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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 (1-580) or the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks. The alternatives include
both one-station and two-station alternatives. The stations that were evaluated include Isabel/1-580,
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
1-580.

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.

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 1-1
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1 Introduction

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 1-580 median, or diverge from the 1-580 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:

e Increase BART ridership
e Provide congestion relief along the 1-580 corridor through the Tri-Valley area

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

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

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

e Protect and enhance the environment

e 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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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1 Introduction

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

e Alternative 1 — Greenville East.  This alternative would originate at the existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Station, follow the median of 1-580, include an intermediate station at
Isabel/1-580, and continue to a terminus at the proposed Greenville East Station at Greenville
Road, just south of 1-580.

e Alternative 1la — Downtown-Greenville East via UPRR. This alternative would originate at
the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station and follow the median of [1-580, then diverge
southeasterly along ElI 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.

e Alternative 1b — Downtown-Greenville East via SPRR. This alternative would share those
elements described above for Alternative la, 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.

e Alternative 2 — Las Positas. This alternative would originate at the existing Dublin/Pleasanton
Station in the median of 1-580, include an intermediate station at Isabel/I-580, then diverge
southeasterly along Las Positas Road, toward central Livermore, to the UPRR right-of-way, at
which point the alignment would run parallel to the existing UPRR tracks to a terminus station
at Vasco Road.

e Alternative 2a — Downtown-Vasco. This alternative would be identical to Alternatives 1la 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.

e Alternative 2b — Portola-Vasco.  This alternative would originate at the existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Station in the median of 1-580, diverge from the 1-580 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.

e Alternative 3 — Portola. This alternative would originate at the existing Dublin/Pleasanton
Station in the median of 1-580, include an intermediate station at Isabel/I-580, then diverge
from the 1-580 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.

e Alternative 3a — Railroad. This alternative would have an alignment identical to Alternatives
la, 1b, and 2a in the median of 1-580 and then along El Charro Road, then parallel to the
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1 Introduction

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.

e Alternative 4 — Isabel/I-580. This single-station alternative would originate at the existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Station and follow the median of 1-580 to a terminus station immediately
east of the planned Isabel Avenue overpass/interchange.

e Alternative 5 — Quarry. This single-station alternative would originate at the existing
Dublin/Pleasanton Station and follow the median of 1-580, diverging from the 1-580 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

e Originate at the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station and proceed eastward at grade in the median
of 1-580 (there would be no station at Isabel/I-580);

o Diverge from the 1-580 corridor at Airway Boulevard (just west of the existing Portola
interchange), transitioning to a subway configuration;

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

e 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

e Continue eastward to a maintenance facility and tailtracks in the Vasco area.
Stations
Alternative 2b would have two stations, Downtown Livermore Station and VVasco 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 | 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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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1 Introduction

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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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1 Introduction

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 VVasco 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 VVasco 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 VVasco 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
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Downtown Livermore Station. Contra Costa County Connection bus service routed via 1-680 would
terminate at the West Dublin/Pleasanton Station.

Maintenance/Storage Facilities

A new BART vyard, 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, 1-580 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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Facility

Total
BART
System
Riders®

New
BART
RidersP

Travel
Time®
(Minutes)

Total
Length

(Miles)

1. b Isabel/I-580  Greenville 690,100 31,700 10.9 11.5
Greenville J ‘; Yard
East o Greenville
East
la. ‘9 Downtown Greenville 689,300 30,900 13.8 13.1
Downtown- ) Livermore Yard
Greenville —/
East via / Greenville
UPRR __ East
1b. A\ Downtown Greenville 689,300 30,900 13.5 13.2
Downtown- s Livermore Yard
Greenville A
East via Greenville
SPRR _— East
2. Isabel/I-580 Vasco Yard 688,200 29,800 9.7 10.0
Las y
Positas o ——~— -/ Vasco Road
2a. Downtown Vasco Yard 690,000 31,600 11.8 12.0
Downtown- ) Livermore
Vasco /_0/
Vasco Road
—/
2b. Downtown Vasco Yard 690,000 31,900 11.0 11.3
Portola- - Livermore
Vasco A
\// Vasco Road
3. Isabel/I-580 Portola/ 688,300 29,900 7.7 7.2
Portola Railroad
o Downtown Yard
w Livermore
3a. Isabel/ Portola/ 688,100 29,700 8.4 7.9
Railroad Stanley Railroad
A Yard
o/ Downtown
— Livermore
4. Isabel/I-580  No yard; tail 678,300 19,900 4.7 5.2
Isabel/ tracks only
I-580 A 0~
5. Isabel/ No yard; tail 679,200 20,800 5.6 5.5
Quarry Stanley tracks only
—O
NOTES

a. Total BART system ridership under the No Build Alternative is anticipated to be 658,400 daily weekday riders. b. Denotes total daily riders beginning or ending

BART TO LIVERMORE EXTENSION
ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY

FIGURE 1-6
BART )

==" BART to Livermore Extension Program

at West Dublin/Pleasanton Station, Dublin/Pleasanton Station, and the proposed station(s) for each alternative in the Year 2035. New BART riders are defined as
persons who currently travel through the Tri-Valley area using another mode of transportation, but would shift to BART service were it to become available.
c. Denotes travel time from the East Dublin/Pleasanton Station to the alternative’s terminus station and includes any stops at intermediate stations.

Source: WSA, 2010.







San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District

1 Introduction

Table 1-1
Comparative Summary of Key Environmental Considerations

Alternative la

Alternative 1b

Downtown- Downtown-

Alternative 1 Greenville East | Greenville East Alternative 2 Alternative 2a Alternative 2b Alternative 3 Alternative 3a Alternative 4 Alternative 5
Issue Greenville East via UPRR via SPRR Las Positas Downtown-Vasco | Portola-Vasco Portola Railroad Isabel/1-580 Quarry
Transportation
Increase in BART System 31,700 30,900 30,900 29,800 31,600 31,900 29,900 29,700 19,900 20,800
Ridership
(daily riders)
Reduction in Vehicle 687,877 742,836 742,836 742,494 860,211 868,370 704,246 633,485 404,159 620,992
Miles Traveled
(per day)
Changes to 1-580
Congestion
(# of affected segments)
- Worsen 1 1 1 2 1 1 4 2 4 4
- Improve 7 7 7 6 7 7 5 6 5 5
Changes to Arterial
Segments
(# of affected segments)
- Worsen 1 2 2 1 3 8 2 3 1 1
- Improve 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2
Changes to Local
Intersections
(# of affected
intersections)
- Worsen 4 4 4 6 5 5 4 5 4 5
- Improve 8 8 8 7 8 8 8 7 8 7
Potential Station Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Connection with ACE
Land Use
Land Use Conflicts (at Isabel/1-580: Downtown Downtown Isabel/1-580: Downtown Downtown Isabel/1-580: Isabel/Stanley: Isabel/1-580: Isabel/Stanley:
station areas and yards) | Airport Protection | Livermore: Livermore: Airport Protection | Livermore: Livermore: Airport Protection | Airport Protection | Airport Protection | Airport Protection

Area, proximity
to freeway (noise
and air quality
concerns),

schools, churches,
historic properties

Greenville East:
agricultural lands,

schools, churches,
historic properties

Greenville East:
agricultural lands,

Area, proximity
to freeway (noise
and air quality
concerns),

schools, churches,
historic properties

Vasco Road: none
Vasco Yard: none

schools, churches,
historic properties

Vasco Road: none
Vasco Yard: none

Area, proximity
to freeway (noise
and air quality
concerns),

Area, mining
operations,
partially outside
Urban Growth

Area, proximity
to freeway (noise
and air quality
concerns),

Area, mining
operations,
partially outside
Urban Growth

partially outside partially outside | partially outside partially outside partially outside |Boundary partially outside |Boundary
Urban Growth Urban Growth Urban Growth Urban Growth Urban Growth Downtown Urban Growth
Boundary Boundary Boundary Boundary Boundary Livermore: Boundary
Greenville East: | Greenville Yard: |Greenville Yard: | Vasco Road: none Downtown schools, churches,
agricultural lands, Livermore:
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1 Introduction

Table 1-1
Comparative Summary of Key Environmental Considerations

Alternative la

Alternative 1b

Downtown- Downtown-
Alternative 1 Greenville East | Greenville East Alternative 2 Alternative 2a Alternative 2b Alternative 3 Alternative 3a Alternative 4 Alternative 5
Issue Greenville East via UPRR via SPRR Las Positas Downtown-Vasco | Portola-Vasco Portola Railroad Isabel/1-580 Quarry
partially outside |agricultural lands |agricultural lands |Vasco Yard: none schools, churches, |historic properties
Urban Growth historic properties | portola/Railroad
Boundary Portola/Railroad | Yard: proximity
Greenville Yard: Yard: proximity |to historic
agricultural lands to historic residential district
residential district
Loss of Agricultural
Lands
- Direct Impact 55 25 25 55 25 0 0 25 0 25
(acres within
footprint of station
facilities and
alignment)
- Indirect Impact 270 250 250 20 0 0 20 0 20 0
(acres within one-
half mile radius of
station)
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 128 185 179 143 206 216 189 179 64 63
- Residential units 29 79 81 10 81 86 84 83 7 8
Visual Quality/Aesthetics
Visual Incompatibility Moderate-to-high; | Moderate; aerial |Moderate; aerial |Moderate; aerial |Moderate; aerial |Low; visually Low; visually Moderate; aerial |Low; visually Low; aerial
(level of impact; aerial structure at |structure at foot |structure at foot |structure structures compatible compatible structure at compatible structure along El
description of foot of Altamont |of Altamont Pass; |of Altamont Pass; |incompatible with |incompatible with approach to Charro Road
incompatibility) Pass. possible sound possible sound existing setting;  |existing setting; Downtown
walls walls possible sound possible sound Livermore;
walls walls possible sound
walls
Obstruction of Scenic Low; minimal Low; intermittent | Low; intermittent |Low; intermittent |Low; intermittent |Low; no Low; no Low; intermittent |Low; aerial Low; intermittent
Views and/or view blockage view blockage view blockage view blockage obstructions obstructions view blockage intermittent view blockage

(level of impact; source
of obstruction)

intermittent
blockage at the
Isabel/I-580
Station and the
Greenville East
Station.

along EI Charro
Road

along EI Charro
Road

along Las Positas
Road

along EI Charro
Road

along EI Charro
Road

and/or minimal
blockage at
Isabel/I-580
Station.

along EI Charro
Road
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1 Introduction

Table 1-1
Comparative Summary of Key Environmental Considerations
Alternative la Alternative 1b
Downtown- Downtown-
Alternative 1 Greenville East | Greenville East Alternative 2 Alternative 2a Alternative 2b Alternative 3 Alternative 3a Alternative 4 Alternative 5

Issue Greenville East via UPRR via SPRR Las Positas Downtown-Vasco | Portola-Vasco Portola Railroad Isabel/1-580 Quarry
Cultural Resources
Historic Resource Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible No Possible
Disturbance
Archaeological Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible
Disturbance
Geology, Soils, and
Seismology
Within Fault Zone or Yes Yes Yes No No No No No No No
High Landslide Hazard
Area
Potential Loss of No No No No No No No Yes No Yes
Significant Mineral
Resource Area
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 9 12 13 8 11 6 5 10 5 8

and stream

crossings
100-year Floodplain 44.9 61.9 61.3 30.0 47.5 31.6 25.3 52.0 25.3 51.1
Encroachment (acres)
Disturbance of Highly 54.4 54.3 57.2 5.5 5.8 57.6 41.0 40.6 0 0
Erodible Soils (acres)
Increased Stormwater 309.5 211.3 211.3 253.9 177.1 201.0 178.9 155.0 95.5 71.6
Runoff (new acres of
impervious area)
Potential Impact to
Groundwater (acres)
- Direct 328.0 312.4 308.3 302.0 292.6 304.3 214.4 202.7 132.2 128.3
- Indirect 516.8 546.7 536.4 473.5 507.4 523.6 382.6 366.4 238.2 236.5
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Table 1-1
Comparative Summary of Key Environmental Considerations

Alternative la Alternative 1b

Downtown- Downtown-
Alternative 1 Greenville East | Greenville East Alternative 2 Alternative 2a Alternative 2b Alternative 3 Alternative 3a Alternative 4 Alternative 5
Issue Greenville East via UPRR via SPRR Las Positas Downtown-Vasco | Portola-Vasco Portola Railroad Isabel/1-580 Quarry

Biological Resources

Potential Disturbance to 24 20 15 19 18 11 5 12 5 11
Wetlands/Waters of the
U.S./State (acres)

Potential 800 555 580 575 320 415 275 180 230 125
Disturbance/Removal of
Special-status Plant
Species Habitat (acres)

Potential 276 276 276 0 3.7 3.7 0 0 0 0
Disturbance/Removal of
Swainson's Hawk

Foraging Habitat (acres)

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

- California Red 31 31 30 30 28 14 12 26 12 23
Legged Frog

- California Tiger 12.5 5.5 1.5 1.5 5 5 0 0 0 0
Salamander

- Western Pond 31 91 94 94 92 14 12 90 12 87
Turtle

Potential Disturbance to 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

Special-status
Invertebrate Species
Habitat (acres)

Noise and Vibration

Potential for Noise 0 28,000 24,500 6,500 28,000 12,000 0 16,000 0 1,000
Effects (linear feet)

Potential for Vibration No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
Annoyance

Air Quality

Reduction in Regional
Emissions (Ibs/day)

- NOXx 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
Alternative la Alternative 1b
Downtown- Downtown-
Alternative 1 Greenville East | Greenville East Alternative 2 Alternative 2a Alternative 2b Alternative 3 Alternative 3a Alternative 4 Alternative 5
Issue Greenville East via UPRR via SPRR Las Positas Downtown-Vasco | Portola-Vasco Portola Railroad Isabel/1-580 Quarry
Potential Carbon 4 4 4 6 5 4 4 5 4 4
Monoxide Hotspots
(# of worsened
intersections in peak
hours)
Reduction in Greenhouse 429,694 459,473 463,658 493,946 591,522 597,138 483,098 412,010 261,429 468,866
Gas Emissions (Ibs/day)
Public Health and Safety
Hazardous Materials
Sites within 1/2-mile
- Cortese List 32 57 57 30 57 43 33 47 18 19
- Comprehensive 0 3 2 1 3 1 0 2 0 0
Environmental
Response,
Compensation, and
Liability
Information System
(CERCLIS)
- National Priority 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 0 0
List (NPL)
Airport Compatibility
- Facilities in Safety |lsabel/I-580 None None Isabel/1-580 None None Isabel/1-580 None Isabel/1-580 None
Zone Station Station Station Station
- Facilities in Height |Isabel/1-580 Downtown Downtown Isabel/1-580 Downtown Downtown Isabel/1-580 Isabel/Stanley Isabel/1-580 Downtown
Referral Area Station Livermore Station | Livermore Station |Station Livermore Station | Livermore Station | Station; Station; Station Livermore Station
Downtown Downtown
Livermore Livermore
Station; Portola/ | Station; Portola/
Railroad Yard Railroad Yard
Energy
Reduction in Regional 628 668 678 754 919 928 756 624 402 770
Energy Consumption
(Billion BTUs/year)
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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 1-580 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 1-580 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
Downtown
Isabel/1-580 Station Isabel/Stanley Livermore Station Vasco Road Station Greenville East
Area Station Area Area Area 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% 2 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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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1 Introduction

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 VVasco 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 1-580, 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 1-580 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 1-580, 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

Number of Parcels  Area Acquired Number of Residential

Existing Use? Impacted® (Acres)* Units Impacted®
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 1-580 median and
the Downtown Livermore Station would not conflict with existing visual character along this stretch.
Operating at grade in the median of 1-580, 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
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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 1-580 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 1-580
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 1-580 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 1-580 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 VVasco 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 1-580, 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 1-580, 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 [-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 1-580,
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 1-580 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 1-580 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 BlI0O-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 B1O-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 VVasco 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

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 1-37
June 2010



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1 Introduction

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 1-580, 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 1-580 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 1-580. 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.
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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
Ibs/day of NOx, 57 Ibs/day of ROG, and 597,138 Ibs/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/1-580 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 1-580, 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 1-580 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.

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

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

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

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

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

e Air Quality — Construction-generated dust, odors, and diesel particulate matter exhaust
associated with construction equipment.
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e 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.

e Ultilities — Construction impacts associated with the numerous overhead and underground
utilities.

e 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:

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

e Population and Housing — displacement of business and housing.

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

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

o Noise and Vibration — vehicular traffic noise exposure along 1-580 and major local roadways;
and vibration from BART, heavy vehicle operation along major roadways, and increased train
operations along the UPRR right-of-way.

e 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
Alternative  Alternative
la 1b
Alternative Downtown- Downtown- Alternative Alternative
1 Greenville  Greenville  Alternative 2a Alternative Alternative Alternative 4 Alternative

Greenville East via East via 2 Downtown- 2b Portola 3 3a Isabel/ 5
Issue East UPRR SPRR Las Positas Vasco -Vasco Portola Railroad 1-580 Quarry
Transportation
Increase in BART System 31,700 30,900 30,900 29,800 31,600 31,900 29,900 29,700 19,900 20,800
Ridership (daily riders)
Reduction in Vehicle Miles 687,877 742,836 742,836 742,494 860,211 868,370 704,246 633,485 404,159 620,992
Traveled (per day)
# of Improved Segments along 7 7 7 6 7 7 5 6 5 4
I-580 (in Peak Hour)
# of Improved Local 8 8 8 6 8 8 8 7 8 7
Intersections (in Peak Hour)
Possible Station Connection to Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
ACE
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 429,694 459,473 463,658 493,946 591,522 597,138 483,098 412,010 261,429 468,866
Emissions (lbs/day)
Energy
Reduction in Regional Energy 628 668 678 754 919 928 756 624 402 770
Consumption (Billion BTUs/year)
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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.

13.

14.

15.

16.
17.
18.
19.

20.
21.

22.

G.F. Duerig, Zone 7 Water Agency, Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District, Zone 7 (letter dated January 20, 2010)

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

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

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

Melissa A. Morton, Public Works Director, City of Dublin (letter dated December 17, 2009)
Nelson Fialho, City Manager, City of Pleasanton (letter dated January 19, 2010)
Nelson Fialho, City Manager, City of Pleasanton (letter dated January 19, 2010)

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

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

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

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.
37.
38.

39.

40.

Donald D. Gralnek, EVP/General Counsel, San Jose Sharks LLC (letter dated January 21, 2010)
Troy Bristol, Land Conservation Associate, Save Mount Diablo (letter dated January 21, 2010)

David Schonbrunn, President, Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund (letter dated

January 21, 2010)

Jerry Wilmoth, General Manager Network Infrastructure, Union Pacific (letter dated January 15,

2010)

R. Stephen Grace, Business Development and Land Resources Manager, Vulcan Materials (letter

dated January 21, 2010)

General Public

41.
42,
43.
44,
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.
61.

62.

63.

