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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P1 

George Rasko (March 25, 2004) 

P1.1 Dividing the project into segments would substantially increase the total project costs 
with no real advantage.  The current BART maintenance facilities cannot handle even a 
small extension into Santa Clara County.  This project requires a maintenance facility 
preferably located at the end of the extension since midline maintenance facilities result 
in significant increases in annual operating costs associated with “deadheading” trains at 
the start and end of service.  Terminating the project before Santa Clara results in the 
expenditure of funds for significant maintenance capacity that would be throw away 
costs once the extension is completed to Santa Clara.  In addition, expanded parking and 
access improvements to the Montague/Capitol and Berryessa Stations would also be 
wasted improvements once the remainder of the extension is completed. 

P1.2 The Automated People Mover (APM) would have a number of advantages over a direct 
BART connection to Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport (SJIA): 

1. The cost for the APM is much lower ($250 million) compared to BART ($650 million); 

2. The weekday ridership is higher for the APM (7,400) compared to BART (4,700); 

3. The APM would provide more frequent service (3 to 5 minute headways) compared 
to BART (6 to 12 minutes); 

4.  Funding has been identified for the APM through the 2000 Measure A Program, but 
not for a direct BART connection to the Airport; 

5. Spatial constraints at the airport would make BART difficult and costly to 
accommodate; 

6. Finally, a direct BART connection would make only one airport stop, so a passenger 
transfer is still required on the APM to other parts of the airport.  Meanwhile, the 
APM would serve multiple stops along its route. 

In addition, the City of San Jose has adopted the APM as the recommended access 
alternative to the SJIA. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P2 

Zakhary Cribari (March 30, 2004) 

P2.1 VTA believes the commentor is referring to his alternatives proposal dated May 9, 2002.  
This proposal focuses on an alignment that serves the Norman Y. Mineta San Jose 
International Airport, the County Civic Center at Hedding and the Diridon Station with a 
future routing to Gilroy.  This alignment completely ignores the San Jose east side (the 
BART Alternative has stations at Berryessa and Alum Rock) and downtown civic center 
(the BART Alternative has stations at Civic Plaza/SJSU and Market Street).  One of the 
purposes of the project is to “Improve mobility options to employment, education, 
medical, and retail centers for corridor residents, in particular low-income, youth, elderly, 
disabled, and ethnic minority populations”.  To achieve this purpose one or more stations 
are needed on the east side to serve those communities.  Similarly, the downtown 
stations were selected to promote downtown business activities and support the project 
purpose to “support local economic and land use plans and goals.”  The City of San Jose 
has undertaken substantial planning efforts to encourage transit-oriented development at 
the proposed BART Alternative station locations.   

The comments proposal was included in the Summary of Community Input Received on 
the BART Alignment and Station Options:  April 1 – May 20, 2002 and was provided to 
the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory Board at the May 29, 2002 
meeting.  At the June 28, 2002 meeting, the Joint VTA/BART Board of Directors 
approved the project description for the locally preferred alternative that was not this 
proposal. 

P2.2 The recent economic decline presents challenges to the financing of this project.  VTA 
staff continues to work with the VTA Board, MTC, the State of California, and the Federal 
Transit Administration to resolve the details of the funding plan for this project.  As 
stated in Section 8.1, Introduction to the Financial Considerations Chapter, of the 
EIS/EIR “a feasible financial plan will need to be prepared to advance the project into 
Final Design.”  Chapter 8, Financial Considerations, of the EIS/EIR accurately represents 
the funding picture for the project in combination with the Final EIS/EIR Recommended 
Project description.  

Recent reductions in bus and light rail service are related to declining sales tax and fare 
revenues as a result of the recent nationwide economic decline and are unrelated to the 
proposed BART Alternative.  As demonstrated in Table 3.4-1, 2025 Fleet Requirements 
for Baseline and BART Alternatives, the VTA bus fleet under the BART Alternative 
includes 642 vehicles, an increase over the No-action Alternative and a significant 
increase over current service levels.  Bus service under the BART Alternative, utilizing 
that fleet, is described in Section 3.4.7, BART Alternative Operating Plan, and in the 
Travel Demand Forecasts Report, 2003 incorporated by reference in the EIS/EIR. 

