation, creation and/or purchase of credits.  The 
selected measures may be part of the permitting process. 

c. Where feasible, all vernal pool invertebrate habitat shall be avoided.  If habitat 
that can be avoided during construction activities is identified at a distance 
determined in consultation with USFWS, a USFWS-approved biologist 
(monitor) shall inspect any construction-related activities to ensure that no 
unnecessary take of listed species or destruction of their habitat occurs.  BART 
will establish monitoring and reporting protocols to reduce impacts to vernal 
pool invertebrate species and habitat. 

d. BART shall ensure that an appropriate number of acres, as approved by 
USFWS and SFBRWQCB during consultation, are preserved to mitigate for 
direct or indirect impacts on vernal pool crustacean habitat. 

e. Water quality in the avoided wetlands shall be protected using erosion control 
techniques, such as silt fencing or straw waddles during construction in the 
watershed.  This shall be completed in accordance with the State Construction 
Permit, as outlined in the NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002, Waste 
Discharge Requirements, Order No. 99-08-DWQ 2009-0009-DWQ. 
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Page 3.9-70, second paragraph: 

BIO-7.1 Avoid the Rainy Season During In-Water Construction (Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 
3a, 5).  BART will consult with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) Fisheries, and/or CDFG, and SFBRWQCB (as 
applicable) to define the schedule for in-water work, as well as for work on 
bridges and/or culverts within the main channel of the Arroyo Mocho.  If the 
waterway is not inundated, work may occur without restriction if approved by 
NOAA, and/or CDFG, and SFBRWQCB. 

Page 3.9-70, third paragraph: 

BIO-7.2 Consult with NOAA Fisheries, USACE, CDFG and USACE SFBRWQCB (as 
applicable) and Mitigate for the Loss of Riverine Riparian Vegetation (Alternatives 
1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, 5).  If construction-related impacts on riverine (e.g. riparian 
woodland) riparian vegetation along or within the Arroyo Mocho occur, the 
impacts shall be mitigated by BART as determine in consultation with NOAA 
Fisheries, USACE, CDFG and SFBRWQCB (as applicable). and the USACE.  
Mitigation could occur through either the purchase of “freshwater riverine 
habitat” at an approved mitigation bank or payment into the USACE “in-lieu fee 
fund” for riverine aquatic bed habitat.  Mitigation would occur in the form of in-
kind mitigation or through the purchase of freshwater riverine habitat credits, if an 
approved mitigation bank exists at the time that a project proceeds.  Detailed 
mitigation requirements shall be identified in the final regulatory agency permits. 

Section 3.11 – Air Quality 

Page 3.11-14, before last paragraph 

After release of the Draft Program EIR, in May 2010 U.S. Senators Kerry and Lieberman 
introduced in the Senate the "American Power Act". This bill is similar in many respects to the 
"American Clean Energy and Security Act" (H.R. 2454) passed by the House of 
Representatives in June, 2009. The bill would establish a national "cap and trade" program 
intended to reduce U.S. greenhouse gas emissions by 17 percent by 2020 and 83 percent by 
2050, but with different provisions for transportation fuels than in H.R. 2454. The bill would 
direct states and metropolitan planning organizations to develop emission reduction targets and 
strategies to reduce transportation-related greenhouse gas emissions, and would provide for 
distribution of greenhouse gas emission allowances to states and metropolitan planning 
organizations to implement certain greenhouse gas emission reductions programs for 
transportation sources. 
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Section 3.16 – Construction Impacts 

Page 3.16-54, first sentence of “Water Lines” bullets: 

Major Zone 7 pipelines within the study area include a 42-inch SWP water line that cuts across 
I-580 east of Arroyo las Positas and; an 18-inch and a 24-inch casing that crosses I-580 west of 
Vasco Road; and the El Charro Pipeline that runs parallel to the I-580, and then runs south, 
parallel to El Charro Road. 

Page 3.16-60, last paragraph, fifth sentence of the Draft Program EIR is revised, as follows: 

These include two sanitary sewer lines that cross the proposed Downtown Livermore Station 
area, Livermore pipeline, and fiber optic lines that run north and south of North “I” Street. 

Page 3.16-62, fifth paragraph, third and fourth sentences of the Draft Program EIR are revised, as 
follows: 

Overhead utilities in this area include 21 kV lines that run parallel to Junction Avenue and to the 
north of the UPRR tracks., and Zone 7’s Vasco Pipeline. Alternative 2a would therefore have 
potentially significant overhead and underground utility impacts associated with construction of 
the aerial segment. 

Page 3.16-63, second full paragraph, fourth and fifth sentences of the Draft Program EIR are revised, 
as follows: 

Known utilities within this segment include 21kV overhead electrical lines that run north and 
south of and parallel to the proposed tracks and Zone 7’s El Charro water pipeline.  
Alternative 3a would therefore have potential utility impacts on overhead electrical lines and 
underground utilities. 