Nancy Allen (web form dated January 4, 2010)
Robert Allen (letter dated November 6, 2009)
Robert Allen (letter dated November 12, 2009)
Robert Allen (letter dated December 2, 2009)
Robert Allen (letter dated December 4, 2009)
Robert Allen (letter dated December 10, 2009)
Robert Allen (letter dated December 15, 2009)
Robert Allen (letter dated January 9, 2010)
Robert Allen (letter dated January 19, 2010)
Robert Allen (letter dated January 22, 2010)
Robert Allen (letter dated January 26, 2010)
Robert Allen (letter dated January 27, 2010)
Ed Alley (letter dated December 16, 2009)
Melanie Alley (comment card with no date)

Melanie Alley (web form dated November 19,
2009)

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

Harry Babb (web form dated November 30,
2009)

Jonathan Bair (web form dated December 19,
2009)

Jonathan Bair (web form dated December 19,
2009)

Bob Baltzer (letter undated)

Priya Basu (web form dated November 25,
2009)

Larry Berger (web form dated December 18,
2009)

Jason Bezis (web form dated January 21, 2010)

64.

66.

66A.

67.

68.

69.
70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.
76.
77.

78.

79.

T9A.

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

Ken Bradley (comment card undated)

Bob Brignano (web form dated January 21,
2010)

Ted Brownlee (comment card undated)

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

Rich Buckley (web form dated December 8,
2009)

Rich Buckley (web form dated January 15, 2010)

Alan Burnham (web form dated November 28,
2009)

Robert Canning (web form dated January 20,
2010)

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

Julia Casamajor (web form dated January 7,
2010)

Eric Chase (web form dated November 11,
2009)

Wilson Cooper (web form December 16, 2009)
Jim Corkery (web form November 25, 2009)

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

Sean Dorman (web form dated January 13,
2010)

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

Michael Evans (web form dated January 6,
2010)
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80.

81.

82.

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

83.
84.

85.

86.
87.
88.

89.

90.
91.

92.

93.
94.

95.

96.

97.
98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

Casey Fargo (web form dated December 12,
2009)

William Fitzwater (web form dated November
18, 2009)

Brian Hall (web form dated January 3, 2010)

2009)
J. Haslam (web form dated January 21, 2010)

Clarence Hoenig (letter dated November 17,
2009)

Clarence Hoenig (letter dated December 17,
2009)

Jill Hornbeck (letter dated November 19, 2009)
S.V. Huerta (letter dated December 29, 2009)

Roxanne Huguet (letter dated November 22,
2009)

Carolyn Hunt (web form dated November 23,
2009)

Genoveva Jones (comment card undated)

William Junk (web form dated December 26,
2009)

James Kelly (web form dated December 28,
2009)

Paul Kendall (web form dated January 3, 2010)

Bradley Kurtzer (web form dated January 19,
2010)

Eamsee Lakamsani (web form dated January
23, 2010)

Freddy Lewis (web form dated December 16,
2009)

Sandy Li (web form dated December 27, 2009)

Carolyn Lord (web form dated January 20,
2010)

Randy Masker (web form dated December 7,
2009)

Jeff McAuliff (web form dated December 2,
2009)

Daniel Mclnerney (web form dated January 19,
2010)

Roy Nakadegawa (web form dated January 21,
2010)

103.
104.

105.

106.

Gary Oehrle (comment card undated)

Gary Oehrle (web form dated November 19,
2010)
Merle Ohlhauser (web form dated January 5,
2010)

Valerie Raymond (web form dated January 1,
2010)

106A.George Reid (comment card undated)

107.

108.
109.
110.
111.
112.
113.

114.
115.
116.

117.
118.

119.

120.

121.

122.

123.
124.

125.

126.

127.

Jennifer Rieble (web form dated January 4,
2010)

Dan Sapone (web form dated January 3, 2010)
Paul Schaich (letter dated January 19, 2010)
Joan Seppula (comment card undated)

Henry Shay (letter dated November 18, 2009)
Henry Shay (letter dated December 2, 2009)

Becky Simpson (web form dated November 12,
2009)

Paul Smith (web form dated January 21, 2010)
Tracy Smith (comment card undated)

Erin Spoden (web form dated November 17,
2009)

John Stein (letter dated January 20, 2010)

Mathew Steinberg (web form dated January 20,
2010)

Michelle Steward (web form dated December
28, 2009)

Muljadi Sulistio (web form dated January 20,
2010)

Mary Travers (web form dated November 21,
2009)

Patricia Uhlich (web form dated November 21,
2009)

Carl Walter (comment card undated)

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

Jim Wasilausky (letter dated November 25,
2009)

Chuck Weir (web form dated December 26,
2009)

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:

e PH#: delineates the public hearing number;
e S#: delineated the speaker number; and
o 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-S16 Martin Isenburg
PH1-S2 Larry Berger PH1-S17  Valerie Raymond
PH1-S3  Christine Lillie PH1-S18 Bob Baltzer
PH1-S4  Bonnie Hamilton PH1-S19  Paul Daniel
PH1-S5  Gary Oehrle PH1-S20  Angelina Summers
PH1-S6 Kent Franklin PH1-S21  Mathew Steinberg
PH1-S7 Bob Allen PH1-S22  Clark Streeter
PH1-S8 Linda Jeffrey Sailors PH1-S23  Ed Mathias
PH1-S9 David Williams PH1-S24  Kathy Streeter
PH1-S10  Shirley Stribling PH1-S25 Robert Martin
PH1-S11  Michelle Burkett PH1-S26  Robert Allen
PH1-S12  Clarence Hoening PH1-S27  David Williams
PH1-S13  Stacey Miller PH1-S28 Mara Dobbins
PH1-S14  Henry Shay PH1-S29  Martin Isenburg

PH1-S15 Jack O’Connor
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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-S27  John Shirley
PH2-S2 Jim Schmidt PH2-S28  Mike Ansell
PH2-S3 Len Alexander PH2-S29  Neil Smith
PH2-S4 Christopher Hiller PH2-S30 Tamara Reus
PH2-S5 Nancy Bankhead PH2-S31  Susie Edgar-Lee
PH2-S6 John Stein PH2-S32  Vamsee Lakamsani
PH2-S7 Denise Lenz PH2-S33  Jeff Kaskey
PH2-S8 Paul Weiss PH2-S34  Rushell Saedecor
PH2-S9 Anthony Godrich PH2-S35 Rebecca Harris
PH2-S10  Clay Widmayer PH2-S36  Henry Shay
PH2-S11  Dave Williams PH2-S37  Jim Hamilton
PH2-S12  Ed Hallie PH2-S38  Bill Zagotta
PH2-S13  Tracy Cunningham PH2-S39  Darryl Wood
PH2-S14  Bob Baltzer PH2-S40  Steve Plummer
PH2-S15  Kirsten Whitlock PH2-S41  Stanley Bishop
PH2-S16  Robert Allen PH2-S42  Joseph Rard
PH2-S17  Tom O’Neill PH2-S43  Harry Briley
PH2-S18  Esther Waltz PH2-S44  Marcha Futch
PH2-S19  Valerie Raymond PH2-S45  Jim Waldron
PH2-S20  Carol Mahoney PH2-S46  Clyde Hoenig
PH2-S21  Sarah Palmer PH2-S47  Ron Acciaioli
PH2-S22  Martin Isenburg PH2-S48  John Shirley
PH2-S23  Gary Oehrle PH2-S49  Robert Allen
PH2-S24  Dennis Manzo PH2-S50 Dave Williams
PH2-S25  Chris George PH2-S51  Esther Waltz
PH2-S26  Francisco Diemond 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-S8 Nancy Allen

PH3-S2  Bob Baltzer PH3-S9 Heidi Massie

PH3-S3  Jim Sandler PH3-S10 Dave Williams

PH3-S4  Paul Weiss PH3-S11  Mary Ann Brent

PH3-S5 Nick Tynan PH3-S12  Paul Kendall

PH3-S6  Clay Widmayer PH3-S13 Doug Mann

PH3-S7  Chris Moore 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.
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)

However, no response to these comments is required

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)
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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 Mclnerney (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)
Anne Stuart (web form dated November 22, 2009)

K Swayne (web form dated December 31, 2009)
Robert Sygiel (web form dated January 4, 2010)

Judy Symcox (web form dated January 20, 2010)

B. Tabak (comment card undated)

Vic Taugher (web form dated January 13, 2010)
Charlie Thiel (web form dated December 31, 2009)
Preston Thompson (web form dated November 20, 2009)
Tom Thomson (web form dated December 13, 2009)
Tatiana Tigryenok (web form dated December 29, 2009)
Linda Tinney (web form dated January 19, 2010)

Steve Townsend (web form dated December 29, 2009)
Tramodol (web form dated December 18, 2009)

Larry Trummel (web form dated December 26, 2009)
Pauline Trummel (web form dated December 26, 2009)
Heather Truro (web form dated January 11, 2010)
Janis Turner (web form dated January 19, 2010)

Alexis Valencia (web form dated January 8, 2010)
Kathy Van Houten (web form dated November 6, 2009)

Denise Van Leuvan (web form dated December 10,
2009)
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Ken Varallo (web form dated November 20, 2009)
Gordon Vaughan (comment card undated)

Nilda Vitalicia (letter dated December 28, 2009)
Donna Wagner (web form dated January 13, 2010)
Sue Walker (web form dated December 3, 2009)
Jonathan Wasilausky (web form dated January 6, 2010)
Yolanda Weaver (web form dated December 21, 2009)
Eva Westerlin (web form dated January 21, 2010)
Joyce Wheaton (web form dated January 25, 2010)
Charles Wiedel (web form dated January 7, 2010)
Dave Williams (comment card undated)

Dustin Williams (web form dated November 16, 2009)

Stephanie Wilson-Goure (web form dated January 10,
2010)

George Winchell (web form dated December 3, 2009)
Jamee Winchell (web form dated December 3, 2009)

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

Troy Witt (web form dated November 16, 2009)
John Wolf (web form dated January 25, 2010)

Keith Wong (web form dated November 29, 2009)
Arleen Wood (web form dated January 8, 2010)
Milton Yee (web form dated January 21, 2010)
LaVonne Youel (web form dated January 6, 2010)
Melanie Young (web form dated December 28, 2009)

Marge and Dave Zeterberg (web form dated December
20, 2009)

David and Rosie Zieker (web form dated January 4,
2010)

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments

June 2010

Page 2-12



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 accommaodate 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." 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,

! CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs.) Section 15152(b).
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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.4™ 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 1-580 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 EI 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 EI 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 1-580 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 1-580 would be on the west side of El Charro Road, passing over
Stoneridge Drive before crossing over to the east side of EI 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 ElI 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 EI 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 ElI 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 EI 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 ElI Charro Road were
completed at locations P14 and P15, which are located along El Charro Road, between 1-580 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 ElI 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 1-580 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 ElI Charro Road, noise levels are predicted to
increase 7.3 dBA L and 16.5 dBA La 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 EI 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 ElI Charro Road alignment would traverse EI 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 EI Charro Road. Vibration impacts would be less than significant along EI Charro
Road.

Aesthetics. Comments on the Draft Program EIR analysis of visual quality along EI 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 EI 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 1-580 would
be visually compatible with the existing overpasses and ramps associated with 1-580. 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 EI 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 ebtrusive due to the fact that, unlike the area
around the intersection of ElI Charro Road and 1-580, there is no existing transportation
infrastructure of similar visual quality in the immediate area in-an-environment-where-no-such
existing-structuresexist. However, because this area the-aerial-structure-would-be-located-r-an
area-where-the is of low overall existing visual quality and largely devoid of built and natural
features and scenic vantage points-is-tew, the aerial structure along ElI 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 EI Charro Road and 1-580, and El Charro Road and Stanley Boulevard,
respectively. Due to the low visual quality of the area adjacent to EI 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 EI 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 EI 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 LAVOAR is the gradual transformation of
guarried 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,
guarry 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 s 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 LAVOQAR 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 EIl Charro Road, from 1-580 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 EI Charro Road include the Doolan Canyon to 1-580 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 EI 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 EI Charro Road or in areas where the aerial structure
diverged from the present alignment of EI 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 1-580 and west of EI 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 la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5,
BART would transition from an at-grade configuration in the 1-580 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 1-580 break-out just west of EI Charro Road, around the
planned Staples Ranch auto mall, and then continue southeasterly above the existing EI 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 EI 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 EI 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 la, 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
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no City of Livermore designated scenic vistas from the area of the Staples Ranch site. The nearest
designated vistas are south across 1-580 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 EI 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 EI 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 la, 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 1-580 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:

e Because each of the alternatives would have a beneficial impact on traffic on 1-580 and
Stoneridge Drive would extend parallel to 1-580, 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.

e 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 1-580 and would also include a
sound barrier consisting of a 20-foot tall berm and 8-foot tall wall constructed adjacent to 1-580 to
reduce traffic noise levels from the freeway. For the BART to Livermore extension alternatives that
would run at-grade within the 1-580 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 la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5, BART would be at-grade in the median of 1-580 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 EI 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 1-580 and El Charro Road are presented in
Table 3-1. As shown, future baseline noise levels near 1-580 would be approximately 71 dBA Lan at
the proposed setback of the residential buildings (without a wall), approximately 58 dBA La 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 L.q for areas near ElI 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 EIl Charro Road Alignments

Acceptable Noise Noise Level

1-580, no wall

(Lan/Lea’) Generated by Noise at Sensitive
Distance From Future Baseline (Moderate Alternative at Receptors
Receptors at Staples Ranch ~ Tracks to Noise Levels Impact, see Table Receptor (Lan/Leq®)  Exceeding
Site Receptor (ft) (dBA, Ldn/Leq)*°® 3.10-8a°) (Train noise only) Threshold?
Senior Care Community near 270 71 =66 63 No

Senior Care Community near
1-580, assuming a 28-foot 270 60 <58 63 Yes
wall/berm is constructed

Senior Care Community facing
El Charro Road to the East

Community Park near El
Charro Road

1600 58 <57 55 No

300 55 <61 60 No

Source: ERM, 2010.
Notes:

Based on traffic noise levels present in the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan Amendment/Staples Ranch Draft EIR, 2008.
Noise levels for senior care community based are shown in La. Noise levels for the community park are shown in Leq hourly.
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.? 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 la, 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 1-580 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.

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 3-21
June 2010



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 3 Master Responses

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 1-580/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
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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 (lsabel/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 la, 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 la, 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 la. 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.”?

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

¥ 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 3.9-2¢
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 B1O-2.1, B10-2.2,
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 1-580 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/1-580 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
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consistent with Impact B1O-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 [-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 1-580. 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
1-580 (YYear 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” To «inlo@bantolvermore.orgs, <infa@bartolivermore orgs
<ncallen@comcast.net> & )
01/0472010 04:27 PM boe

Subjedt Siaples Ranch EIR comments

Dear Mr. Quint with a copy to Supendsar Haggerty:

The BART extension to Livermore is a critical component to improving traffic problems along the 580
cormdor, | am an avid BART user and take the bus from my home in Pleasanton to BART, and then
BART to SF daily, and appreciate the outstanding service you provide.

| hope that of the alternatives censidered, option 1 or 2 {or #4 as a backup) is chosen, Keeping BART
along the interstate appears to be the most sensible solution as it is generally the lowest cost oplion,

41.1 provides the least amount of noise impadt, least amount of visualicommunity character impact to interior
neighborhoods in these two aties, and seems to provide the greatest long term flexibility (for parking
spaces and potential extension to Tracy and beyond

| am very concemed with any options that provide an aerial bridge along El Charroinear the
Staples Ranch area for six reasons. | believe key sections of the EIR did not appear to fully
address the impacts to Pleasanton and would ask for additional detail in these areas.
L - Visual compatibility of the aerial tracks from eastern points in Pleasanton (homes at the end
of Mohr and Stoneridge and future planned developments),
o | request the final EIR show photos of the aerial structure locking from the homes at
412 the end of Mohr and Stoneridge and from the existing recreational walking and biking
- Ipath along the creek between Stoneridge and El Charro. It appears that this structure
would be visible from locations looking north east from Pleasanton. | was disappointed
that table 3.5.2 did not address this and | believe this was an oversight and would
request this be mentioned.
o Also, how long is the aerial bridge — is it aerial across the Chain on Lakes?
«  Potential noise impacts to new and existi santon neighbeorhoods and recreatio
areas near tracks — is there any potential noise impact for existing homes ~ ¥ mile from the
41.3 bridge &t end of Stoneridge and Mohr ~when a train is passing? It appeared this possibility was
not fully covered in the EIR assessment and | would ask that i be addressed.
o MNoise impact to planned new developments = induding the new park and the
extended care community at Staples.
«  Costand Time to market — most of the options which go along El Charro appear to be the
most expensive and increase miles of track. We need a cost effective solution that can be
implemented as soon as possible,
- mplications to bicyelists who | he ular and ily used i
—as an avid oydlist, having a station at the busy Isabel/Stanley intersection and additional train
traffic noise is not desirable. If BART was located along the freeway, this would not be an issue.
+ |mplications to I opme: d revenue fisks —although CEQA may no
aexplicitly require cne to look at future development, it only seems right to fully assess implications
to this development which is well along in its planning as part of making the best community
decision.
o What will the noise impacts of the bridge be; what will the landscape look like from
varous locations in Staples, the senior housing center, the auto center, elc,
« Fairness = If Livermore chooses to have a station in downtown o support their business
sirategy, | believe any connection to this station should come through Livermore (and not
Pleasanton). That way, Livermore can make the best business decision understanding the pros
and cons of the downtown station options. It is not right for Livermore to receive the benefit of a
downtown station and Pleasanton to receive the downslide of impacting our planned new

41.5

EE—aE—as

41.6

41.7
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41.7
conl. development and recreational areas and creating a nuisance to existing neighborhoods near the

bridge.

Thank you for including Pleasanton in your cansiderations and for insuring the final EIR includes
additional clarifications of impacts to East Pleasanton neighborhoods and planned developments at
Staples

Mancy Allen
1509 Oxsen Street
Pleazanton, CA 94566
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Letter 41 Nancy Allen

41.1

41.2

The commentor expresses a preference for alternatives along the 1-580 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.

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 1-580 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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41.3

41.4

41.5

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 ElI Charro Road, and would follow the existing EI 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.

Impact NO-1 starting on page 3.10-22 of the Draft Program EIR examined impacts to
residential receptors south of and adjacent to 1-580. 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.

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.

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

41.7

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.

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 1-580 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 EI 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.
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l Letter 42

223 Donner Avenue
Livermore, CA 945514240

13 Oelober 2009
Tyatnr L Monvte, Roor

. CA HSRA Direetors and Siaff

Calirain Directors and Stafl’
BART Directors and Stalf
MUC Commissionars amd StaiT

Please agenda (and ndvise me when and where) a discussion of Allen's Bay Rall Plan to
replace MTC's grossly defective “Regional Rail Plan™,

Basically it would bring BART arcund the Bay and reaching outwards If the volers
approve a bond fssue. Eary elements Inctude:

»  Forma five-county rail {ransit distriet of the BART and Calirain counties;
& Plan structures and acquire wider Callealn right of way for
o Five tracks from San Bruno to San Josoe,
o An off-trnck maintenance roadway;
o Stalions and slorage/mnaround tracks;
o Dealnage, cableways, retaining walls, loncing, elc.
o Plon structures and protect right of way 10 widen Easi Bay frecways
o [-380, Haclenda to Greenvilla:
o SR, Fitlsburg to Breatwood (panially doae),
o 130, El Cerrito del Morte to Crockett,
o Work with UP to grade separate and multl-track fulford line for HSR/Bullet
tralng and “Super-railroad” freighil.