P2.3 The Major Investment Study/Alternatives Analysis (MIS/AA) for the BART Alternative 
evaluated 11 alternatives for the corridor including the possible use of express bus, 
busway, commuter rail, diesel light rail, light rail, and BART.  After an extensive public 
outreach process, the VTA Board of Directors determined that the benefits of the BART 
Alternative were far greater than those of any of the other alternatives and selected it as 
the Locally Preferred Alternative in 2001.  Also, refer to response P2.1.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P3 

Todd Garrison (April 7, 2004) 

P3.1 While fare evasion does occur, the BART Police Department does not regularly 
experience large numbers of persons jumping gates en masse (Commander Gibson email 
of June 17, 2004).  An exception could be a large event like concerts, football games, 
etc.  In these cases, extra uniformed officers are assigned to keep the peace and handle 
crowd control.  When the department becomes aware of a fare evasion problem, 
uniformed or plainclothes officers are assigned to handle the problem. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P4 

Jene-Howard Chang (April 18, 2004) 

P4.1 As described in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, of the EIS/EIR, the noise impact 
assessment was conducted using both Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and BART 
noise criteria.  The assessment procedures meet with both National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines for assessing 
noise impact from transit operations.  The FTA noise criteria are based on the existing 
noise levels in determining impact, and take into account changes in noise level due to 
the introduction of the project.  Where noise impact has been identified, mitigation 
measures have been identified to reduce the noise levels to within the appropriate 
criteria.  Figures 4.13a through 4.13s identify the locations where sound walls are 
proposed to reduce noise impacts to FTA and BART criteria. 

P4.2 Reduction in property value is not considered a significant effect on the environment for 
purposes of CEQA or NEPA  

P4.3 In November 2000, Santa Clara County voters overwhelmingly approved Measure A 
(70.6% in favor) that authorized a one-half of one percent sales tax.  The tax would 
begin in April 2006 when the current sales tax expires and continue for 30 years.  The 
number 1 project listed was “Extend BART from Fremont through Milpitas to Downtown 
San Jose and Santa Clara Caltrain Station.”   

P4.4 The BART Alternative is projected to carry approximately 83,600 riders on an average 
weekday (See Table 4.2-5, Average Weekday Transit Trips Served by BART Alternative in 
2025).  Approximately two-thirds of these trips would be between other counties and 
Santa Clara County (See Section 4.2.3.3, Transportation and Transit, Projected Rail and 
Bus Patronage in the Corridor). 

The year 2025 ridership forecasts for the BART Alternative estimated 32,445 new transit 
trips relative to the Baseline Alternative.  New transit trips are trips that switched from 
using auto vehicle modes in the Baseline Alternative to taking transit in the BART 
Alternative.  These results indicate that the project offers a viable transportation 
alternative to travelers using either automobiles or express/local bus modes of 
transportation in the corridor. 



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

P5-1 

 



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

P5-2 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P5 

Connie Costa (April 12, 2004) 

P5.1 Support for the BART Alternative and its importance to the South Bay region is noted and 
included in the record for review and consideration by the decision-makers. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P6 

Saiyanna Charitou (April 12, 2004) 

P6.1 Support for the BART Alternative and its importance to the South Bay region is noted and 
included in the record for review and consideration by the decision-makers. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P7 

S. Kuan (April 14, 2004) 

P7.1 A discussion of operating and maintenance costs for the project are included in Section 
8.3, Operating and Maintenance Costs and Fare Revenues.  A discussion of ridership 
forecast methodology is included in Section 4.2, Transportation and Transit, and was 
accepted by the Federal Transit Administration. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P8 

Susan Bradley (April 8, 2004) 

P8.1 Every owner or tenant who is displaced from their home or business as a result of this 
project is protected under the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act), as well as corresponding State Legislation.  Part of 
the purpose of the Uniform Act is to ensure that displaced parties are treated fairly and 
consistently.  They may be eligible for relocation advisory services and monetary 
benefits.  (Refer to Section 4.15.3.2, Design Requirements and Best Management 
Practices for the Baseline and BART alternatives for an explanation of relocation 
assistance).  In addition, the VTA Relocation Program complies with federal relocation 
requirements that also provide assistance to residence and business owners. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P9 

Janet Bailey (April 14, 2004) 

P9.1 At their May 26, 2004 meeting, The Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory 
Board recommended the “South Bus Transit Center” as the preferred alternative for the 
Montague/Capitol Station. 