Section 5 – Program Merits 

Page 5-15, Table 5-4 is revised as follows: 
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Table 5-4 
Comparison of MTC Resolution #3434 Target with Proposed Station Area Development 

 Station Area Housing Units  

 

Dublin/ 
Pleasanton Isabel/I-580 

Isabel/ 
Stanley 

Downtown 
Livermore Vasco Road Greenville East 

2030 
Average 

Comparison 
of 2030 

Average to 
3,850 Target 

Alternative 2008 
2030 
Total 2008 

2030 
Total 2008 

2030 
Total 2008 

2030 
Total 2008 

2030 
Total 2008 

2030 
Total   

1 – Greenville  East 1,351 3,978 468 1,158 NA NA NA NA NA NA 0 0 1,712 -2,138 

1a – Downtown - Greenville  
East via UPRR 

1,351 3,978 NA NA NA NA 1,841 5,100 
4,440 

NA NA 0 0 3,026 
2,806 

-824 
-1,044 

1b – Downtown - Greenville  
East via SPRR 

1,351 3,978 NA NA NA NA 1,841 5,100 
4,440 

NA NA 0 0 3,026 
2,806 

-824 
-1,044 

2 – Las Positas 1,351 3,978 468 1,158 NA NA NA NA 227 956 NA NA 2,031 -1,819 

2a – Downtown-Vasco 1,351 3,978 NA NA NA NA 1,841 5,100 
4,440 

227 956 NA NA 3,345 
3,125 

-505 
-725 

3 – Portola 1,351 3,978 468 1,158 NA NA 1,841 5,100 
4,440 

NA NA NA NA 3,412 
3,192 

-438 
-658 

3a– Railroad 1,351 3,978 NA NA 110 110 1,841 5,100 
4,440 

NA NA NA NA 3,063 
2,843 

-787 
-1,007 

4 – Isabel/I-580 1,351 3,978 468 1,158 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2,568 -1,282 

5 – Quarry 1,351 3,978 NA NA 110 110 NA NA NA NA NA NA 2,044 -1,806 

Sources: City of Livermore, 2009; Livermore General Plan Environmental Impact Report, 2003; East Dublin Specific Plan, 2008; Claritas, Inc, 2008; Bay Area Economics, 
2009. 

Notes: 
NA = this station is not proposed for this alternative and thus is Not Applicable to the station area development estimates. 
a. 2008 housing units are for ½ mile radius around station location, as projected by Claritas, 2008. 
b.  2030 housing units include existing (2008) and planned units  
c.  Based on projected number of units in the Livermore General Plan Change Area in which station would be located.  Change Areas exceed the size of the ½ mile station 

areas; therefore, not all housing realized in the areas would be located in station areas. 
d.  Dublin/Pleasanton Station planned units based on Transit Village and Hacienda planned developments, from East Dublin Specific Plan, Chapter 4, amended 2008. 
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Page 5-16, third paragraph 3, last sentence: 

Further, the eastern portion of the Greenville East Station station area is dominated by land 
contracted under the Williamson Act (see Figure 3.3-3), which as detailed in Section 3.3, Land 
Use, is considered an agricultural resource to be conserved and also lies in a City-designated 
scenic corridor. 

Page 5-17, paragraph 3 is revised as follows 

These alternatives, both of which include the Dublin/Pleasanton, Downtown Livermore, and 
Greenville east Stations, would have a housing deficit of an average of 824 1,044 units per 
station (for three stations) compared to the MTC threshold of 3,850 units. 

Page 5-18, paragraph 2 is revised as follows: 

Alternative 2a would have a housing deficit of an average of 505 725 housing units per station 
(for three stations) compared to the MTC threshold of 3,850 units. 

Page 5-18, paragraph 4 is revised as follows: 

Like Alternative 2a, the corridor-wide projected housing average for the three stations that 
would be served by this alternative nearly attains the MTC target, at only 438 658 units below 
the MTC threshold. 

Page 5-18, paragraph 6 is revised as follows: 

Alternative 3a would have a housing deficit of an average of 787 1,007 units per station (for 
three stations) compared to the MTC threshold of 3,850 units. 
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AAppendix A
Comment Letters Received with No

Relation to CEQA or the Draft Program EIR
 

 

The following written comments express opinions or preferences for a particular BART to Livermore 
Extension alternative or the design of the facilities.  The comments do not raise environmental 
concerns, questions about the Draft Program EIR, or issues with the method by which BART has 
handled its CEQA responsibilities.  Accordingly, no response is necessary to these commentors.  
Nevertheless, the comments have been included in this Responses to Comments document to provide 
the BART Board of Directors with a complete record of public input on the BART to Livermore 
Extension Program.   
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