Legistation forming BART f!{ 1957, followed by a $792 million bond issue In 1962 gave
us the DART we have today. (The bonds wero paid ofl'a decade ago.) Adjusted for
inflation and the five-coury population (six milllon people), a similar band fssue woukd
yield about $16 billion oday.

This plan should appeal 10 volers in all five counties, groatly improve public safely and
air quality, and slash freowny congestion. [t couhd even bring the 2020 Olympics!

12 LN

Hoben 5. Allen
BART Director [1974-1988)
Retired SP Engineering/Operations
(925) 449.1187
o Caltrang District 4
UP RE Rosoville
Day Area Legislalors
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MAllen's Bay Rall Plan
7 Seplember 2009
Rabert 5. Alen (925) 49-1087
223 Donner Avenug
Liverowre, G A 94551-4340

Sixe millian peophe in the five large Bay Area counties® need beiter rail feansit BART.
Callrai, ACE and Capeot each serve specifle markets well. Together they could do
much better for the region, like BART around the Day and over the Allamiani

1 have long urged legislators to farm a five-county® Bay Rail district - Fike they did Far
BART in 1957, Come up with a plan to work with BART, Caltrsin, freight railromds,
MT'C, Calirans, nod High Speed Rail for erossing-fres rail lines, including:
* 5 widened ($4rack) grade separated, secure Callrain trackway:

# 2 tracks Fov commiute iraing;

* 2 tracks for bullelMSR traing;

® | conventional freight main track.
# \Widen freeway medians for ar grade BART to the Alamont, Brentwood, and Crackell
¥ Convert Calirain commuite 1o BAIRT south from Millbrac and to Munl north (vl SFO).
* Grads separale and widen East Bay Mulford line, San Jose to Oakland for Bullet/HSRL
# BART over the Aliamont to Moustain (Tause, Tracy, Lathrop, and banteca HSR.
® Possibly a new SFO-OAK Trans-Bay lube (HSR or BART).
* BART subway, Civie Center to the Presidio and Golden Gate Bridge in SF,
# /i Magnolis interaadal staton in Oakland with a BART West Oakland bypass.
* Possibly a new Port Costa-Denicla tuba for HSR.

Why do [ stress BART?
» Dependable: Congestion-free and 93% on lima (within Tive minutes of schedule)
Frequent: Typically four trains per hour on cach rowle.
Labar-efcient: Autematic fare collection; one opemtor Irains.
Enviromnent: Smiog-fraa; quiot aleetric power,
Comfortable: Lip to 320 wide, cushioned seats per trin.
Safe; 37 years with mo fatal passenger aceidents; no grade crossings.
Flatformis: Fare paid, for quick, easy boarding, including bikes and wheelchairs
Access: BART alecady serves cily core high rise and major traific generators.

Adjusted far Inflation eud poputation, a boud issuc like BART's in 1962 (paid offa
decade ago) would raise Aboul §16 billion. Develop a plan and et the peaple vole on
funding BART extensions. around the Day, and Lo Di_.l‘: neighbors.
Rk & ey

Robert 5. Alles

(925) 4491387

BART Director (1974- 1938}

Relired $P Englnecring/Operations

¢ Gaqara CLira, Alanwsha, Cooie Coan San Francison S Sl
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42.3

Peninsula Rail Elements
Hober §. Allen -« (925) 440-1387 - (tv 12 Qetober 2009
South from %an Druno:

Five-trck geado separated trninway
Wesl two tracks: for commsle operations.
Allows Island platfora stetions For commule tralns;
East of commute: two Bullet/HSR, tracks.
Keeps commute and 11SR/Dullet opertions separate;
East side track: conventional frelght irack. Oceaslonal drill on west side.
sl rall-served industry is on the cast (water) slde

Convert Calirain local commute to BART,
BART lypically runs at loast four trains each way every hour.
Automatic fare collection,
Oité operator par train,
Casy boarding, even for wheelchairs and bloyeles,
Comtioriable; up to 520 wide. padded seals per irain.
Tunnel and train box in San Franclseo much smaller and losa coaily.
Key to BART around the Day,
Four downtown SF stations for commuters.
Sherer, less costly tunnel in Sen Jose. (San Fernundo 51 subway?)
DART ever L13 101 in San Jose ~ a dramatle DART signatursy;
Alternata (rans-Bay DART il trouble In trans-Bay tube,
One-seat ride for most passengers.
Lower overhead clearance (13.5° ATR) ovor weslern iwa tracks.

Include HSR station st Santa Clara (for SIC airport rail)
HSR would link SFO and $7C alrport cail, and later SJC with OAK.
HSR ultimately to airport rail at all major Bay airponts,

North from San Hruno:

Similar to Sooth, but 5F Muni instead of BART,
Consider SFO airport rail to & San Do BART/Bullet/HSEMuni intermodal.
Mo commuta trains into downtewn Sen Francisco, HSR/Bullel trains only.

Governante:

Formoa five-county rail digiticl ASAP 1o promote these and ollier prajects.
(Sann Clara, Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francises, and San Maleo Countios)
These counties have 6 million reaidents and could suppon bond Nnancing,

See also my 7 September 2000 “Bay Rail Plan™,

LSS Al
Robert 8. Allen

(925) i9-1387
TART P pow 4 |77 URK)

Reured, 5P Engueermg Upeiativns
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42.4

223 Donnar Avenne
[ivennore, CA 5514240

10 July 2009
BART 1o Livenmore PAC

The city's Summer Newsletier, Issue 20, noted that a Frogran Eviremmennal ippac
Report will bio available for public roview this Ml 1am deeply concermed Ihal the best
possiblo alignment - which | have clmnpioned for yesgs —is being delibenately ignored,

BART should stay f grade in the 1-580 median to cost alGrecnville Rord. fLshoubd hen
cnrve left and undor the elovated westbound 1-580 lnes, and rise oitbe the farmer 5P
Allamont ling roadbed. An ACH intermotinl stalion would be noath of 1-380 betweon the
frooway aud the high UP trestle. .

A miajor parking stoeiure directly accessible feaw aned t 1-580 over e Allamont woilld
receive major fmding from parking fees uoe the Contral Velley. 1 wonld serve reowey-
ariented buses and he BART/ACT inlermodal slation,

Thiree stalions on the line would serve three distinct conmunitics:
o lssbol/SR-B4 (West Livermora): [n direction amd casily necessible for most of
Livennorg.
«  Vasco (Bnst Livonmore): Major employers and TOD {Prangil-Oricnted
Developrient) on BART-owned kund no longer necued for packing o yid.
v Allnmont Inicrmedals Direet 1-580 aceess for buses and metorisis would remave
heavy Iraflic from the valley loor,
“I'he stations could be remotely staffed (o rednee costs, Tail iracks beyuid Uiz slatien
wonld bo ninied for later extension along the county-owned former 31 right of way el
Ablaniont Pass Rond on casy grudes to Mountain Jouse, Trey, and the Pitirs High
Speed Rail spine line at Lathvop/Manteca, The 400" -wide Congressional Grant 11ght of
wity looks nale (o aeder far a min wardl andl shop, releasing BART land on the willey
Mour Tor higher use.

ixeept for the yard, little carlh o stuctural work woulil ba needed, with BART ol grade
costing on e order of $13 millioninile once the freowuy median is widened, Moslol
the land required is already in publie awnerehip.

This alignment should dellnitely be evaluated in your PEIR.
N6 dler..
Robait 8. Alten
AT Direstor (1974-1988)
Relired, SP Angincoring/Operalions
(925)449-1387
cc:  Nab Vinn, Cily of Livenmoro
Cheri Sheets, Cily af Livenuane
Maleolin Quint, BART
Califorvin High Spoed [tail Autherily
Mizirapolitan Transporiation Coimuission
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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 1-580 with a terminus station
north of 1-580 along the SPRR and intermediate stations along 1-580 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 1-580 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 1-580. The UPRR tracks are on a high trestle over Altamont
Road. Creating a convenient connection to ACE north of 1-580 would be difficult. Also, a
station north of 1-580 could interfere with Altamont Pass Road. The UPRR tracks are
much lower on the south side of 1-580. The nearby Greenville East Station site (south of
1-580) 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 1-580. 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 1-580/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
223 Donner Avenue
Livermaore, CA 94551 -4240
|2 Movember 2009
BART Planning Depariment
Attn: Maleolm Quing
300 Lakeshore Drive
Oakland, CA 94612
Re:  BART 1o Livermore DPEIR -

1 back Alternative 4, a one-station extension at grade in a widened 1-580 median, witha | 43.1
stalion near Isabel and tail tracks extending toward Poriola. See attached for my reasunr.

About 1988 BART bought the $3-acre Gandolfo parcel for a station. Much of the land W
was recently swapped [0 allow the Isabel/l-580 interchange. [ understand that BART 432
refained land for station parking, elc,, on both sides of [-580. There should be enough
land left for & credit toward lnnd to widen [-580 between Hacienda and Portola, ]

1 support also acquiring land and programiming work 1o allow & median at-grade route !hr
a future BART line to and east of Greenville Road and a station near the truck scales. 43.3
{The existing truck scales could serve better al the Altamont crest.)

o
Easl of Greenville Road the EIR should plan a future BART trackway curving left in a T
tunnel under the elevated westbound [-580 lanes and up to the former SP roadbed. (1
understand Alameda County now owns the 400-foot-wide Congressional Granl right of | 43.4
wiy up lo the Altamont.) A yard, shop, and intermodal station (betwesn 1-580 and the
ligh trestle) could lie on the old SP.land. Direct 1-580 crest access ramps serving the
station, together with adequate bus and.parking facilities should be planned. [ ]
| |
While this plan would not link 1o ACE now, it would allow for a low-cost connection
later to whatever Altamont Comidor route is selected. Because that project would be
basically a new gmde-szpurmd and electrified railroad line, it could very well be built | 43.5
and run as a BART extension - somewhat like the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit line.
That possibility, running along the former SP and Aliamont Pass Road 1o Mountain
House and the Central Valley, should be part of the ACE project.

RN Gl "
Robert S, Allen
BART Directr (1974-1988)
(925) 449- 1387
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BART to Livermore Alternatives
Ranked by Cost

Il Maveetge Tedon]

Cost, per DPEIR. (000,000)

Alernative # Stations Route Construction Total
Line & Line 11
4 1 Isabel/1-580 £ 720 $ LI
5 1 Quarry 1.olo 1,610
I 2 Greenville East [,980 2,920
p 2 Las Positas 2,080 3,280
3a 2 Hailroad 2,080 3,380
3 2 Portola 2,360 3,470
la 2 Downtown via WP 2,450 3610
b 2 Downtown via 5P 2.530 1,550
2a 2 Downtown/Vasco 2,390 3,800
n

Why I favor Alternative 4.

* By far the least costly alternative;

* Very little earth or structural work;

* Mo “Great Wall™;

* In direction for all of Livermore,

* Easily accessible for most of Livermore

* Easily accessible from travel corridors;

* Relieves [-580 congestion west of [sabel;

* Lower fares (BART fares are mileage-based); 43.6

* Shorter travel time;

*Basily extended later to Greenville via modified Alternative |

Modified Alternative 1:

In widened [-580 median at grade to east of Greenville Road,

Curve left east of Greenville, unneling under high [-380 westbound lanes,
Future station near truck scales {close 1o both Vasco and Greenville),
Pointed to Central Valley along former SP and Altamont Pass Road,
Convert Altamont Corridor plans to BART at low cost.

TOD and intermodal station north of [-580 east of Greenville Rd.

BART Director (1974-1988)
(925) 449-1387

b by B ﬁﬂ“lﬂ,c\" Aye.
Livevwars, CA T455)- 0240

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments

June 2010

Page 4-266



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

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 1-580 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 1-580. 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 1-580. 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 1-580 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 1-580 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 I

BART Planning Department
Attn: Malcolm Cuint

300 Lakeshore Drive

Oakland, CA 94612

Re:  BART to Livermore DPEIR

This letter supplements my November 12 letter. [ strongly suppert Altemative 4, a one-
station extension at grade in a widened 1-580 median, modified to provide a roadway for
future BART rail at grade in the freeway median to beyond Greeaville Road with
provision for n station near the present truck scales. Thal roadway should then curve ina
tunnel under the elevated westbound 1-580 lanes and risé onto the former SP roadbed
with a possible fulure intermadal station, yard, and shop north of |-380 near the high UP
irestle.  The intermodal station would serve ACE so long a3 it runs on the UP and have
direct freeway access lanes linked to the 1-580 summit funded by parties other than the

BART taxpayers.

Why Alternative 47
* By far the least costly;
¥ In direction for all of Livermaore;
* Superh freeway access;
* Lower BART fares
* Mo Y Greal Wall™;
* Room for ample surface parking;
* Leas! nodse or visual intrusicn;
* Shorter travel time;
* Mo major carth or structural work;

* Easily oxtended later 1o the Altamont;

* Close lo Las Positas College;

* Land mostly now in public ownership;

¥ Eastly accessible for bicyeles.

An ACE intermodal, while nice, would not be critical. ACE runs three commule trains

223 Donner Avemie
Livermore, CA 945514240

2 December 2009

each way on weekdays. BART rung four trains each way svery hour. BART over the
Altamont would likely serve many more people much betler and possibly el less cost,

g . ey
55'*‘1-"&;.{;:”“" 1)
Rabert §. Allen
BART Director (1974-1988)

Retired, SP Engineering/Cperations
(925) 449-1387
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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 1-580 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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Letler 45

223 Donner Avenu
Livermare, CA 94551-4240

4 December 2009

BART Planning Department
At Maleolm Quint

100 Lakeshore Drive

Oakland, CA 94612

Re:  BART to Livermore DPEIR

Per my letter of December 2, 1 strongly favor Alternative 4 (Isabrel/1- 580) with provision

of roadway 1o accommodate a modified Altemnative 1 as stated in that letler. -
Thanks for the attraclive folding handout and its “Summary of Key Impacts”, [ would d45.1
like 1o address each of thosze impacts lsted for Alternative 4.

n

| |

No ACE connection

ACE now runs on UP track and is studying a possible new line instead. At present
nobody knows where the probable ACE route of its stations would be. Extending BART
past Greenville Road (as 1 proposed in my December 2 letter) would provide an ACE 45.2
interinodal station accessible also by direct [-580 Altamont crest ramps. Better for
everyone could well be extending BART over the Altamont in licu of the present ACE

An Isabel/1-580 station would have in-direction travel and superb access for both 45.3
Livermore and freeway motorists. Livermore population and freeweay travel - as well as
truck travel on 1-580 - are predicted to increass dramatically in the coming decades.

Fven now freeway congestion is so heavy that ridership estimates are probably very lov-

n
Dogs not identify right-of-way needs for fulure extension. 45.4
My choice indicates right of way needs for a modified Alternalive | extension
B
Limited TOD potential due to location of Tsabel/I-580 Sintion in livermore APA
Development oriented to transil (real TOD) would mean insjor surface parking more than
housing near suburban rail transit stations. (Each acre of station land would bold many 45.5

more sulomobiles - cach with at least one BART rider - than dwelling units. Surface
parking can mare easily be converted to parking structures and highfmid-rise commercial
than can land encumbered by residontial uses. Commuters can drive much farther than
they can walk 1o stalions.) Livermore’s APA restricts pseudo-TOD at Isabel/1-580,

Mo maintenance yard.

The fulure modified Aliernative | oxtension | proposed in my Deceinber 2 letter includes
a yard and shop in the former wide SP Congressional Grant right-of-way near the high 43.6
UP trestle. The Greenville Road yard site could betler be used for TOD near an
intermediate station at the present truck stales, ‘(:ﬁai}_ is close to the LLINL/Sandia labs.

. S T ]
b PN
SRS gtk U
Robert S, Allen
BART Director (1974-1988)
(925) 449-1387
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Letter 45 Robert Allen

45.1

45.2

45.3

45.4

45.5

45.6

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.

The comment suggests that BART connect to ACE at an intermodal station north of 1-580
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 1-580 and east of
Greenville Road and further extension of BART over the Altamont Pass. The location of
the Greenville East Station south of 1-580 offers a better opportunity for intermodal
connection to ACE.

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.

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.

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.

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 1-580 has substantial biological issues that could significantly
restrict its use for TOD.

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-271

June 2010



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

| Letter 46 |

223 Donner Avenud
Livermore, CA 94551-4240

10 December 2009

BART Planning Department
Altn: Maleolm Quint

300 Lakeshore Drive

Oakland, CA 94612

Re:  BART to Livermore DPEIR and TOD "

MTC Resolution 3434 (TOD policy) applies to physical transit extensions listed in Table 1. 46.1
It does not appear to apply to BART to Livermore,

Fven iCil did apply, BART 1o Livermore Allernative 4 has no yard and littlo earthwork or
structure cost, thus belng much less capital intensive than most BART lines. The Housing
Thresholds criterium in Teble 3 would seem excessive.

The same reasan extensions for single station extensions to intermalional airports are
exempt in Resolution 3434 (housing development is infeasible) would apply to BART to 46.3
Livermore Alternative 4. APA, CARE, and UGB restrictions on new residential land use
make housing development infeasible.

Even though Resolution 3434 doas not apply, the goal of land use enhancing transit is vital.
Despile Resalution 3434, dwelling units near stations are far less important than ample
parking, Far more cars (each with at least one {ransit rider) than dwelling units (which 46.4
need occupant and guest parking) can fit on a given site. Commuters will drive much
farther than walk, making the station accessible to many more users. Converting sucface
purking later to high density uses and structured parking would be much simpler than
displacing residents and demolishing their homes. Commercial land uses will generate

both inbound and outbound transit petronage &t the station, u
[ ]

Count mé in support of Alternative 4, 2 one-station extension Lo Tsabel/580, but with a 46.5
footprint for extending a modified Alternative | to beyond Greenville. .

Robert 8, Allen

BART Director (1974-1988)

(925) 449-1387

fVermird, M 2
17190
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Letter 46 Robert Allen

46.1

46.2

46.3

46.4

46.5

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.

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.

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.

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.

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

223 Donner Avenue
Livermore, CA 94551-4240

15 December 2009
Pleasanton City Council:
Ra:  BART to Livermore DPEIR

1 uege that you support — as I do — a one-station BART extension in a widened [-580
47.1 median to an 1sabel/1-530 station, while preserving the footprint for a Anture extension in
& widened 1-580 median to beyond Gresnville Road, Altached are letters | have writlen
(o BART explaining why.

W Any extension to Stanley/Tsabel would cost inuch more, create a "Great Wall” effect in
Pleasanton, and further congest often-gridlocked Stanley Blvd. Access to a stalion there
would be difficult, end the area near the station would be difficult to develop (UGB,
railroad tracks, Isabel sspressway, lack of land for community development, gravel pils,
elc.). As for an ACE intermodal transfer, ACE itself may be relocated, and any
reasonable match of ACE (thrice a day) and BART (four limes an hour) s lacking.