P9.2 VTA acknowledges that an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration has been 
prepared for a Site Development Permit to construct up to 175,880 square feet of 
industrial uses on an 11.55 gross-acre site on the southeast corner of Qume Drive and 
Fortune Drive.  This site is located west of Tradan Drive and the railroad tracks.  
Mitigation measures included in the project findings address impacts to air quality, 
cultural resources (archaeological resources), geology and soils (risk of liquefaction), and 
transportation and traffic.  Implementation of the measures will reduce potentially 
significant effects to a less than significant level. 

According to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Site Development 
Permit, additional automobile trips will be created with implementation of the project, 
although mitigation is proposed to reduce these impacts to a less than significant level.  
During construction of the BART Alternative, or MOS scenarios, short-term full and partial 
street closures will be required where the tracks are grade-separated from a roadway 
crossing.  Along Trade Zone Boulevard, which is in the vicinity of the industrial site, one 
lane of traffic will be closed in each direction during construction of the retained cut for 
the BART Alternative.  One lane of traffic remaining in each direction would be 
inadequate to serve projected traffic volumes and operating levels would deteriorate 
from acceptable levels to LOS F in the peak directions (AM and PM).  This is a temporary 
impact and once construction is completed in this area, there are no identified long-term 
traffic impacts to Trade Zone Boulevard due to the BART Alternative. 

The Baseline or BART alternative will not result in any cumulative impacts to air quality.  
Section 4.3, Air Quality, evaluates the cumulative effects of the Baseline and BART 
alternatives on air quality in the Bay Area Air Basin.  Both alternatives, as well as the 
MOS scenarios, were found to be in conformity with the current regional air quality plan.  
The alternatives also result in decreased vehicle miles of travel (VMT), which would 
reduce congestion and subsequently improve local and regional air quality.  Criteria 
pollutant emissions are also anticipated to incrementally decrease with the alternatives.  
The BART Alternative would have the greatest benefit to air quality because it would lead 
to the greatest reduction in VMT.  The MOS scenarios would produce similar reductions 
in VMT and associated traffic congestion when compared with the full-build BART 
Alternative. 

The Archaeological Survey and Sensitivity Report for the SVRTC EIS/EIR Alternatives 
(December 2002) acknowledges that the site located west of the railroad corridor and 
Tradan Drive, in a light industrial area bisected by Lundy Boulevard (Site #C1414 in the 
report), may include archaeological resources.  Construction of the BART Alternative, as 
well as the MOS scenarios, in this area may disturb potential archaeological materials and 
contribute to the gradual loss of cultural resources in Santa Clara County.  The EIS/EIR 
includes design requirements and best management practices to be included in the 
project (see Section 4.6.5, Design Requirements and Best Management Practices) and 
mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects to known or 
undiscovered cultural resources encountered during construction (see Section 4.6.6.1, 
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Archaeological Resource Mitigation). 

Geotechnical studies will be conducted along the entire BART alignment during the 
Preliminary Engineering phase.  The studies will include a detailed investigation to 
identify areas of possible liquefaction due to strong ground shaking.  Site improvement 
measures to reduce the potential of liquefaction and engineering design criteria to resist 
movement due to liquefaction will be identified through the geotechnical investigation 
process. 

P9.3 The comment refers to a mural map that was used at the April 14, 2004 public hearing in 
San Jose.  The map will be revised. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P10 

Don Tustin (March 15, 2004) 

P10.1 The Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory Board, at their May 26, 2004 
meeting, selected the South Diridon Station and Alignment option as shown in Figure B-
37 in Appendix B.  This option would be located beneath the arena parking lot and not 
under West Santa Clara Street. 

P10.2 See Figure 4.19-30, Project Schedule for the BART Alternative, for a project schedule 
showing the proposed duration of various engineering, construction, and testing 
elements of the project.  The construction period is approximately six years. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P11 

Kirit Patel (April 22, 2004) 

P11.1 As described in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, of the EIS/EIR, the noise and vibration 
impact assessment was conducted using both the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
and BART noise and vibration criteria.  The assessment procedures meet with both 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) guidelines for assessing noise and vibration impact from transit operations.  The 
FTA noise criteria are based on the existing noise levels in determining impact, and take 
into account changes in noise level due to the introduction of the project.  Where noise 
impact has been identified, mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the noise 
levels to within the appropriate criteria.  Both the BART and FTA vibration criteria are 
based on human response and perception to vibration.  The vibration impact criteria are 
well below the thresholds for even minor cosmetic damage to residences.  Where 
vibration impact has been identified, mitigation measures have been identified.  With 
mitigation, vibration impacts are less than the criteria in all cases except for the 
residences located north of Berryessa Road where vibration impacts will slightly exceed 
the criteria. 