@ For better for BART ultimately to go over the Altamonll

An Isabel/[-580 station would remove Livenmors BART commuters from Stantey Blvd
47.3 | end Pleasanton streets, as well as [-580. It would free up parking &t the existing Dublin-
Pleasantion station and is accessed easily from the freeway.

Residential land use is pot “Transit-Oriented Development” (TOD). A given site cal
hold many more automobiles (each with at least one transit rider) then dwelling units
47.4 (and their occupant/guest parking). Commuters can drive, carpool, bike, or bus from
& inuch further than they can walk, Ample parking greatly extends the service area of a
subyrban rail transit station. Surfece parking can be replaced by parking structures and
mid- 10 high-rise commercial more easily than can dense residential. Development at
o suburban rail stations should be oriented more 1o surface parking than o dwelling units,
W\ § 5
e Robert S, Allen
BART Director (1974-1988)
Retired, SP Engineering/Operallons
(925) 449-1387
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Letter 47 Robert Allen

47.1

47.2

47.3

47.4

For a discussion of the commentor’s proposals related to the one-station BART extension
and a future extension in the 1-580 median to east of Greenville Road, see Response 42.4.

An extension to a station at Isabel/Stanley would use an aerial alignment from its departure
from 1-580 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 EI 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.

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 1-580, 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.

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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Letler 48

223 Donner Avenue
Livermore, CA 94551-4240

9 Janunry 2010

BART Planning Department
Altn: Maleolm Quint

300 Lakeshore Drive

Oakland, CA 94612

Re  BART 1o Livermore DPEIR and TOD

n
As before, | back a modified Alternative 4 {Isabel/1-580). The mod would preserve a foctprint for future
extension in the 1-580 median (like Allernative 1), but to boyond Greenville Road. Fast of Greeaville, it would | 48.1
dive through the elevated 1-580 westbound fanes onto the old SP Tracy line roadbed. That extension could ven
well support 1wn stations - one near Vasca and an intermodal north of 1-580 — phus a yard and shop there. "

ACE;

A BART/ACE intermodal station riight betier be at Shinn, where BART crosses over ACE. With BART being
eutended to the Silicon Valley and the limited value of any connection (ACE runs thres trains each way every | 48.2
Day and BART Four trains every liour), there appeas 1o be [ittle justification for an intermodal. If there were
really any justification for such an intermodal, it would have been built at Shinn long ago

-

A better (and probably less cosily) way to serve the Ceniral Valley would be to extend BART over the
Altamont along the old SP and Altamont Pass Road to Mountain House, Tracy, Banta, Lathrop, and Manteca 48.3
Aoney planned for the tong tunnel and structures for a new ACE electrified line could well be better spent ui\
acha BART ling,) i
Moise: ¥
Moise from operating on tangenl at-grade track in the frecway median under my proposal would affect few
people. What BART noise exists would be masked by the freeway noise. (Wait a few minules on the
Dublin/Pleasanton station platform and you'll see what | mean! You can hardly hewr the speaker
announcements.) Noise from trains on aerial structures - cspecinlly wheel squeal on curves - would severely L

48.4

impact neighbors. We all know how deafening noise is on BART trains in tunnels.

Linches: "
Early DPX plans called for BART along the railroads through Pleasanton and Livermore. Pleasanton deciden,
decades ago that BART belonged along 1-580, where it lics today, An MTC grant let Livermare buy the
"Brickyard" for a downtown station, On Merch 10, 1986 the Livermare Cily Council voted 5-0"TO

SUPPORT A FREEWAY ORIENTATION FOR THE BART LINE". The city sold the Brickyard, with the 482
proceeds required to go to public transportstion. 1understand that that money helped BART fund purchase of
station and yard siles along the freeway corridor. For the intervening 26 years that city decision guided BART
planning, and major decisions have been made by both public agencies and the public at lnrge. i
Robert 8, Allen :
{925) 449-1387
BART Director (1974-1988
Retired, SP Engineering/Operations
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Letter 48 Robert Allen

48.1

48.2

48.3

48.4

48.5

See Response 42.4 of this document.

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.

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

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 1-580
would have fewer noise impacts on sensitive receptors.

BART currently owns property in the vicinity of 1-580/Isabel Avenue and north of 1-580 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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Lelter 49

P R Py PR TN FEM LS Fai ol

323 Donner Avenue

Livermore, CA 94551-4240

19 Janwary 2010
BART Planning Department

Al o, Qi '

300 Lakeshore Dri
Ouakland, CA 9461
Re BART 1o Litermore DPEIR and TOD "
A3 before, [ back a fnodified Altemative 4 (Isabel/1-580). The mod would preserve a footprint for future 49,1
extension in the I-580 median (like Allemnative 1), but to beyond Greenvillo Rond, East of Greenville, it would'

dive through tho el

ated I-580 westbound Janes onto the old SP Tracy line rondbed. That extension could ver,
well support two

ions - one near Viaseo and an intermodal north of 1-580 - plus & yard and shop thers,

]
1 aspecinlly oppose the Taabel/Stanley station alternatlve. "
* 1113 out of directi
* [t is far owt of dir
* The 5W quadrany
* bMuch of the NW
* Much of the NW
* The UP railroad
* The UP and expr
* Automobile acee
* Any ¥ or ¥ mile
* Residential land
¥ Public acoess fro

growth boundacy and Is quarried,
uadrant is outside the Livermora urbun growih boundary. See Figure 3.3-4, &
nd NE quadrants fall within the Livermore Airport Prolection Aree, 49.2

sted and circuitous.

By contrast, the [

Central Valley. ¢ is ample room for su perking - the ideal TOP for suburben rail stotions. (Dense, | 49 3
residentiol use js TODI) BART could mmli'i nearly tangent and gt grade in the freewsy median to
Greenville Road anfl onto the former SP, with minimal eacth or structure work, and with no wheel squeal un:k
noise masked b way trafllc, L 3
- o VoS ,(’l\k@‘\ o
Robert S, Allen :
(925) 449-1387
BART Director (1974-1988
Retired, SP Enginesring/Operations
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UL/ £0) 018 L3 2 YehadqulEs7 KEN GUNN PAGE 92

223 Donnear Avenue
Livermore, CA 94551
22 January 2010

Joan Chaplick) Prongim Manager
MIG

Re comment gard of January 21 Community Maeting at Livermore Shrine Center

Higtory
‘The Liveemors City Council on March 10, 1988, voted 5-0 to support a freeway orlentation for the BAR|
line, They solfd the 11-acra Brickyard that had badn bought with » transportation grant for a station sita
In downtown|Livermpre. BARY then bought the 53-acre Gandolfo property on Alrway Blvd, naar [sabel
for an |-580 Wast Llvermore statlon. The site was{many tirnes tha size of any other BART statlon site, but
for e naw Isabal/1-580 Intercharige into public ownership. BART also acquired land for
an East Liverrhore stption site near the truck Lcalds and for a traln yard near Greenville Road,

v the Altamont, through the Valley, and down Niles
Canyon. Its gantle glade was deslgned for frgight tralns, and ACE trains are {requently dalayad for UP
frelght. ACE b consifering a new line of Its awn with major High Speed Rall funding, Early studles shaw
that, though $horterl it will require lang 2nd gostly tunnels and a new alignment through Livermore snd
Pleasanton. With BART being extended to the Sllicon Valley, an obvlous alternative over the Altamont is)
to extend BART along the former SP beyond [Grednville Read toward Mountaln House, Tracy, Banta,
Lathrop, and Mantefa. This BART extenslon, with.an HSR intermodal at Manteca, would serve many
more people far better - and probably at lesg cost - than the new ACE line being considered.

Even If ACE ignoras the concept of replacingfts commute service with BART, the location of Its new line
would requird changing of ACE/BART Inter odal statlons. That decision should be made |ater — after
ACE decides bn its fdture, Thatis ane reason for extending BART now along 1-580 just to the 1sabel
Interchange.

tendirlg BART in a widened 1-5p0 median Just ta Isabel is about one third or less than the
cost through downtpwn, Almost no costly structiire or earth work Is raquirad, BART nolse s miaimal,
and mostly rfasked by nolse from the freewpy. -Right of way costs are minlmal, (I have ashed BART to
includa a BART footdrint to east of Greenville Rodd in thelr estimate.)
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A1/24/2819 23:32

jlels

residantial. Agattrac

replace portiohs of t: surface parking. Thard

will serve a muych lar

3254431387

{ons near the station de

£ community than Just

KEM GLUNN PRGE 93

Development rricntei to tronsit should max) L\I:e surlace parking near tha station and minlmize dense

Velop, land will bs availabla and parking structures can
will be na need to demallsh resldential uses. The station
he walkable araa. Untii pezsonal helicopters coms about,

the % and % méle clrcles are unrealistic for planning purposes.

Statlons
An Isabel/1-580 statig
station near the truck

n s In direction for near

y all Livermore BART users. | strongly suggest another

scales as was orlginally[pianned. This wotitd serve eastern Lvegmore's

emaloyment dentersiwall. Futther extensionjunder tiie etevated westbound 1550 Janas to the former I

3P roadbad, a

ACE Ihtermodal station, yard,'end shop would came sftar ACE decides on whather

Altamant rail $hould be commute or tronsit. Pperating costs for the statlans could be cut by designing

them for remgte sralJ’(Ing [R35).

by settlng plah linas.[Acqulring the proparty
ek innbs Just outside the axistih

heavy duty tr

xtension ta Livermore Iy

widening 1-580. Proparty acquisition and structura

oma ASAP, The City of Livermora has made a great stort|
omas next. | have suggesied that Caltrans plan new very|

§ truck lanes, rasurface the axisting truck lanes, and

convert the Idslde Iahes to median for BART, HOV [anes, atc, This might bring new funding from bonds

ors.

Form a five-cpunty rfll distrlct effectively merging BART and Caltrain. That woutd allow BART arouna the!

8ay, 1o Livermore, 8

would ralse about 5

entwood, Crockett, andlthe Golden Gate Bridge, as well a3 East Bay bullet trains.
pulagion and Inflation, & balaheed bond Issue like BART’s in 1962 {pald off a decade ago]
& hilllon. Let tha voters|decidel

Robert §, Allen

BART Director {1974-1988)
Retired SP Engineering/Opetatlons
(925) 449-1387
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B1/24/2010 29:32 9254491387 KEW GUNH PAGE €4
BART to Livermore Alternatives
Rapked by Cost
| Hewender RO
Cost, per DFEIR (000,000)
Alternative # Stations Route Construclion Total
Line 6 Line 11

4 1 Tsabel/1} 580 $§ 70 3 1,120
5 | Quarry 1,010 1,610
i 2 (‘necnvi{le Enst 1,980 2,920
2 2 Les Pos+as 2,080 3,280
3a 2 Railroad 2,080 3,380
3 2 Poriola 2,360 3,470
la 2 Downtopm via WP 2,450 3,610
b 2 Downtowwn via SP 2,530 3,650
28 2 Downtown/Vasco 2,390 3,800

broative 4.

the least costly alternalive,

bile earth or structural Work,

aat Wall”;

btion for all of Livermore;

hecessiblo for most of Livarmore

nceassible from travel porridors,

of Isabel,

tion near truck scales((close 10 both Vasco and Greenville),
o Central Valley alond former 8P and Altamont Pass Road;
Altamont Corridor plabs to BART at low cost.

intermodal statlon nofth of 1-580 east of Grecnvilte Rd.

R A~

BART Director (1974-1988)
(925) 4491387

9.?»"5 Dmmne\r Ave,

Lo AV o, A dA%SE AZAO
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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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uLs £ SOLE 430 54 WYL T KEM G PAGE 82
‘ i

| Letter 50

T

223 Donner Avenue
Uvermore, CA 94551
22 Janvary 2010

Inan Chaplick) Progrgm Manager
MIG

Re comment dard of lanuary 21 Community Maetng st Livermare Shrine Center
[ ]

, voted 5-0 to support a freeway orlentation for tha BAR)
ba#n bought with o transpartation grant for a station site
# S-aern Gandolfo praperty on Alrway Bhal. near sabel | 50.1
simany trmes the size of any other BART station site, but,

ﬂﬁeim publle ownership. BART slso acquired land for
talds and far a traln yard near Greenville Road.

&, BAAT then bought
rmode statfon, The sit

the Altarmant, through the Valley, and down Niles

ght trains, and ACE tralns are frequently delayed for UP
with major High Speed Rall funding, Early studies show
1y mnnels and a new allgnment through Uvermare and | 50.2

Canyon. Its gentle ghade was designed for
frefght. ACE
that, though ter it will raqudre lang and
Pleasanton.
to extand the former 5P bayond Brednville Read teward Mountaln House, Tracy, Banta,

statlons. That decision should be made [ater — after 0.3
for extend|ng BART naw along 1-580 just to the Isabel

|
B
Cost
The cost of & BART In 2 widened |-500 median Just to lzabel is sbout one third or Jess than the
cost throughldown . Almost no costly thre or earth work Is roquired. BART nolsais minimal, | 50 4

includa a Int to east of Greenvill Robd In thelr astimate.)
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d1/2d/2018  23: 12 9254531 387 WEH G PraE B3
| |
2. and minimice dense
Devalopment grientef to tronsit should madiize surface parking naar the statien g
cosidential, Aqattraclions naar the station dejelop, land will be avpilable and parking structures i 50.5
replace portiohs of the surface parking. Tharg wiil be o need to demdlish residential uses. The ::,.,m
will sarve a mdch larger community than Just the walkahle araa. Undl pesonsl hallcoptars come '
the % and % mile circles are unreskistic for plapning purposes. |
i1
Statlons
An lsabelfi-5 18 In direction for nearly all Livermore BART users. | strongly suggest anather

of the elevated wastoounsd =380 anas 1o the formar ! 0.6
nd shop would come after ACE dacidas onwhather
dabe commute or transit. Dperating costs for the statlans conld be cul by dasigning

scales 35 wat ﬂrrﬁmmg:mud. This would serve eastern Livermore's

[
| |
BART dntantlon to Livermore If widening 1-580. Praparty acquisition and struciure
inthe median should tgme ASAP, The City of Livermara has made & groat start]
Acauiring tha proparty fames next, | have suggested that Caltrans plan new very|
« just outsida the existing truck lanes, rosurface the axisting truck lanas, and
ide lahes to median far BART, MOV lanes, ote. This might Bring new furiding from bondy
s [ ]
n
Foem 2 five-chunty rpll distdet effectively marglng BART and Caltrain. That would allew BART arouns the'

Bay, to Livernpora, Blentwood, Crockett, and tha Golden Gate Bridge, nt well s Eost Bay bullet trains. 0.8
Adjusted for iation and [nflation, » balahead bond Issus Iike BART'S (a 1962 {pald off a decade ago)

50.7

would ralse about 516 biian. Lat tha votergdecidal
]
Robert 5. Allen
BART Director (1974-1968)
Netirad §P Enginesring/Operations
[925) 445-1387
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Blsras22la 23 3-'1 g2Eda41 337 KEM GLBN PAGE 04
i
BART to Livermore Alternatives
Rapked by Cost
W Hewendo, Roee
Cost, mgnrwm (000,000}
All.crmli-ulu il Siations Houte Construciion Total
Line & Line 11
4 1 Isabel/T{380 i TN L1220
5 I Quarry CoL00 1,610
1 2 Gfunvi{h Enst 1,980 2,920
2 2 Las PnsTns 2,080 3,280
Ja 2 Railroa 2,080 3,380
3 2 Portola 2,360 3,470
la 2 Downtopn via WP 2,450 3,610
1b 2 Deownlown via 5P 2,530 1,630
2a 2 Downtopm/Vasco 2,390 3,800
[ ]
roative 4

asily dxiended later lo Greesfvills via modified Alternative |

d [-580 median ot grade 1o cast of Greenville Road;

ea of Gresnville, iinneling under high I-580 westbound lanes;
jon near truck scalesi(close to both Vasco and Greonville);

nted th Central Valley along former SP and Altamont Pass Road;
ltamont Corridor plaps to BART at low cost.

TOD and intermodal statlon nofth of I-580 east of Greenvilie Rd. ]

RS

BART Director (1974-1988)
(925) 449-1387

A Donnar s,
Livaveiswa, L HASS.Az40
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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, la, and 1b). These cost estimates do
not include a station north of 1-580 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
1-580.

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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1/26/2008 23:24 9254491387 , KEM GUMN PaGE 81
M e b Qv
M o et u'hil'
T oo g e o L ‘..-_'). 223 Donner Avanua
[ . Livermove, CA 94551
G 26 January 2010
BART Board of
Re  BART to {ivermdre DPEIR n
The comment pefiod fof this DPEIR closed at 5 pm Sanuary 21. Lass than two hours later the Clty of Uvermarg 51.1
hetd an extende unity Meeting" on the project. It |5 apparently too late to submit commants for the
OPEIR, but you will be vpting on the program, aifd | hope you will consider: -
L
History : -
BART for many ybars plinnad to follow the rallrdads through downtown Livermara. Naarly 25 years ago = 0w
March 10, 1986 {the Usermara City Council 5-0 Instead “ta suppert a freeway orlertation for the BART
ilna”. They seid {ne 11-jere Brickyard that had Baen bought with a transportation grant for a station site In 51.2
downtown Livarmore. SART then bought the S3-acra Gandolfo praparty an Alrway Bivd, near isabel for an 1-580
Wast Livermora ftatlon| (Tha site was many times the siee of any othar BART station site, but It krought land fe
the new lmbal/| rehange Into public owpership.} BART slso acquirad lend for an East Livermare shation
site naar the tr and for @ trafn yard Greanville Road. Celtrans has spant lerge sums on
Interchenges m m compatible with In the median, The diels cast. u
Altamont Rail Ly
ACE now runs arly WP} tracks aver the Altamont, through the Valloy, and down Niles Canyon. Its
gentle grade wa for frelght tralng, and ACE tralns sre frequently delayed for UP frelght. ACEls
considering a its own with major High Speed Rell funding. The new line would lkely require fong and
costly tunnals and & new alignmaent through LI ofa and Pleatanton.
Just aa BART Is axtended to the Sliican Vallay, sxtending BART aver the Altamont ta tha Cantral Vallay
mékes more sante thanbullding o naw ACE Probably at bess cost, the BART line would serve many maore
poople lar bett rabullt ACE line and transferin Livermore, Money planned for ACE could extend
BART slong the fhrmer $7 beyond Graenvitle Ropd toward Mountaln House, Tracy, Banta, Lathrop, and an HSR 313
Interface in Manbecs,
Even If ACE lgnofes the boncept of replacing Its sammute service with BART, relocating Its [ino would requira
ehanging of ACE{RART Intermadal stations. Thatdedsion should ba made later — after ACE dacidas on Its future.
Pending an ACE Jaclslon, axtendlng BART one station along 1-580 just to the isabel Interchange makes more
sanse, y |
ot :
The cost of exteqding BART In a widened 1580 |B|:1m]ug to lsabel Is sbout one third or less the cost thraugh 51.4
downtown, Almpbit aa $astly structure of earth work is required. BART nolse Is minimal {with no curve squeal or
v
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| ]
strycture reverbdrotion) and mostly masked by freeway nolse, Right of way costs are minimal (| have asked .ﬁ 1.4
BART to Include d PART [ootprint 1o east of Gre & Road tn thair astimate,) i cont.
il i L
Develapment orlgnted tp transit should maximi :u\"l‘aw parking near tha station and minimize densa
residential, As atbractiohs near the station Innd will then be avallatie and parking structures can 515
raplaca partlans §f the furface parking. Thara will be no need to demolish raside fvlal uses, Ghen enough 5
parking, such a ¢ Hanir‘:ﬂrw a mueh largar cpmnjunity than Just the walkabls area, Untllpersonal
helicopters arrivg, the and ¥ mile clrcles ara u realistic and misleading planning linas. .
Stolluns i n
An lsabe!f1:580 station If In direction for nearly g1l Liermore BART usars, | strongly suggest another station n_éir
the truck scales & was driginally planned. This would serve eastern Lvermord’s employmant centers well. 5%
Furthar axtension unded the elavatad westbount 1-580 lanes to tha farmar 59 roadbed, an ACE ntarmedal 1.
station, yard, end shop auld come after ACE ddcide} on whethar Altamont roll should ba ACE [commute] ar
BART (transit). Oparatitlg costs for the stations dould be cut by designing tham for ramate sxalfing (RS5). .
B
1-580 widaning ;
Critical 1o any aetdnsion te Lvermara s widening 1-580, Property scquisition and structure designs
allawing BART Infthe mddian should come ASAP| Tha City of Livarmere has made a graat start by setting plan : 17
lines. Acquiring the proferty comes next, | have sugdested that Caltrans plan new very heavy duty truck lanes|
Just outsida the fuisting{truck lones, rasurface tha existing truck lanas for sutomobiles, and convert the lnside
lunes to median for BART, HOV tanas, ste. This nplghtibring new funding from bends votad for truck corridors. &
L]
Goyarnance i
| strongly urge the legisisture to farm a five-coupty rell district alfectively merging Uhe BART and Caltraln
counties, Thatviould aljow BART arcund the Baly, to/Livermore, Brentwood, Crockett, and the Golden Gate 51.8
Bridga, o well a{ East By bullat tralns, Adjusted for population and Inflatien, a balanced bond issus ke BART
tn 1962 (paid off s decadle ago) would raise a $15 hilllon. Let the voters decidel
ot
" Robert S, Allen
BART Director (16974-1988)
Retired SP Englneering/Cperalions
(925) 449-1347
Co MTC
ACE
Caltrens Dlstric) 4
CA HSRA
LUivarrrate City founcil
i:a.lmlnr
1
BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-289

June 2010



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

PAGE 83

Bl/26/2018 23:24 G254491387 . KEH GUMH
BART to L Ve}murn Alternatives
R by Cont
Cost, per DPEIR (000,000)
Alternatiya # | Stations Route Construction Total
Line 6 Line 11

4 i Tsabel/Tk580 s 120 5 1,120
5 1 Quarry 1,010 1,610
1 2 Groenville Bast 1,980 2,920
2 2 Las PorI:l : 2,080 3,280
Ja 2 Rallroad - 2,080 1,380
3 2 Portola 2,360 1470
2 Downtopm vie WP 2,450 3,610
via 8P 2,530 3,650
(L) 2,350 1,800

to east of Greenville Road;
nneling under high I-580 westbound lanes;
cloks to both Vasco and Greeaville);

R e ——

BART Director (1974-1988)
(925) 449-1387
ALD Commer MAue.

e aeun g e, A D485 4240
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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 1-580 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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The comment peflad for this DPEIR closed at 5 pi Janusty 21. Lass then Lwo hours [ster the Clty of Uvermarg 52.1
hetd an extende unity Meeting" on the project. It |5 apparently too late to submit commants for the
OPEIR, but you will be vpting on the program, aifd | hope you will consider: -
History : »
BART for many ybars plinnad to follow the rallrdads through downtown Livermara. Naarly 25 years ago = 0w
March 10, 1986 {the Usermara City Council 5-0 Instead “ta suppert a freeway orlertation for the BART
Hine®. Thiy sald (e 11-here Brickyard that had Been bought with a transportation grant far & station site In 532
downtown Liver AT then bought the 53 acre Gandolfo praperty on Alrway Bivd, near Isabel for an 1580

Wast Livermore gtatlon
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site naar the tr
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considering a
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Even If ACE ignofes the
changing of ACERART |
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rabullt ACE line and

toncept of replacing Its

y, axtending BART one

the slze of any othar BART station site, but [t brought [and fe
rehange Into public owpership.} BART slso acquirad lend for an East Livermare shation
Greanville Roed. Caltrans has spant large sums on

I the median, The dlels cast. [ |

Altament, through the Valley, and down Niles Canyon. ts
ACE tralns are frequently delayed for UP freight. ACE ls

speed Rl funding. The new line would Tkely require long and
ora and Fleatonton.

, axtanding BART over the Altamont to tha Cantral Vallay
Probably st less cost, the BART line would serve many more 52.3
transferin Livermore, Money planned for ACE could extend
P beyond Graenville Robd toward Mountaln House, Tracy, Banta, Lathrop, snd an HSR

mube service with BART, relocating ts ing would requira
htermadsl stations, That decision should be made later —after ACE daddas on Its futurs.
on along 1-580 just to the isabel Interchange makes mare

| |
Sost “
The cost of exterjding BART In a widened 1-580 median Just to lsabel Is about one third or bess the cost through Z.4
downtown, Almpit na y structure of unhlnmh is required, BART nolse is minima! {with no curve squeal or
v
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52.4
strycture reverbdrotion) and mostly masked by freeway nolse, Right of way costs are minimal (| have asked cont.
BART to Include d PART [ootprint 1o east of Gre & Road tn thair astimate,)

| ]
il n
Devalopment orlgnted tp transit should maximi iui‘l'uu parking near tha station and minimize densa
residential, As atbractiohs near the station innd will then be avallatie and parking structures can
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raplaca partlans quia‘lue parking. Thara will bd rio need to demolish reside rinlad uses, Ghven enough 52.5
I
and ¥ mile circles ara ufiranistic and misleading planning linas.

|
Stodunt { |
An lsabe!f1:580 station If In direction for nearly g1l Liermore BART usars, | strongly suggest -mmmaunnn_*’ar
the truck scales & was driginally planned. This would serve eastern Lvermord’s employmant centers well. 0.6

the elovated westbountl -580 lanes to the farmer 50 roadbed, an ACE Intarmodal

uld come after ACE ddclde} on whether Altamont roll should be ACE {commute) or
costs for the stations dauld be cut by designing tham for ramote sralfing [RS5). -
: | |
1-580 vridaning
Crithcal 1o any
allowing BART

aetdnsion te Lvermara s widening 1-580, Property scquisition and structure designs
& mddian should come ASAR| Tha City of Livarmere has made a graat start by setting plan

fires. Acquiring the progerty comes next, | navejsuggastad that Caltrans plan new very heavy duty truck lanes: aq
Just outsida the fuisting{truck lones, rasurface tha existing truck lanas for sutomobiles, and convert the lnside
lnnes o median for BART, HOV tanas, atc. This nilghtbring new funding from bonds voted for truch corridors.
|
Goyarnance i | |
| strongly urge the legisisture to farm a five-coupty rell district alfectively merging Uhe BART and Caltraln
countias. Thatviould allow BART arcund the Bal, toiLivermore, Brentwood, Crockett, and the Gelden Gate 98
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tn 1962 (paid off s decadle ago) would raise a $15 hilllon. Let the voters decidel
| |
" Robert S, Allen
BART Director (16974-1988)
Retired SP Englneering/Cperalions
(925) 449-1347
Co MTC
ACE
Caltrens Dlstric) 4
CA HSRA
LUivarrrate City founcil
i:a.lmlnr
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PAGE 83

Bl/26/2018 23:24 G254491387 . KEH GUMH
BART to L Ve}murn Alternatives
R by Cont
Cost, per DPEIR (000,000)
Alternatiya # | Stations Route Construction Total
Line 6 Line 11

4 i Tsabel/Tk580 s 120 5 1,120
5 1 Quarry 1,010 1,610
1 2 Groenville Bast 1,980 2,920
2 2 Las PorI:l : 2,080 3,280
Ja 2 Rallroad - 2,080 1,380
3 2 Portola 2,360 1470
2 Downtopm vie WP 2,450 3,610
via 8P 2,530 3,650
(L) 2,350 1,800

to east of Greenville Road;
nneling under high I-580 westbound lanes;
cloks to both Vasco and Greeaville);

R e ——

BART Director (1974-1988)
(925) 449-1387
ALD Commer MAue.

e aeun g e, A D485 4240
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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 1-580 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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Page 1 of 4 [ Letter 533 |
From:
Ed Alley
125 Trevamo Rd.
Livermore, CA 94551
To the BART EIR commitee: Dec. 16, 2000 '
| would like to address two areas that [ believe are
important to the environmental empact of BART to Livermore.
First, however, | would like to point out an out-of-date
feature on the maps that show the area around the Portola
Maintenance Yard, 33l

A Map Correction:
Refer to fig 2-14 (The Portola Maintenance Yard):

The Hexel plant is shown in map 2-14. It is on the south side
of the UP wracks from the Mines Rd. overpass west to just past "
Trevarno Rd. The Hexel plant has been demolished by a developer B
(Worthbrook Homes). In the future they plan to erect medium (o
high-end homes on that property. Therefore, the UP tracks will
he bordered on the south side by homes from Mines Rd. westerly
to the First St. overpass a distance of approximately 0.7 miles. 532

My two areas of concern are fivst: the impact of the Maintenance
Yards on homes and business; and then, the impact of a downtown ™
station on parking in Livermore. | believe that street parking
is an environmental issoe that can effect business as well as
the quality of life for homeowners, e

33.3
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Page 2 0f 4 Letter from Ed Alley
The Impact of Maintenance Yards:

Of the nine alternative alignments proposed, three alignments
(1, la, Ib) include a Maintenance Yard near Greenville Rd.; two
alignments (2, 2a) include a Maintenance Yard near Vasco Rd;
two of the alignments (3, 3a) include a Maintenance yard
at the end of Portola near the UP tracks and Mines Rd.

According to sec 3.10 (Noise and Vibration) a Maintenance
Yard has the potential of generating noise levels that can
be significant. I also believe that there will be a sigmificant
level of night lighting associated with these yards. Continuous
night lighting will significantly affect the quality of life 53.5
for homes in the immediate area.

According to the report 3.10 sec NO-2, alternatives 3 and 3a "
{the Portola and Railroad alternatives) represent the greatest
potential for exceeding acceptable noise levels. Followed by
this are the alternatives 1 , la, and 1b (the Greenville East, 53.6
Downtown Greenville East, and Downtown Greenville East via SPRR)
that represent the next in the severity of the impact of noise.

The Vasco Maintenance Yard which is used in alternatives 2 and 2a
{Las Positas, Downlown-Vasco) represents the least intrusive
as far as the impact of noise on homeowners, e

[ would like to emphasize that the Portola Maintenance Yard r
would represent a terrible choice for the location of a Yard,
Its placement would affect a long line of homes directly
to the south of the UP railroad from the First St bridge
west to Mines Rd. a distance of over 0.7 miles. In addition
the Trevarno Rd., historie district would be greatly affected
since the yard would be directly adjacent to this Cultural
Resource, (Cultural Resources 3.6 sec CR-1 alternatives 3
and 3a). Also, there are many businesses along First St
from the First 5t. bridge to Trevarno Rd. which would be
closed. 1 have personally counted over 70 businesses along this
corridor together with 7 homes. The distruction of the corridor
would adversely aflect the economy of Livermore because of
the many jobs that would be lost. (Taking an average of
5-6 employees per business that would be apporximately 33.8
400 jobs lost to Livermore. Another adverse effect on
the cconomy of Livermore would be the loss of tax revenue
from these businesses because BART is a government agency
that does not pay taxes to the cities in which it ownes land.

53.7
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Page 3of 4  Letter from Ed Alley

The Greenville Maintenance Yard map (fig 2-5) shows that

dhere is the potential of significant noise and light levels

near homes boardering on the west side of Laughlin Rd. Accord-

ing to the map, there does not seem to be any impact on
business in the area where the Maintenance Yard would be
located.

I would say that if BART wants a Maintenance Yard, then
the Vasco Yard would be the best choice as far the the
impact of noise and light on homeowners is concerned.
There is the question of lost jobs and tax revenue from
the businesses that would be closed in that area since
what is shown on the map (fig 2-11) are a number of large
buildings that would be demolished to make space for the
yard.

The most favorable alignment with a Maintenance Yard
would be the Las Positas alignment (alternative 2)
with the Vasco Maintenance Yard. The Las Positas
alignment would be slightly more expensive than
Greenville-East (aliernative 1) but would have the
least environmental impact. According to the table
in the summary (fig 5-3) the predicted new ridership
would be 29 800. This is less than the Greenville-East
new ridership of 31,700. The Greenville-East cost
is projected to be 2,92 billion while the Las Positas
alignmment is projected to cost 3.28 billion. In ad-
dition, the Greenville Maintenance Yard is much larger
{119 acres) vs. either the Portola Yard (47 acres) or
the Vasco Yard (52 acres). If the goal is to increase
ridership and have a Maintenance Yard, then the
Greenville-East aligmnent is the one to chose. However,
the cost of the Greenville-East alignment coold go up if
mitigation measures are taken to reduce the noise
and the light levels that would affect the homes on
the west side of Laughlin Rd.

33.9

53.10

33.11

53.12
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aged of 4 Letter from Ed Alley
The Impact of the Downtown Station:

I think that a downtown station in Livermore would
be an environmental disaster. It would turn Livermore
into a BART parking lot. There is precedence for
this: During the week between Monday and Friday
the Trader Joes parking lot in Pleasanton (just off
of Highway 580 on Santa Rita Rd.) is always full.
When investigated it is found that overtlow from
the BART parking lot finds its way there (and many
other business parking lots in the area). This is net
just overflow parking but it seems that people also
arrange 1o drop their cars at these Jots and then
meet in a carpool (o take only one car to the
BART station; the car with a parking permit. This
saves on parking fees.

This would also happen in Livermore, even if there
were a large parking lot at Greenville or Vasco Rds.
because these large lots always fill up during commute
days. People will then find other places to park and the
Livermore neighborhoods will be the places that they
will find. Law enforcement would ignore this issue as
they ignore the issue in Pleasanton; Trader Joes cannot
get the Pleasanton Police to act {(other than a minor
parking citation), so the overflow continues and the
businesses suffer. Becanse of the carpool strategy,
Livermore will stil] suffer from the Trader Joe parking
lot problem even with no downtown station.

Ed Alley

125 Trevarno Rd,
Livermore, CA 94551
phone: {925) 447-9607
email: edalley @covad.nel

33.13

53.14
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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,* development of the Hexcel property is occurring in
three phases. Phase | of the project, consisting of 45 residential units along the southern
edge of the Hexcel property, has been constructed. Phase | 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 | was
included in the Land Use analysis in Section 3.3, Land Use, of the Draft Program EIR.

Phase Il of the Hexcel development plan involves the construction of 11 units at the
western edge of the Hexcel site. Although the Phase Il 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 111 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 Ill 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 Il 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 11 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

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

DC&E. May 13, 2010.
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53.3

53.4

53.5

53.6

53.7

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 Ill 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.

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.

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.

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).

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.

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 1-580 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 VVasco 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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53.13

53.14

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.

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).

Please refer to Response 53.13 of this document.
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|  Letter 54 |

BART to Livermore Extension Program
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)
Public Hearing, November 18, 2009

Comments
Please complete this form with your comments andior questions concerning the Dralt PEIR of the BART to
Livermaore Extension. (Name and conlact information optional.) Hfjﬁﬁ' h4
Mame (please print); J"jfeefufé- Hi"&ff Organizatlon/Business: f Fevirne District Hj’_{"_‘_
Address: (28 Trevesne Rl City: Al Vergepre.  State: €% Zip: @US Y
Phone:  §2¢ YY¥7-fLe7 Email_mellak® covad. net
COMMENTS / QUESTIONS:
- ] B - n
btbet s ratons! for 4 Statew. o
Portols, _auwd Fist  Street  ( Vgsco, Reilvwed, |
—aud Porteis  plasc)? _
T hat  Stahoe jm  MNeT walle g of s ofase e
) ole wnf"wn__’ e The Fwe labs,  #nor I
the ACE Shaber! v el gemewhe | "
o  Frafhe e A resicecetial  aves. wifl | T
litlte, & neo (o lling  Frnflic . - T heeds
 HaThiey o walll e ..
= — o [ |
= A =aanv e tiveremers enwion Provam.
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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, 1lb, 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 |
] To info@bantofvermons org
1171242009 01:11 AM e
b

Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermone Submit Comments Fags

Balow is the result of vour feedback form. It was submitted by
{} on Thursday, November 19, 2009 at 02:11:18

B First Mame: Melanle
Last_Name: Alley

Email: melolark@covad.net

Mossage:
My comment is in reference to the station located at the end of Portola for
the three proposed alignments known as Portola, Rallread, and Vasco. In

studying the graphics at the November

17th moeting, it appears that the map propertions are incorrect. That stacion
i=s considered downtown, ©o service the downtown theaters, shopplng, wle. The
distance from the station to

downtown {First Street and Liversore intersection) is precisely 1.1 miles.
That ls not walking

distance for most people. That 1,Ilmile route is petuslly an unsafe walk
over an overpass and

dangercusly close to high speed traffie. The station is guestien is nelther
walking distance to the two Livermore labs nor the ACE station as well., 1 am
hard pressed to understand the placement of

551 that station, therefore, as it seems like a park and ride locatlon in a mixed
rezidential and light

industry area, generating & lot of sar traffic for homepwners. It would seem
thakt any alignment cthat comes "into town" should be adjecent te the ACE
atation / theater area.

Preferably, the Isabal and / or Greenville alignments will prevail, ag they
saem Lo be most cost
eifective and least disruptive to our community.