P11.2 Reduction in property value is not considered a significant effect on the environment for 
purposes of CEQA or NEPA.  

P11.3 The comment is noted and included in the record for review and consideration by the 
decision-makers. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P12 

Charlie Cameron (April 23, 2004) 

P12.1 The SVRTC alternatives will not influence BART signage in Hayward or Fremont.  In 
Chapter 5, BART Core System Parking Analysis, Table 5.3-1, BART Alternative Parking 
Demand and Potential Expansion in the Core System, identifies the parking demand by 
county.  The table also provides a low and high range of potential parking spaces.  
Therefore, there is some flexibility in the number of actual parking spaces that can be 
provided such that they meet the demand and avoid the existing shortage of parking that 
occurs at some stations.  BART’s System Expansion Policy is designed to increase 
alternatives to driving to stations through providing quality pedestrian, bicycle, and 
transit access. 

P12.2 The incorrect spelling of “track” has been revised in the Final EIS/EIR. 

P12.3 The capitalization of “Railroad” has been included in the Final EIS/EIR. 

P12.4 As shown in Figure 2.3-1, the Alviso Line is owned by UPRR. 

P12.5 VTA recently purchased the Union Pacific Railroad line from south of Warm Springs to 
approximately Williams Street.  Therefore, the term “former Union Pacific Railroad” used 
in the Notice of Availability is accurate.  

P12.6 Mission Boulevard (Route 238) will not be directly affected by any of the planned SVRTC 
BART stations.  In addition, VTA initiated an I-680/I-880 Cross Connector Study in 2001 
to address a number of congestion issues including traffic on Mission Boulevard.  The 
final report is anticipated by the end of 2004.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P13 

Jenq Chang (April 28, 2004) 

P13.1 As described in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, of the EIS/EIR, the noise and vibration 
impact assessment was conducted using both Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and 
BART noise and vibration criteria.  The assessment procedures meet with both National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
guidelines for assessing noise and vibration impact from transit operations.  The FTA 
noise criteria are based on the existing noise levels in determining impact, and take into 
account changes in noise level due to the introduction of the project.  Where noise 
impact has been identified, mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the noise 
levels to within the appropriate criteria.  Both the BART and FTA vibration criteria are 
based on human response and perception to vibration.  The vibration impact criteria are 
well below the thresholds for even minor cosmetic damage to residences.  Where 
vibration impact has been identified, mitigation measures have been identified.  With 
mitigation, vibration impacts are less than the criteria in all cases except for 12 
residences located north of Berryessa Road where vibration impacts slightly exceed the 
criteria.  Noise and Vibration, Section 4.13.5.3 Mitigation Measures identifies the location 
of these 12 residences, six on the east side and six on the west side of the BART 
Alternative alignment.  Figures 4.13-4J and 4.13-4k also identify the locations and noise 
and vibration mitigation proposed between Lundy Avenue and Berryessa Road. 

P13.2 Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis, addresses the environmental concerns associated 
with the project.  Public transit is commonly subsidized.  Chapter 8, Financial 
Considerations, and the Recommended Project description, contain discussions about the 
financial elements of the project. 

P13.3 The BART Alignment is not proposed to be underground between Lundy Avenue and 
Berryessa Road.  The plan and profile drawing depict the alignment as traveling under 
Lundy Avenue, transitioning to at-grade and then to an aerial structure over Berryessa 
Road.  The Major Investment Study/Alternatives Analysis thoroughly evaluated 11 
alternatives for the corridor including the possible use of express bus, busway, commuter 
rail, diesel light rail, light rail, and BART.  After an extensive public outreach process, the 
VTA Board of Directors determined that the benefits of the BART Alternative and its 
proposed alignment were far greater than those of any of the other alternatives and 
selected it as the Locally Preferred Alternative in November 2001.  One of the reasons 
this alignment was selected was because it is an existing railroad right-of-way and 
therefore would minimize displacements of businesses and residences.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P14 

John Lin(May 5, 2004) 

P.14.1 At its May 26, 2004 meeting, the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory 
Board recommended the BART in Retained Cut Option for the crossing of Dixon Landing 
Road.  This action was taken to address concerns expressed by the City of Milpitas and 
local residents regarding the aerial alignment option. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P15 

Bryant Adleson (May 6, 2004) 

P15.1 The commentor’s support for the BART Alternative and its importance to the South Bay 
region is noted and included in the record for consideration by the decision-makers. 