Submit: Submit

B N e e L

RRMOTE ADDR: 69.3.185.233
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; 0; PPC Mac 0S X 10_4_11; en)
B AppleWebXIt/s31.9 (KHTML, like Gecko) Version/4.0.3 Safari/531.9
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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 |

6105 Vivian Dr January 18, 2010
Livermaore, CA 94550

phaonline/comeast.net

BART Planning Department
300 Lakeside Drive
Ouklund, CA 94612

Re: Public comment on the BART Lo Livermore program

Drear Mr. Quini,

1 am wriling this letter to take the opportunity 1o comment an the drall PEIR for the BART 10

Livermore Extension. [ understand that comments from the public are most useful if they

targeted to the PEIR, which [ will do. However, | wanted to voice our opinion for the preferred
B aligrunents. In essence, we oppose any alignment option that utilizes the Union Pacific or
Southern Pacilic Railroad right-of-way east of the First Street overpass. In addition, we arc
strongly opposed 1o 8 Vasco Rd. station. We currently reside very close to where the $16 noise
monitoring station was installed, as described in Table 3.10-1.  As you may expect, our concerns
include an increase in the noise level, loss of property value, inereased crime, the visval blight of
36.1 4% foot, 3,775-space garage, and the increased traffic congestion on both Vasco Road and
Cireenville Road that this parking structure would bring. Several years ago, we moved less than 2
miles from our previous house because during commute hours, driving the 3 miles on Vasco Rd
betwesn Scenic and Patterson Pass took 25 minules. Finally, the transit-oriented development
planned for this area would ruin the cominuity of single-family residences in one of the few
remaining neighberhoods in the area that feature mid-sized homes on quarter acre lots We
believe that the best passible alignment would be Alternative 1 via 1-580, with connection to ACE
at the Greenville East station. 1 transit-oriented development is required to secure funding, we
believe that the Livermore residents and their eity coungil would approve the movement of the
urban growth boundary to allow construction to occur near the Greenville station,

The specific issue within the PEIR | would like to address is the projected ridership for the
alternatives that include the Vasco Rd station. 1t secms that from many comments made in the
PEIR and the various public meetings, much of this projection is made based on the fact that the
Vasco Road station would be located near “five of the City of Livermore's Jargest employers™
(page 3.4-7). The implication here is that employees of these companies would wtilize BART Lo
commute 1o work. We believe this is not a valid assumption. To illustrate, we have obtained a
residency analysis from the public affairs office of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory of
the employees there. OF the 6,421 people employed (which is significantly lower than the 8,750
56,2 people shown in Table 3.4-3 because of a 2007 lay-off), only 1,112 people live in citics that are
currenily served by BART. Of these people, [ suspect only a small fraction would utilize BART
due to proximily of stations to their homes and because their drive to Livermare is in the counter-
commute direetien. 17 ridership projections for the Vasco Road station are based on the number
af peapte that work at LLNL, Sandia and similar employers, | strongly encourage you to contact
these employers directly to obtain a residency analysis to aid in accurately projecting ridership.

nk you ﬁn:_;uur consideration,
-1 - o e
_J"L.um-.ll p(- f’-i FEREE L Ay
_"‘E.H‘LI:IL f}mufu‘?\..- =T

James and Karla Arn'lstmnlg
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Letter 56 James and Karla Armstrong

56.1

56.2

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.

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 To “info@barolivermone.ong” <info@bantolvermone. org=
<hbabbwaxie com= o
1173072009 12:08 PM e

Subject Acronyms

History: &% This message has been forwarded.

Is there a table defining all the acronyms used in the "Bart 1o Livermore Extension - Draft
57.1 Program EIR" dated 11/6/20097
eg. "TOD" elc

Regards,

Harry Babb

W P Corporate Operations & IT
9353 Waxie Way

San Diego, CA 92123

Off 858.202.8111 x 840

Fax 619.374.7070

The inbormatian in this e-mail s confidantial and may also be privileged. It is for the exclisime usa of the intended recipieni(s). I you
ara not the intended recipientis), pleasa pote (hal ary distibution, disclosure, copying of use of this communication ar the
infesmatian in It is sbicty prohit@ed and may be unlaedul, 1f you have received Ihis communication in erar, please nolify the sander
Immaediataly and than destroy any copses of IL This disclairnar & sulomalically appended fo every e-mail leaving lhe Wania
roelaori.
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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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[ Tetter58 |

0 To infof@bartiolvermons.og
12/19/2008 12:37 PM e
boc

Subject Inquiy from the BART to Livermore Submil Comments Page

Relow is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
{} on Saturday, December 13, 2009 ac 13:37:52

First_Wame: Jonathan
Last_Mame: Bair
Email: j#jonathanbair.com

Mossage: What will the impact of increased riders from Livermore be on the 58.1
already near-capacity Transbay Tube? When the Bay Bridge was closed, many

trains wouldn't let people on at West Qakland. Would sorvice be degraded in

HWest Qakland because of more riders from Livermore?

Without bathzooms on the trains or in most stations, what will the public 58.2
health impacts of a very long train ride be? How long dees BART think it's
reascnable to put people on a train without a bathroom?

What would the ridership increase be for Livermore versus an infill statlom s
East Qakland?

583
The ridership projections show that almost a guarter of the population of
Livermore would ride the train. Why would Livemore have the highest transit
mode-share of any comparable city? -

Considering that on average DART extensions only produce half of the projecredi
riders, how are you adjusting your rildership projection methodology to be more| 58.4
accurate? What sort of obligation does BART have to the public to ensure
ridership projections are accurate? ]

[ |

Transit investwents ln CA are supposed to be linked to hoosing projection.
Livermore has a housing construction cap. Even housing development acound a
now atation would be much smaller in gquantity tham housing development in

other parts of the BART area. llow can we reward suburbs that refuse te build 58.5
their fair share of housing? How does thiz mesh with state mandates for smack
growth?

wWould building a BART station in an outer suburb encourage sprawl? What are

the covironmental impacts of RART-induced sprawl? ]

Why is Livermore in line for a station and Alameda is mot? More people live e
Alameda, it's denser, it has a much higher transit mede-share already, and 38.6
it's planoing to build thousands of units of houwsing. How is Livermore

justified from a ridership perspectlve? |

BART requires a higher per-rider subsidy than Altamont Commuter Expross. What . 5% 7
iz the financlal impact of encouraging pecple to transfer from the ACE to
BART? How mueh more would ACE riders have to pay [or their yearly commute? "

Will you seek tho permission of local jurisdictions along the BART route? 58.8
Specifically, the Oakland City Council and Alameda County Board of Supervisors

BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-312
June 2010



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

58.8

comnt.
should have a szay.
This project should seek the input of the ACTIA bike/ped advisory committee. 38.9
Will you do so? Why or why not?
#hat is the impact of buildipg a Livermore extension on BART's financial 538.10
capscity to replace its aging train cars, or build infill stations?
What would be the relative subsidy te riders in Livermore versus riders in 58.11
Oakland? How is that justifled from an envirommental or equilby perspective?

58.12

What are alternative uses of these Ffunds that would better serve low-1lnco=e
communities? Has BART completed a Title VI analysis for this extonsion?

BART ¢xtensions have a financial and gperational impact on the core system. N

What outreach are you planning to discuss this extension in other parts of the| 58.13
BART area? Also, what are the financial and operation impacts of this
sxtension on the rest of the system? ||

BART has ceecently been plagued with delays due bto eguipment malfunctions, 'y
particularly in Hayward and downtown Qakland. What is BART's on-time record 58.14
For the last five years? Hew will building an extension to Livermore impact

BART's on-time record? How will the Livermore extension- funct ion without BART
making upgrades te ensure that equipment problems don't cont ipua? n

Is BART planning to buy more trains for the Livermore extension? Hire mare .53 15
opecatora? If so, what are the [inancial impacts of that for the BART system? i
1f not, how mich will extending the existing trains out to Livermore raduce
service for the rest of the system? :
fow much electrical power will the extension to Livermore consume? What is 58.16
BART's energy profile? How mech additional CO2 emigsions and other pollutants J
will be emitted because of thlis extensien?

|
Submit: Submit
REMOTE_ADDR: 64.142.24.117
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 [Macintosh; U; Intel Mac O3 ¥ 10_5 B; en-U5)
hppleWebKit/532,5 (KHTML, like Geckel Chrome/4.0.249.30 Safarif232.5
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Letter 58 Jonathan Bair

58.1

58.2

58.3

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).

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.

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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58.4

58.5

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.

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

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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58.6

58.7

58.8

to encourage increased land use densities and provide an alternative to the automobile,
which is the single biggest factor in encouraging sprawl.

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.

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.

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
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58.10

58.11

58.12

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.

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.

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.

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.

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 ElI 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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58.13

58.14

58.15

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.

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.

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.

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.
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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 |
1] To infogbatolvermora.ong
12 E009 12:57 M ot
bee

Subject Inguiry from tha BART lo Livarmore Submil Commants Page

Below is the rasult of your feedback form. It was submitted by
{} on Saturday, December 1%, 2009 at 13:57:22

First_Name: Jonathan
Last Name: Bair
Email: j@jenathanbair.com

Hessage: What is BART's on-time record for the last ten years? I want the raw
data from this entire period.

What i= the difference between projected and actual ridership for the last 59.2
three BART extensions?

What are BART's long-term liabilities? Please include capital needs. How are | 503
those planned to be funded? How will those long-term liabilities be impacted
by a Livermore extension?

59.4

How will housing prices in Livermore be impacted by new stations? :
How many housing units, exactly, would Livermore have to build in order to 59.5
make their stations viable, and why? Please compare the amount of hau?.inq in a .
mile radius of the proposed Livermore statfien with the amount of housing
within a mile radius of stations in San Francisco and Cakland.

- A
Why isn't BART seeking a vote of its district to fund this extension? Ij9

Submit: Submit

REMOTE_ADDE: 64,142.24.117
HTTP USER AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Hac 05 ¥ 10_5 B; en-D5)
BpplewebKit/532.5 (KHTML, like Gecka] Chromo/d.0.249.30 Safarif532.5
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Letter 59 Jonathan Bair

59.1

59.2

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.

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:

e 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.

e  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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59.3

59.4

59.5

e  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.

e  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.

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.

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.

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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59.6

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.

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 |

BRREE vo Livermone €xvension PRoaram
Drar Procram €nvimonmensar Imrac Rerom: (PEIR)
Name: Bos Bauzer Onganzavion: Friemos of Livenmore AopRess:
94y €1 Cammno Cny; Lovenmone Svare: CR Tip: 94550 Pxone: (925) Y4T-
8901 £mait: BopBanzer@comeast.net

The Draft PEIR does not address the “Mix & Mateh” hybrid route which would blend
Alternative 2A: Downtown-Vasco with Alternative 3; Portola. This route would proceed
from the Dublin/Pleasanton station down the freeway to the Portola overcrossing at
which point it would proceed underground down Portola and Junction Avenues lo a
subway station downlown making an intermodal connection with the ACE train. Tt
would then emerge in the Unien Pacific right of way and procecd al grade to the Yaseo
Road ACE station where it would form a second intermodal connection. Both of these
sites have high Transit Oriented Development (TOD) potential as well as intermodal
conneclion and thus project the highest economic benefit of the station pairs. ln your
Henefits T'able this station pair ranked first in all categories except Increased BART
Ridership where it trailed Alternative 1: Greenville East by an insignificant 100 riders.,
The proposed Vasco Yard requires acquisition of existing businesses, but the yard could
be located east of Greenville Rd. at a much lower cosl. (Hstimated savings: ~$300
million.)

601 The big advantage of the Portola Underground/Drowntown/Vasco Route is that it avaids

most of the pitfalls of the other routes. It avoids the problems of the *Quarry™ routes (14,
Ib, 28, 3a and 5). These routes have met with uniform resistance from Pleasanton and
Livermare residents because of noise and vibration along the Stanley Boulevard corridor
and downtown as well as the visval blight of an elevated structure through the planned
Staples Ranch development in Pleasanton and the fiture Chain of Lakes recreation area
in the prescnt quarry Jand. The freeway stations: Isabel/I-580 and Greenville Enst have
several problems. Isabel/l-580 cannot have an ACE connection. The Greenville Yard
would wipe out critical habitat for Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp and other sensitive species.
Neither has room within the Urban Growth Boundary {UGB) to sccommodate Transit
Oriented Development (TOD). The UGB (adopted in Dec. 2002) can only be allered by
the voters of Livermore who upheld it by a margin of 72% 1o 28% in 2005 when
Weyerhacuser/Pardee Homes offered a cornucopia of enticements to allow a larze urban
development in the Morth Livermore Valley. High-density urban development at either
of these locations would be greenfield urban sprawl, the opposite of what TOD is meant
to be. Therefore, any option that includes either of these stations is unacceplable
(Alternatives 1, 2, 3 & 4). In addition, Alternative 3 places a rail-yard next to an historic
district and option 5 has no space for TOD,

NOTE: This written comment supersedes my verbal comments at your public hearings.
|
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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 1-580 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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[ Letter61 |

0 To infogbartolivarmaons.org
252000 10:40 AM ]
beo

Subjecl Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submil Commants Pago

Below is tha result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
{} on Wednesday, MNovember 2%, 2009 at 11:40:34

First_Hame: Priya

Last _Hamec: Basu

Email: basul@linl.gov

Message: Please don't put BART in my neighborhood.

I live on Bluebird St., in Livermore, a few blocks from the existing railroad
tracks that the proposed Downtown Greenville, Downtown Vasco and
Railroad routes BANT would be using.

When I =eved to this neighborhood 10 years ago, I would occasionally hear a

traip on the tracks in the summer when the windows of my home were open. Since

the sound wall behind Heritage Estates on Stanley was put in, [ can hear

several trains pass evary day, windows open or not. 61.1

1 believe that adding BART trains to this route would double or triple the
noise I currently hear inszide my home.

Please select the propesed routes that are aligned along I-5B0 and save my
neighborhood from incrcased noise pollution.

Thank you,
Priya Basu

Submit: Submit

REMOTE ADDR: 128.11%.27.10

H‘I‘TE"_"LJEE.H_RGE‘.NT'. Mozilla/i.0 [compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windews NT 5.1: GTB6; .MET
CLE 1.1.4322; .MET CLR 2.0,50727; .MET CLR 3.0.04506.30: .MET CLR
31,0,04506.648; NET CLR 3.5.21022; InfoPath.2)
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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 1-580. 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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[ Tetter6z |

Lavry Bangér To info@bamolvenmore.org
<berger227@gmail come gc larry berger <berger?2T@gmeail coms
121872000 10:40 AM hec

Suhject questions about Ban 1o Livermdrs

My name is Larry Berger and I live on Trevarno Rd, in Livermore and I
have a few gquesticns regarding, Alternative 3 and 3a, or any proposal
that woule include the 47-acre Portola/Railread Yard.

62.1 1) 1 do not find in your EIR the impact on Historic Trevarno Rd homes,
: that aro rorth = east and adjacent to the purposed working yard. Why
15 that.

2) Being that this Yard would be next door, flanking two sides of a
£2.2 Livermore Histerie District, Trevarno Rd, and its homes and your EIR
af states ..." noise impacts from the maintenance facility would be
potentially significant.® ia this alternative still in consideration

and if yes, why.

i) Do other Bart working yards exist next to or near residemtial
62.3 areas, if yes, what complaints from those homes do you receive and how
are they addressad.
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Letter 62 Larry Berger

62.1

62.2

62.3

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.

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.

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 vyard, 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 A. BEZIS

California State Bar No. 223641
3661-B Mosswood Drive
Lafayctte, CA 94549-3509
(925) 962-0643

Japuary 21, 2010

Mr. Maleolm Quint

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District
300 Lakeside Dirive, 16th Floor

Oakland, CA 94612

VIA E-MAIL: infe@barttolivermore.org and U.S. MAIL

Re:  Comments on BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR

Ta Whom It May Concern:

[ am a resident of Lafayette who grew up in Livermore. | have ridden the San Francisco Bay
Area Rapid Transit (BART) system since 1982 and have been a regular BART rider (multiple
days per week) since 1999, [ am also an amateur historian who has studied the evolution of the
Livermore-Amador Valley transportation network from the Mexican rancho days 1o the present,
a span of more than 160 years. | attended the public hearing in Pleasanton in January 67, but did
not speak. 1 support the extension of BART to Livermore, subject to its routing and other
factors,

MA< BART cvaluates the Livermore extension program, it needs to take a broader view. Most of
the citizens who commented at the hearings sceme to take a localized view of the bencfits and
costs of the extension, to Livermore and Pleasanton residents only, BART also needs to consider
carcfully the benefits and costs to the people residing along the rest of the system and in

63.1 | Brentwood and in the San Joaquin Valley, too. The routing and placement of stations ought 1o
consider not only the people who would “enter” the BART system in Livermore, but also thosc
from the Contra Costa, San Franciseo and San Mateo countics and the rest of Alameda County
who wonld “cxit” there. In other words, at least one of the stations on the extension needs to be
a “destination” for people in communities that have paid taxes to BART for nearly 50 years. A
BART station at the fringe of a community and surrounded by a sca of parking lots and garages
.is not a “destination.”

-Gcnera'liy speaking, a serics of just freeway-oriented BART stations is of little benefit to people
63.2 | arriving by BART from elsewhere in the region. They usually depend on connections with local
buses to bring them to their ultimate destinations, especially the central business district
Therefore, ideally, a station should be sited in downtown Livermore. A downtown station would
W iollow in the grand tradition of passenger train service that was so vital to Livermore's founding
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A

in 1869 (same year that the transcontinental railroad opened through the Valley) and through the
early 20" century, when Southern Pacific and Weslem Pacific operated competing passenger
stations in Livermore. May Nissen (1884-1981), a lifelong Livermore Valley resident who was a
longtime teacher at Livermore High School (1910-48), once spoke about the excitement

63.2 |associated with the arrival of passenger trains in Livermore in the carly 20" century. She

cont. |described the patrons, ranging from impeccably dressed professionals returning from work in
Oakland to Chinese peddlers balancing baskets of vegetables on their shoulders.

[ believe that a BART extension through central Livermore has been long-planned. A few years
ago 1 saw the Caltrans plans for the State Route 84 First Street railroad underpass that opened in
1978. As | recall, planners made the underpass an adequate length so that BART trains and the

.mnvnnlianal railroads could both traverse beneath the highway.

.Msn generally speaking, | agree with a commenter at the January 6" hearing in Pleasanton (1
63.3- think that he was a former Fremont eity council member) who said that a downlown Livermore

'\ station would not make for an effective terminus of the BART line. There needs to be another
station to the cast that would “intercept” commuters from eastern Livermore and the San Joaguin
.anlcy.

Specific Commenis on [ ropram Kl

n
Comment No. | — Factual Error Conceming Arts Eacilities in Livermore

63.4 | Page 3.2-42, Fooinote No. 12: *This complex includes the existing Bankhead Theater and
Bothwell Arts Center and future 2,000 scat regional theater scheduled for completion in 2011.7
The Bothwell Arts Center is not a part of the downtown Livermore arts facility complex. [lis
.lq}calcd several blocks away on Eighth Street.

Comment No. 2 — Supponting Regional Transit Services

n

Page 3-2.46: “None of the alternatives arc expected to have impacts on supporting regional
{ransit services, including LAVTA, ACE, Tri Delta Transit, SJRTD, and MaX"

This one sentence disturbs me more deeply than any other in the EIR. ACE, SIRTD and MAX
now run just commute hour transit service to Dublin/Pleasanton BART. The BART Livermore
extension is a very costly investment in transit infrastructure; it needs to be utilized to its full
potential. In a sense, it will become the primary transit interface between the Bay Area and the
San Joaguin Valley (and possibly southern California, ifa high-speed rail line is routed through
the Altamont region). One would expect that transit agencies serving San Joaguin and Stanislaus
counties would increase their transit connections with a BART station that is several miles closer
1o their communities. For example, SIRTD ought to commit to providing daily, regular transit
service through the Altamont Pass to Livermore BART, perhaps from Tracy via Mountain
House.

63.5

The draft program EIR says that the Livermore BART extension may induce traffic demand on
1-580 east of Greenville Road, providing worse traffic conditions through the Altamont region
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63.5
cont.

63.7

63.8

63.9

A

than in the “No Build” altemnative. See Figure 3.2-5 (1-580 Freeway Impacts Sumnary) on page
3.2-68. This gives even more of a reason to increase the supply of supporting transit services
.I‘mm the San Joaquin Valley to BART.

.Mnn: significantly, if the extension is not routed through downtown Livermore, then LAVTA
most certainly should re-adjust its bus routes to connect the Isabel/l-580 or Isabel/Stanlcy station
to downtown with regular, direct service to the central business district. Right now a trip
between the (East) Dublin/Pleasanton BART station and the downtown Livermore Transit
Center takes 40 minutes on the LAVTA No. 10 bus; this is absolutely absurd in comparison with
a private antomobile ride on a more dircet route (15 to 20 minutes). My concem is that
downlown Livermore would be served only by infrequent, eircuitous bus routes were BA RT
.s!at:'uns to be buill at only at 1sabel/I-380 or at Isabel/Stanley,

¥ also believe that BART ought to re-consider its transfer policy in order to allow patrons lo
transfer from buses to BART in a more cost-effective manner. Many transit users would utilize
both bus and BART more often if they could take a very short bus trip to BART and then take a
ane-station BART trip without paying the full fare to both agencies. For example, ridership
between the two Livermore stations would increase if patrons who paid the full LAVTA fare to
reach the eastern Livermore BART station could receive a discount on a BART trip to complete
their trips to the western Livermore BART station. This could be a good way to decrease traffic
on arterial roads around BART stations and to decrease parking demand at BART stations. [ am
sure that such a transfer system could be worked out in a cost-efficient manner with improving

.cluc.tmnic fare/transfer card technology.

Comment No. 3 - Development at Vasco Road Station (Page 3.3-43)
| |
The Vaseo Road station has been promoted by some who spoke at public hearings for its *in-fill"
development potential. 1 believe that this issue needs 1o be analyzed more thoroughly.

1 agree that this station has great potential for serving convmuters to Lawrence Livermore
Mational Laboratory {L.L.M.L}, but few, if any, of those workers are likely to walk from the
BART station to work., They likely will use shuttle buses. If so, then the shuttle bus ride would
be just a bit longer from the Greenville Road station.

The station site is now sandwiched between L.L.N.L. to the south and an industrial park to the
north. 1 believe that there are relatively few employees per acre in the sprawling industrial park.
1 doubt that many of those employees would commute by BART, but perhaps LAVTA could {or
businesses could band together to) provide new transit service to them. Aside from the
proximity to L.L.N.L. and its status as an “cnd-of-the-linc” magnet attracting San Joaquin Valley
commuters, this station strikes me as possibly another under-utilized BART station in the
making, similar to South Hayward (does anyone working in the nearby industrial zone of

il Hayward really use it?) and North Concord stations.

¥ Residential developments associated with the Brisa Neighborhood Plan, if properly designed,

could attract new BART patronage, but [ am initially skeptical. My instinets tell me thal the
Brisa Neighborhood would not be a true “transit village,” but merely a neighborhood that
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F

happens to be close to BART, | assume that 99% of households would be own and use
automobiles because the nearest supermarket is more than one mile away and no schools are in
(3.9 |close proximity.
cont,
As for the industrial and commercial potential of the land around Vasco station, are nearby
industrial land uses ever beneficial to BART? [ could see a hotel being built there (with patrons
arriving from airports by BART for business at the national laboratories), but the Wesk
Dublin/Pleasanton BART station hotel concept will be a goad test case, Perhaps in 50 years the
Vasco station could be the hub of a high-density office complex, but would the L.L.N.L.
.{a::su ming that it is still operating) want skyscrapers overlooking “secret” projects?

Comment No. 4 - Traffic on Arterial Roadways

On a matter related to the Vasco Road station, | am skeptical regarding the analysis of traffic
effects on nearby arterial roadways on and around page 3.2-83. | foresce lots of traffic from San
Joaquin Valley commuters headed to and from the Vasco station on both Greenville and Vasco
roads,

63.10
Traffic also may be a significant problem at the downtown Livermore station, but presumably
most commuters from the San Joaguin Valley would use the eastern Livermore station. The
downtown Livermore station would need fo be situated in such manner that provides most
effective ingress and egress, | assume that the main entrance would be on Railroad Avenue.

Comment Mo, 5 — Factual Error Concerning History of City Halls of 1ivermore

Page 3.6-7: “Several buildings around the intersection of Livermore Avenue and First Street
were used al various times as City Hall before it moved to South Livermore and Pacific Avenues
in 1974 The Livermore City Hall actually moved to South Livermore and Pacific Avenues in
1979. 1 liked secing such detailed discussion about the changing land use in downtown
Livermore.

63.11

Comment No. 6 -~ What Will Be Noise & Vibration Effects on Waiting Passengers?
| |
Section 3.10 on Noise and Vibration appears to focus exclusively on noise and vibration effects
generated by the BART extension itself: the trains, the tracks and exhaust fans, ete. To the best
of my knowledge, it is missing discussion about noise and vibration effects on BART riders al
various proposed BART stations, especially those likely to be in or very near Interstate 580.

63.12 The propased Isabel/1-580 station appears to be the only one that would be within the freeway
**= | median. The stations proposed for the Greenville Road area appear to be outside of the median.
A prohlem with freeway median slations is that they place pedestrians into the very heart of “the
automobile world.” Pedestrians feel oul of place and tiny relative to their surroundings —many
of these freeway median stations feel like small, loud islands in a giant river of concrete, rubber,
steel and auto exhaust. To borrow from the book Gulliver ‘s Travels, BART patrons feel like

v
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‘Lillipullaus i a Brobdingnagian environment, The existing (East) Dublin/Pleasanton BART
station can be an uncomfortable place to wait for a BART train. Ten or more lanes of freeway
traffic whiz past just a few yards away at speeds sometimes exceeding 73 miles per hour. Many
five-axle trucks (c.g., “big rigs”) traverse Interstate 580, causing lots of noise and vibration as

63.12 |they pass. In commute hours, cars sometimes idle there during back-ups, subjecting nearby

comnl.

63.14

BART patrons to clouds of noxious tailpipe fumes.

If a freeway median station is to be placed on the BART Livermare extension, then appropriate

measures should be considered to mitigate the noise and other effects on patrons waiting on the
BART platform,

]

.{_‘4:.1n|m;u_]§{u, 7 — Routings Through the “Chain of Lakes"” West of Livermore: Final Program
EIR Ought to Have Thorough Discussion of Future Plans for Bl Charre Road Extension to
Stanley Boulevard.

Many attendees at the public hearings made conments about the proposed routings through the
“Clain of Lakes” arca west of Livermore. | may have missed discussion in the Drafl EIR about
future plans for El Charro Road between 1-580 and Stanley Boulevard. | strongly recommend
that your review team ascertain fuure plans for the roadway. Presently it is a private road
between Stanley Boulevard and its public terminus at the northern end of the aggregales plant
property. It is my understanding that E| Charro Road may someday be developed as a major
arterial roadway through to Stanley Boulevard. If that is true, it Jikely would influence access to
any proposed Isabcl/Stanley BART station, among ather issues. Assuming that BART must
adopt an alignment through the “Chain of Lakes™ area, perhaps BART could poordinate location
of the BART tracks in conjunction with location of El Charro Road, minimizing any disturbance
to the future Chain of Lakes park,

. Comment No. 8 - BART Should Conduct Site Visits to “Chain of Lakes” and to xisting BART
Line at Quarry Lakes Regional Park Near Fremont to Assess Effects

A madel for the Livermore-Amador Valley “Chain of Lakes™ park was the Quarry Lakes
Regional Park, operated by the East Bay Regional Park District in Fremont. The BART line
between Union City and Fremont runs directly along the entire easterly boundary of the Quarry
Lakes park. According to the park’s website (hitps/fwww.chparks org/parks/quarry_lakes),
construction of the park began in 1997, twenty-five years after that BART line opened in 1972, 1
first learncd of the park’s existence when 1 looked out of a BART train window in 2000.

I suggest thal BART officials and advocates for the “Chain of lakes” park make site visits to
Quarry Lakes Regional Park in Fremont and to the “Chain of Lakes” park site between
Livermore and Pleasanton 1o evaluate the effects of a BART line directly adjacent to a quany
lakes-type of park. East Bay Regional Park District staff should be consulted about any effects
that the BART line’s presence has had upon Quarry Lakes Regional Park planning and
operalions.
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63.14
conl.

63.15

‘T]-u: Quarry Lakes Regional Park context is different than the “Chain of Lakes.” First, the

Fremont BART line pre-dated the park by at least a quarter-century and therefare BART
planners likely did not contemplate the future park’s existence in the 1960s. Secomd, the BART
line at Quarry Lakes runs along the park’s edge; at “Chain of Lakes," BART would run through
the park.
Perhaps alignment of BART with an El Charre Road extension could mitigate any negative
effects of a BART line through the “Chain of Lakes.” Another mitigation measure might be to
place the BART line below grade in a long ditch.

|
Comment No. 9 — Ridership Estimates

n
1 could not find in the Draft Program EIR discussion about the basis for the ridership estimates

on the BART Livermore extension, other than the summary on page 1-15. 1 wish to know the
derivation of the 30,000 total entrances and exits per day statistic for the two stations on the
extension. Outside of San Francisco, Oakland and Berkeley, [ am unaware of any two
neighboring BART stations that now have more than 30,000 total entrances and exils. See
“BART Fiscal Year Weekday Average Exits,” hitp:/fwww.bart.gov/docs/WeekdayExits.pdf.
Any ridership estimates should take into account the fact that patronage at the Dublin/Pleasanton
stations likely will decrease as most Livermore, Brentwood and San Joaquin Valley residents
will shifi o the new Livenmore station(s). The existing (East) Dublin/Pleasanton station is
among the busiest BART stations outside ol San Francisco/Oakland/Berkeley, so the 30,000
figure may be plausible.

Again, | support the BART extension to Livermore, subject to its rowting and other factors, ]

- appreciate this opportunity to offer my comments,

Sincerely,

ot B

JASON A, BEZIS
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Letter 63 Jason Bezis

63.1

63.2

63.3

63.4

63.5

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.

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.

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.

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-Bothwel-Arts Center
and future 2,000-seat regional theater scheduled for completion in 2011.

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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63.6

63.7

63.8

63.9

adverse impacts. The reduced service requirements and the increased ridership and
farebox revenue may encourage these operators to increase the amount of service provided.

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

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.

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.

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

63.11

63.12

63.13

The evaluation of the traffic impacts of a VVasco 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 1-580 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.

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.

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.

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 ElI Charro
Road. As future plans for ElI Charro Road are only speculative at this time, analysis of
public access to EI 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 EI Charro Road is to construct the roadway on a new
alignment that will extend directly north-south between 1-580 and Stanley Boulevard.
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63.14

63.15

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.

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 |

fanodrgacl.com To info@@baritolvermore.ong
01 E2010 00:07 PM oc
bec

Subject BART concerns o be included in EIR repon

e, Quind:
!i'-"c are writing in regards to proposals for a downtown BART station,

As owners of Livermore Yeterinary Hospital (LVH) we have questions and concerns, Our
business address is 2494 Railvoad Ave., and would definitely be impacted by any downtown
Etation.

L.V H was established over 55 years ago and is a successful business in Livermore, Our client
hase spans generations and we have clients coming from outside of the ity, from as far away as
Half Moon Bay.

[f not for contact from one of our elients, we would not be aware that a downtown BART station
is proposed. One of our employees lives near the hospital, and also was unaware of any
proposals.

We attended a meeting in Livermore in December, and while it was an El meeting, we heard a lot
ol comments against a downlown station,

In reading an article in the Pleasanton Weekly dated January |, 2010, it states that a downtown
BART station was lorgely panned by residents, while extension plans keeping the tracks along
S80 was favored.

We hope that the city council and BART will take into consideration that long time, established
businesses, as well as residents will definitely be impacted (whether it's being displaced or
having ta live with tracks and/or station in the neighborhood) on the hope that a downtown
‘-statiun will bring business and visitors into Livenmore.

B
What exact addresses of businesses and residences will be affected by land needed fora
downtown station?

What steps will be taken for relocation of businesses and residents should the downtown station
happen?
[ |

Our present location on Railroad Ave. s well placed for our clients and to other veterinary
hospitals in town._

Thank you for your attention to our concerns, We would appreciate a quick response so we
know our e-mail was received.
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Linda Bloomfield, DVM
Pamela Baak, RVT
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Letter 64 Linda Bloomfield and Pamela Baak

64.1

64.2

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.

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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| Letter65 |

BART to Livermore Extension Program
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)
Comments

Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to
Livermore Extension. (Mame and contact information oplional.)

Name (please print): Ken &ﬂ J”%}’ Organization/Business: _/#4 Vi€ Euﬂ‘pr/ il
Address: _ /3 32 [ Eﬂ"u’d’ City: J{J‘Vﬂfﬁlwc State: €4 Zip: b T ]

Phone: 725 P¥7 =IL 7 Emall  Arsea o £ MiSe, 7ot

COMMENTS / QUESTIONS:

4.0 0 i ‘saf, ¥ o
65.1

Grem there 3 o~ oeed? gevecfitisn befween pajor

_Preccpoctative and ofecte..d LYW o ted LessFl
fow foes Bart Zod haudle Ha ?

|
T, —:
_ h' = manT to Livermors Exienalon Program
shep 7 2-
L,,pamkr‘-w"%
12/ 14/09
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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
1-580 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 1-580.
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[ Letter66 |

L To info@baniolbvermore. o
0172172010 08:16 PM cC

bee
Subject Inguiry from the BART to Livesmore Submit Comments Page

Bolow is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
{1 on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 21:16:37

First Hame: Bob
Last Name: Brignanc
n Email: bbrignanofyahoo.com

Message: The maps show the existing streets, housing, ete., but they do not
include planned developments that will be impacted by some of the routes. 1
66.1 | understand that that the City of Pleasanton plans to extend Stoneridge Drive

* ta El Charro Road and have new residential and cemmercial development in the
area |Stapes Ranch). Explain why the maps and studies do not include such
well-known futire work that will be so significantly affected by some of the
routes., Thiz impacts alternatives 1A, 1B, 2R, 3A, and 3. With the amgunt of
time it will take to complete the BART extensicon, the streets, housing, etc.
will be significantly different than what is shown throughout the EIR. Why
M not include that?

Woobie 3.4-3 showing employment in the area Includes only the employed peocple

at Los Positas College. There are significantly more people at that location
6.2 as students. If the purpose of the employment table is to show peaple who
will be in the area on a daily basis, it seems appropriate to add the students
to the tally., Please explain.

Submit: Sobmit

HEMOTE_ADDR: 149,136.25.254

HTTP USER AGENT: Morilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 6.0; Windows NT 5.1; SW1; .NET
CcLR 1.1.4322; .MNET CLR 2.0.50727; .MET CLR 3.0.04506.30; .MET CLR
3.0.04506.648; .NET CLR 3.0.4506.2152; .NET CLR 3.5.30729)
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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
Las Positas College currently enrolls

Table 3.4-3 of the Draft Program EIR.
approximately 8,800 day and evening students.

footnote to the table, as shown below.

This information will be added as a

Table 3.4-
Major Livermore Employers Near Pe:rl?);o?;ed3BART to Livermore Stations, 2009
Radial
Number of Distance
Company Use Employees Nearest Station (miles)

Activant Solutions Business Services 363 Greenville East 0.19
Costco Wholesale Retail 245 Isabel/1-580 0.40
Las Positas College? Community College 490 Isabel/1-580 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 675 Vasco Road

Distribution 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 |

BART to Livermore Extension Program
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)
Comments

Please complete this form with your comments andfor questions conceming the Draft PEIR of the BART 1o
Livermeora Extension. (Name and contagt infarmation optional.)

Mame (please print); _/ (D HE&‘UWM:.FE Organization/Business: S

Address: < 2 =8 LecdsT ST iy L1 ASEMIRE Siare: Ch Zip?‘?‘ﬁ?i}’
Phane: G BT B (et ST Email; écfér;amm’ee @ ﬁm-ﬂeé
COMMENTS / QUESTIONS:

o

T STRONGLY pPPisE p EYRAELa) TEHRT GrES (INDEFGEAD
Trrueel TOWA,  Dugupirenl A TRE pAEFECTD N&'rwam;g@g
O, g ;' MR CoaSTRVETTEA) ol BT (A URAMMOUSE =

Tociep LReffl'y RCDVE FEWERT Y ;ﬁ&a&ﬁg.

B6A.1

Bz, AT VT Duunrows) [Meodep (Vieekss TEAZC (A

U AcpcADY  (owZesmD ARCHl. Brwr CAn Cminiser UP esirg]
e  Are riten & yhro pope, (€, [SISAIon persaf'
HAWVE A4 pieed  Doewitmad) EoOU e,

u MY peereews 1o A o as e lds (o 7S

= BAAT to Livermora Extonslon Program
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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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[ Letter67 |
] To infof@bantolivermare.ong
11/17/2009 11:35 AM ce
bee

Euﬁeﬂ.InqukyﬁoﬂnhaEARTIuLhﬂnmeSmeIEMnInmﬂsPago

Below is the result of your fesdback form. It was submitted by
{} on Tuesday, MNovembar 17, 2009 at 12:35:25

First Hame: David

Last Hame: Bruslee

Email: dbrusieefcomcast.net

Message: Questions regarding the Bart to Livermors Progoam.

FINAMCTALS: How much money has been allocated for this project? How much

money have Livermore and Pleasanton residents centributed via taxes so far?
When will financial estimates be ready for each option?

67.1

—a

67.2

USAGE: How many riders are expected to use this extension per each of the next
10 years? How many cars will be dedicated for this line?

67.3 | FARES: What is the future outlook for costs Lo maintain the entire BART system
and fees for ridership?