P15.2 The commentor’s support for the BART Alternative and its importance to the South Bay 
region is noted and included in the record for consideration by the decision-makers.  The 
next steps are to complete the environmental clearance process and Preliminary 
Engineering. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P16 

Ashok Gopala (May 5, 2004) 

P16.1 As described in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, of the EIS/EIR, the noise impact 
assessment was conducted using both Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and BART 
noise criteria.  The assessment procedures meet with both National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines for assessing 
noise impact from transit operations.  The FTA noise criteria are based on the existing 
noise levels in determining impact, and take into account changes in noise level due to 
the introduction of the project.  Where noise impact has been identified, mitigation 
measures have been identified to reduce the noise levels to within the appropriate 
criteria.  A 10-foot high sound wall is identified at your location (see Table 4.13-12, BART 
Alternative Noise Barrier Mitigation Treatment for Residential Areas, and Figure 4.13-4f, 
Noise and Vibration Mitigation Locations), which would reduce noise levels to below FTA 
criteria. 

P16.2 As shown in Figure A-19 of Appendix A, the BART alignment will be at-grade at the north 
end of the Great Mall and, heading south, will transition to go underground at 
approximately STA 336+75 (approximately Dave and Busters) to pass under Montague 
Expressway.  The at-grade alignment was selected primarily because of cost.  A tunnel 
alignment has a substantially greater cost than an at-grade alignment.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P17 

Leah Valentino (May 4, 2004) 

P17.1 Figures A-43 and A-45 of Appendix A, and Figures B-40, and B-42 of Appendix B also 
depict the BART Alternative near Lennar Partners ownership. 

P17.2 VTA staff has had subsequent conversations with a representative of the LNR Santa Clara 
to discuss the project.  Once the environmental process is completed, staff involved in 
the Preliminary Engineering effort will be contacting properties to be acquired to 
coordinate activities. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P18 

Ka Kwok (May 4, 2004) 

P18.1 As described in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration  of the EIS/EIR, the noise impact 
assessment was conducted using both Federal Transit Adminis ration (FTA) and BART 
noise criteria.  The assessment procedures meet with both National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines for assessing 
noise impact from transit operations.  The FTA noise criteria are based on the existing 
noise levels in determining impact, and take into account changes in noise level due to 
the introduction of the project.  Where noise impact has been identified, mitigation 
measures have been identified to reduce the noise levels to within the appropriate 
criteria.  A 10-foot high sound wall is identified at your location (see Table 4 13-12, BART 
Alternative Noise Barrier Mitigation Treatment for Residential Areas, and Figure 4.13-4f, 
Noise and Vibration Mitigation Locations), which would reduce noise levels to below FTA
criteria. 

,
t

.

 

t t  
,

,

t

 

. ,

. . t

t t

t
 

According to Table 4.13-7, BART Alternative Residential Noise Impact Without Mitigation 
Using FTA Cri eria, the BART alignment sou h of Dixon Landing Road, with or without the
South Calaveras Future Station  would impact 30 residences to the west of the tracks 
between Curtis Avenue and Great Mall Drive (STA 332+50 to STA 335+80) by increasing 
the noise level from an existing 62 dBA to 63 dBA.  However, as shown on Figure 4.13-
4f, a sound wall will be constructed between the residences and the BART tracks to 
reduce noise levels.  According to Table 4.13-12  BART Alternative Noise Barrier 
Mitigation Treatment for Residential Areas, construction of the approximately 600-foot 
long and 10-foot high sound wall will reduce the noise levels resulting from the BART 
Alternative to below FTA and BART criteria for these 30 residences. 

According to Tables 4.13-17, BART Alternative Residential Vibration Impacts Without 
Mitigation Using FTA Criteria, and 4.13-18, BART Alternative Residential Vibration Impact 
Without Mitigation Using BART Criteria, the vibration analysis determined that vibration 
impacts to residences would not resul  from the BART Alternative at this location. 

P18.2 See response to comment P18.1. 

P18.3 As stated in Section 7.5 2  Impacts to Parc Metropolitan Development Parklands, the 
BART Alternative would need to acquire a 20-foot by 100-foot-long strip of land from 
Parc Metropolitan Development property that has been dedicated to the City of Milpitas 
for development as a public park.  This strip of land is needed to accommodate the 
replacement UPRR industrial spur. 