FUTURE: What are the plans or thoughts regarding connecting BART to Tracy,
Brentwood or existing Bart line further north? What are the plans or thoughts
about running BART down the middle of 6807

67.4

Submit: Submit

REMOTE_ADDR: 67.164.101.25

HTTP USER AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 6.0;
Trident/4.0; GTBG; SLCCL; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; .MNET CLR
1.1.4322; .MET CLE 3.5.30729; .MET CLR 3.0.30729; officeliveConnector.1l.4;

officelLivePatch.l,.3)
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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 1-680, 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
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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 i To INFO@OARTTOLVERMORE ORG
<heieiiay ichiEpenail cor: oo Poter Bucklay <buckreallyidsbeglobel net=
120067020089 06:53 AM
bt
Subject ATTENTION PLEASE: BART PLANNING DEPARTRMENT,
MALCOM QUINT

December X, 2009
i)
Wemo Re: BART Extenszion to Livermore
Altention Mlease: Maleom Quint, BART PLANNING DEPARTMENT

For many years | have been visualizing the benefits and determents (technical problems) af
bringing BART to our downtown Livermaore. I've looked at a lot of options including just the
freewny option. I've owned property in downtown Livermare, My primary intercst lies in seeing
a sneeessful 2500 seat performing arts center, which is the real soul of the community. 1 never
thought or anticipated this opporlunity to contribute ideas for BART might arise again after the
city last closed off consideration of such an option and pushed the freeway plan forward as our
“official® position n couple of years back, Bringing BART downtown — underground - is our
once in a lifetime chance to do this right. Bring it and place it undergronnd through Livermore's
residential areas and downtown Core with stops along the way (see attached schematic).
Resurface the line somewhere after before North Mines Road,

BART brought o the downtown within a safe, well lighted, busy, short pedestrian-friendly
corridor of walking, will benefit the new larger regional performing arts center, It is important we
capitalize on public transportalion to the extent possible to suppert this performing arts center
witls its new 2500+- seat forum.,

There is a community preference for low profile buildings in our downtown, over towering
shadow-casters and windy eddies around lonely sky-scapes sumounded in sterile concrete. We
are nat even comfortable with advice from our own dowitown core consultants, Freedman,
Tung, & Bottemley who tell us, | paraphrase: “If you ask us, we will push as much residential
into as many buildings as you can politically tolerate, into the downtowi, ... so you guys here in
Livermore set the limits. Don't ask us to set the limits,” Livermore likes lower profile buildings
in the downtown or taller buildings with visual set-backs to reduce the apparent height, which we
tend to limit under 60 no matter what.

We continuously demonstrate in public hearings we harbor emational limits on the height

of struetures we erect and their density, so keeping lower profiles is better for the calming of our
spirits. Therefore, build low impact slations (non-commuicr oriented) in the core downtown area
to support our regional performing arts center, Plan a higher impact, New Metro-Center on about
100+ Acres of under utilized properties (see schematic attached page) on the triangle bounded
by aur major traffic carriers: (A) First Street, (B) North Mines Road, and the () Railroad
Right-of-Way.

Place BART lines underground as vou approach the residential areas of Livermore coming in
froms Pleasanton and Dublin, Resurface somewhere in the 1K+ Acre, New Metro-Center.
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68.2
conl.

REALITY CHECK NO. 1:

{A) People take BART to San Francisco dressed up for their events they are attending
dewntawn SF,

{B) People do not dress up for an event, take BART to the middle of a freeway, then ride
a public bus to an evenl,

REALITY CHECK NO. 2:

(A) What about tunneling costs? Ask Beghtel Tudor Brinkehoff about their Berkeley
tnneling for BART,

(B) A tunneling engincer [ met told me that tunneling engineering has become so well
developed (since the days that Bechtel Tudor Brinkerhoff built BART) that it is the
cheapest way to build routes. | defer to the engineers on this important point.

() Consider what was done in Disneyland at their new California Hotel. Consult the
designers and consultants that did the promenade all in commercial, all low profile.(click

link:) between the Hotels and Califomia Adventure Land ... it is a bustling, apen
air entertainment and outdeor shopping mall.

This New Metro-Center is quite adequate to receive, park, and serve high volumes of teaffic:
vehicle, bus-transfer, Bart Rail, to a master planned, facility. Importantly such a plan transfers
the fear of BART noise and visual BART pollution from our downtown and residential
neighborhoods, where the community of Livermors conlinneusly expresses a strong preference
1o maintain low profile buildings (under 60-feet), with larger visual sky-scapes.

Rich Buckley, Broker-Reallor
Rich Buckley Realty

411 South L Street, Suite C
Livermore, CA 94550-4433
www, BuckleyRealty.com
DRE Lic. No. 336569

Ofc, 925-443-1122

Cel, 925-216-4378

Fax, 925-215-2058 BAAT ROUTE v= T.pdl
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District
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Letter 68 Rich Buckley

68.1

68.2

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.

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 1-580 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 |
0 To irfe@bamelivermeora.org
™ : 01/15/2010 08:34 AM e
et vee

Subject |nguiry Irom the BART 1o Livermare Submil Commenls Page

Below i= the result of your feedback form. It wa=z submitted by
{) on Friday, January 15, 2010 at 09:34:11

First Name: Rich

Laxt Name: Buckley

Email: buckley.rich@igmalil,com

Message: December 8, 2002 and again Jan 15, 2010 with 2 additional comments.

Hamo Re: BART Extension to Livermore
Attention Please: Malcom Quint, BART PLANNING DEPARTMENT

For many years I have been visualizing the benefits and determents (technical
problems) of bringing BART to our dowmntowm Livermore. I'wve looked at a lot of
options including just the freeway option. I'wve owned property in downtown
Livermore. My primary intere=t lieas in mesing a succe=zaful 2500 seat
performing arts center, which is the real =moul of the community. I never
thought or anticipated this opportunity to contribute ideas for BART might
arise again after the city last closed off consideration of such an option and
pushed the freesway plan forward as our "official” position a couple of years
back. Bringing BART downtown — underground — is our once in a lifetime chance
to do this right. Bring it and place it underground through Livermore's
residential areas and downtown Core with stopes along the wvay (see attached
oschematic). Resurface the line somewhere after before North Mines Road.

BART brought to the downtown within a safe, well lighted, busy, short
pedestrian—friendly corridor of walking will benefit the new larger regicnal
performing arta center. It i=s important we capitalize on public transportation
to the extent possible to support this performing arts center with its new
25004 =zaat forum.

Thare iz a community preference for low profile bulldings in our downtown,
over towering shadow-casters and windy eddies around lonely sky-scapes
surrounded in sterile concrete. We are not even comfortable with advice from
our own downtoun core consultants, Freedman, Tung, % Bottemley |

http: S /www, ftacities. com/index. html) who tell us, I paraphrase: “If
you ask us, we will push as much residential into as many buildings as you can
politically tolerate, into the downtown. .... 20 you guy® here in Livermore
sat the limits. Don't ask us to set the limits.” Livermore likes lower profile
buildings in the downtown or taller building= with wisual set-backs to reduce
the apparent height, which we tend to limit under 60° no matter what.

We continuously demonstrate in public hearings we harbor emotional limits on
the height of structures we erect and their density, =o keeping lower profiles
im better for the calming of our spirits. Therefore, build low impact stations
{non-commuter oriented) in the core downtown area to support our regiopal
performing arte center. Flan a higher impact, MNew Metro-Center on akout 100+=-
Acrea of under utilized propertie= (=ee schematic atbached page) on the
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69.1

69.2

triangle bounded by our major traffic carriers: (A) First Street, (B) North
Mines Road, and the (C) Railroad Right-of-Way.

Flace BART lines underground as you approach the residential areas of
Livermore coming in from Pleamanton and Dublin. Resurface somewhere in the
100+— Acre, New Hotro-Center.

REALITY CHECK NO. 1:

{A)} Pecple take BART to 3an Francizco dressed up for their events they are
attending dewntown 3F.

{B) People do not dress up for an event, take BART to the middle of a freaway,
then ride a public bus to an event.

REALITY CHECK NQ. 2:

{A) What about tunneling costs? Rsk Bechtel Tudor Brinkehoff (
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bechtel ) about their Berkeley tunneling for
BART.

(B] A tunneling engineer I met told me that tunneling enginesring has become
g0 well developed (since the days that Bechtel Tudor Brinkerhoff built BART)

that it is the cheapest way to build routes. I defer to the engineer= on this
important point.

{C) Commider what was dons in Disneyland at their new California Hotel.
Consult the designers amd consultants that did the promsnade all in
commercial, all low profile, (click limk

[http://maps. google. con/maps?fmgiaource=a_gihl=entg=Disneyland, +Anaheim, +Orang
g, tCaliforniakal 1=3T7. 678445, =121. TT0422&=apn=0. 016779, 0. 026157 &1e=UTFE kod=1Ekge
ocode=Forphwldz LM -Afsplit=0Lho=hnear=Di=sneylarnd; +Anahein, +Orange, +California
£11=33.8058885, -117. 92141 smpn=0. 002202, 0. 0042928 t=h&z=19] between the Hotels
and California Adventure Land ... it i= a bustling, open air entertairment and
outdoor shopping mall.

This New Matro-Center is quite adegquate to receive, park, and serve high
volume= of traffic: wvehicle, bus-transfer, Bart Rail, to a master planned,
facility. Importantly such a plan transfers the fear of BART noise and visual
BART pollution from our downtown ard residential neighborhoods, where the
community of Livermore continuously expresses a strong preference to maintain
llw profile bulldings [(under 60-feet), with larger visual sky-scapes.

Two additional important comments: (1) Pleasanton's recently reported (The
Independent, imsue Jan 14, 2010) fears and concerns over part coming off of
m:n Road can ke mitigated visually and through sound reduction by

er-grounding from the freeway in. (2) The placemant of any proposed BART
storage yard and repair yard should mot ke near amy residential property as it
exanples of axisting BART storage yards in the Fremont-Milpitas area indicates
gquit visually that the yard changes the character of the abutting
neighborhoods into an industrial if not heavy-industrial zone. The mo=t
receptive location to place such a proposed storage yard is well east of Vaeco
Hoad area.

It im important I believe for Livermore residents to find the will to support
uncler-gounding BART inte the downtown Livermore area and comvincing our
reluctant Alameda County Supervisors that good planning will mitigate ths
izsues raised by tha City of Pleasanton.

Submit: Submit
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Letter 69 Rich Buckley

69.1

69.2

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 EI Charro Road would
reduce noise and visual impacts related to the proposed aerial alignment. However, the
land along EI 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.

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" To <inlo@bantalvermare.crge
<akburnhamEcomcast, net> o
11/2872009 02:09 PM
bee

Subject Commerts on BART extension

L |
| am writing to exprass my agreement with the majority of public comments at your recent hearing that

BART should stay on the freeway when it is extended to Livermore, | have several reasons.

1. | exped it would be substantially cheaper and therefore have a better chance of adually
happening,

2. Downtown Livermore streets are not capable of handling anymore traffic, and to the extent that a
station there would increase downbown traffic, itis a bad idea.

70.1 3. A freeway station at 1-580 and Greenville would better encourage central valley commuters to exit
the freeway and relieve freeway congestion, which is absolutely terrible between Livermore and
Pleasanton.

4. An lsabelle station would be primarily for the benefit of locals. Just avoiding the metering lights
makes taking BART worth considering.

| alse assart thal Livermore should have no more than two stations. Having too may stations actually
discourages some riders, like me, who go long distances on BART, Each stop adds time to the trip and
.makes BART less altractive.

.Byr way of background, | should say that | have paid BART taxes for 32 years, and | have ridden BART on
average less than once a year. When | have, it was often a bad experience. Parking at Bayfair years
ago was a problem, and when BART was extended to Pleasanton, it was a problem there, also, A few
times | circled the lots and could not find a place. | concluded that even trying to take BART was largely a
70.2 waste oftime. That may have changed recently with the new parking structure in Pleasanton, but | have
Lt not used BART since it opened. | find it Adiculous that BART consultants recently said that providing
parking is too expensive and that ndership should draw from development arcund the station, If BART
taxes were resiricted to those living within walking distance of the stations, | would be more receptive to
that comment. Did the consultants compare the parking cost to the cost of providing new freeways for
drivers? W BART is not cost competitive to building freeways and bridges, why not just get rid of it
geltogsther?
B

The extension of BART to SFO sounded like a good idea, but | find it useless from Livermore. First, if my
flight is late in the moming, | have to drive to Pleasanton and deal with freeway fraffic and parking. Of
0.3 coursa, if | take an early flight, BART is not running yet, and if | come home too late, it isn't running then

3 either. BART is very noisy going through the tube and several other places. Also, | have to change trains
and waste another 15 minutes each way. All in all, it is far too much time wasted to be worth any cost
savings o me. Having a BART staficn in Livermore and having the train go direcily to SFO could change
ihe balance.

-I am also concemed that BART police have not been treated fairly when things have gone wrong
handing disruptive people, | suspect the vast majority of riders do not want disruptive people handled
with kid gloves, and a failure to keep BART safe will certainly discourage me and others from using it.
70.4 The recent video of this week's incident can more likely be interpreted as the drunken man lunging away
from the policeman towards the window than being pushed. The shooting of Oscar Grant was very
unfortunate, but filing charges of murder against the officer is absurd. Involuntary mansiaughter, maybe,
but no way murder. | think BART should be more proactive at stating that unruly people are not wanted
on the trains by either BART or nearly all its passengers, and if they don't want to be arested, they
.shbuld stay away.

Alan Burnham
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Letter 70 Alan Burnham

70.1

70.2

70.3

70.4

This comment concerns the merits of alternatives that stay in the median of 1-580. 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.

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 1-580. 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 accommaodate all of the year 2035 demand.

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.

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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71.1

712

71.3

[ Tetter 71 |
0 To irfe@bamelivermeora.org
01/2072010 10:30 AM (=2

¥ bee
. Subjedt Inquiry from the BART 1o Livermare Submit Comments Page

Below i= the result of your feedback form. It wasz submitted by
{] on Wednesday, Jamary 20, 2010 at 11:30:17

First Hame: Robert
La=t Name: Canning
Email: r.canning@sboglobal.net

gasage: While there is some attraction to having BART go to downtown
Livermore, if that iz the route salected, there will be extensive noise
tmpacting older residential areas as well as increased traffic. The parking
in dowmtown Livemore is already tight and having an end of line Bart station
ill increase the the traffic flow from the freeway to get to the =tation

= wall, the route down Isabel Ave will transect the Chain of Lake=s. This
oute may negatively impact the water qualicy.

ontimiing BART along the freeway and conmecting to the VASCO ACE train
astation will faciliate commuting from the Central Valley, reduce the surface
ptrest traffic and minimize the impact on existing resmidential areas.

Bart to Livermore i=s long owverdus. But it needs to be located in a logical,
smart fashion and to the benefit of all travelers, not to facilitate a =mall
special intere=t's desires.

Submit: Submit
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Letter 71 Robert Canning

71.1

71.2

71.3

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.

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.

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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722

|  Letter 72 |

<casamajorBearthl To
ink.net> boardofdirectorsfbart.gov
oa
01/07/2010 08:43
AM Subject
BART to Livermore

Plaa=e respond to
capamajorfearthli
nk.net

Dear Hr. McPartland:

Thank you for coming to Fleasanton for the BART presentation on Janusry
6. I more fully appreciate the options under consideration and the
decimion making process am a result of the meeting. I would like to add my
volce to those agreeing that Livermore ha=s waited long enough for full BART
SELViCce. I also concur with those who oppose amy route which would
disrupt the long planned Chain of Lakes park and trails system.

I am personally interested in bicycle access to BART as I have found
that riding my bike to the current Pleamanton station i=s a better
altermative than trying to find parking at 5:00 a.m. when I normally leawve
for San Francisco. I have had no problems with leaving my bike. But, I
find it wvery dangercus to actually get through the parking lots to a place
where I can leave my bike. I am a late middle aged woman riding a very
conservative bike with two rear baskets, not a daring rcad cyclist. I feel
uncomfortable both on the sidewalk and in the =trest on the Pleamanton s=ide
of the Dublin/Fleasanton atation 5o I am using a combination of both which
ha=s kept me safa thus far though it does require & lot of getting on and
off the bike. Fleazme consider easy bicycle access in the de=ign phase of
vhatever nev stations are constructed on the way to Livermore. If a family
with & child on a bike, an infant in a pull cart, and a parent on a bicycle
with a child on the hack would feel safe arriving at the station, the
designers will have done an excellent job. A designated lane, permis=ion
Eo u=e the bus lanes, separated lanes...whatever works will be greatly
appreciated. It would also be wonderful if BART could plan to include
bike or pedestrian paths along BART right of ways in the future.

Again thank you for the time you are spending on our behalf,

Sincerely,
Julia M. Casamajor

2018 Foxswallow Road
Pleasanton, Ch 34566

Alan and Julia Casamajor
cazamajorfearthlink.nst
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Letter 72 Alan and Julia Casamajor

72.1

72.2

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.

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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73.1

| Letter 73 |
“Alan and Julia Casamajor” To irlo@barmolivarmera.org
<casamajor @eanhiink. net> A

01/07/2010 08:45 AM
Please respond (o I
casamajorideanthlink net Subjedt Draht Program EIR

bee

Dear BART Reviewer:

After perusing the document, | am concerned that the analyis of the impact of all the
alternatives which cross the Chain of Lakes does not comectly reflect the negative
impact of these options in two areas. While the docurment acknowledges regional plans
for proposed trails in that area, table S-3, page S-17 lists potential disruption to
pedestrian, trails and bicycles as PS/LTS. This considerably understates the impact
which is very significant. Further, table S-2, page 5-14 indicates that the visual impact of
an aerial tramway for alternative 5 would have a low impact. This far understates the
case,
realize, after attending the meeting at the Pleasanton Council Chambers on January 6,
that none of the alternatives affecting the Chain of Lakes, may be considered for the
final project. Monetheless, if this area is to be impacted by a future BART project, |
uld like to see the visual impact as well as the impact on trails reviewed more

stringently.

hank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Julia M. Casamajor
2018 Foxswallow Road
Pleasanton, CA 94566

Alary ond Uk CTatamajor

Sl i deoriTaarilink risl
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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 Te Malcolm Quint <Mgui art.
: i Mauint@bart. gov=
111172009 10:06 AM o

Subject Re: Draft PEIR for Livermare BART

Hi Maleolm,
]

Thank you very much for upleading the DPEIR. It's bean an enjovable read.

If you wouldn't mind, | was hoping you might be able to answer a question [ have regarding the
nidershup projections. [ I've read this correctly, it seems that BART 15 projecting Alternative | to
have the highest rider volume at its two stations (38,100 daily entries and exits), which 15 shightly
lugher than most other altematives. | was hoping vou might be able to help me understand the
methodology that led to this projection, as compared to other projections for the other
alternatives. It strikes me that Alternative |'s two stations in or near the freeway median will
limit our ability to build solid TOD with nice whan design. It also seems that these stations are
not sited near particularly high concentrations of jobs.

74.1
[t's usefil to compare/contrast this to Alternative 2A, which would serve both Downtown
Livermore and Vasco Road. As the EIR points out, many of Livermore’s largest employers are
within onz mile of downtown, and the largest employer by far, Lawrence Livermore, is a short
walk from Vasco. Both these stations would be ideally suited to walk to at least one-third of the
total jobs in Livermere, and a downtown station would be useful for shoppers and provides a
better opportunity for TOD.

Given all the above, it seems on its face that Alternative 24 would attract ligher ridership than
Alternative 1. Also, the travel ime difference between these two alternatives is basically
negligible (54 seconds), partieularly for someone who might already be making a long trip from
Livermore/Stockton to Oakland/San Francisco. However, the EIR projects Altemative 2A% nder
volume on the extension to be 35,200 entnes and exats, which is less than Alternative 1.

My apologies if | missed it, but I didn't find a detmled explanation for the ridership projections in
the EIR. I was hoping you might be able to clanfy for me a bit more about the ndership model --
and in particular, why Alternative 1 is projected to get the most ddership, even though the
charactenstics of other altematives (especially 2A) seem more favorable for attracting riders.

]

Thanks again for your help.

Best,
Erie

On Wed, Nov 4, 2009 at 1:14 PM, Enc Chase <galoisgroupief@enmail com> wrote:
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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
1-580 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 