As stated in Section 7.6 2 1, Alternative to Avoid Use of Parc Me ropolitan Development 
Parkland, VTA evaluated an alignment variation for locating the replacement UPRR 
industrial spur.  However, given the very high costs for acquisition of ROW and direct 
impacts to businesses on the eas  side of the ROW, i  can be concluded that although the 
east side design is technically feasible, it is not a prudent alternative.  There are no other 
feasible avoidance alignment options at this location – the ROW can be expanded only to 
the east or the west. 

The acquisi ion of land from Parc Metropolitan Development property would affect only 
2.5 percent of the total area of the park.  Decreasing of the park area by 20 feet should
not compromise the intended function of the park.  VTA has met and will continue 

P18-2 
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discussions with the City of Milpitas to specify measures to mitigate the acquisition and 
reduce harm.  Please see Chapter 7, Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, Sections 7.4 1, 7.5.2, 
7.6.2 1, and 7.6.3 1 for further information. 
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P18.4 Refer to response P18 2 regarding park impacts and response P18.1 regarding noise.  In 
addition, the EIS/EIR add essed 18 environmental topic impact areas ranging from air 
quality to water resources.  No other substan ial adverse impacts were identified at this 
location.  For example, as stated in Section 4.17.3.1, Visual Qualities and Aesthetics, 
Impacts, Landscape Unit 3, 3rd bullet, a sound wall 10 feet in height would be 
constructed on the west side of the alignment near the Great Mall.  Since the closest 
views of the sound wall would be from the backyards of residences in an urban area and
no scenic viewsheds would be obstruc ed, there would be no adverse visual effect. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P19 

Jayaprasad Vejendla (May 4, 2004) 

P19.1 As described in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration  of the EIS/EIR, the noise impact 
assessment was conducted using both Federal Transit Adminis ration (FTA) and BART 
noise criteria.  The assessment procedures meet with both National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines for assessing 
noise impact from transit operations.  The FTA noise criteria are based on the existing 
noise levels in determining impact, and take into account changes in noise level due to 
the introduction of the project.  Where noise impact has been identified, mitigation 
measures have been identified to reduce the noise levels to within the appropriate 
criteria.  A 10-foot high sound wall is identified at your location (see Table 4 13-12, BART 
Alternative Noise Barrier Mitigation Treatment for Residential Areas, and Figure 4.13-4f, 
Noise and Vibration Mitigation Locations), which would reduce noise levels to below FTA
criteria. 
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According to Table 4.13-7, BART Alternative Residential Noise Impact Without Mitigation 
Using FTA Cri eria, the BART alignment sou h of Dixon Landing Road, with or without the
South Calaveras Future Station  would impact 30 residences to the west of the tracks 
between Curtis Avenue and Great Mall Drive (STA 332+50 to STA 335+80) by increasing 
the noise level from an existing 62 dBA to 63 dBA.  However, as shown on Figure 4.13-
4f, a sound wall will be constructed between the residences and the BART tracks to 
reduce noise levels.  According to Table 4.13-12  BART Alternative Noise Barrier 
Mitigation Treatment for Residential Areas, construction of the approximately 600-foot 
long and 10-foot high sound wall will reduce the noise levels resulting from the BART 
Alternative to below FTA and BART criteria for these 30 residences. 

According to Tables 4.13-17, BART Alternative Residential Vibration Impacts Without 
Mitigation Using FTA Criteria, and 4.13-18, BART Alternative Residential Vibration Impact 
Without Mitigation Using BART Criteria, the vibration analysis determined that vibration 
impacts to residences would not resul  from the BART Alternative at this location. 

P19.2 See response to comment P19.1. 

P19.3 As stated in Section 7.5 2  Impacts to Parc Metropolitan Development Parklands, the 
BART Alternative would need to acquire a 20-foot by 100-foot-long strip of land from 
Parc Metropolitan Development property that has been dedicated to the City of Milpitas 
for development as a public park.  This strip of land is needed to accommodate the 
replacement UPRR industrial spur. 

As stated in Section 7.6 2 1, Alternative to Avoid Use of Parc Me ropolitan Development 
Parkland, VTA evaluated an alignment variation for locating the replacement UPRR 
industrial spur.  However, given the very high costs for acquisition of ROW and direct 
impacts to businesses on the eas  side of the ROW, i  can be concluded that although the 
east side design is technically feasible, it is not a prudent alternative.  There are no other 
feasible avoidance alignment options at this location – the ROW can be expanded only to 
the east or the west. 

The acquisi ion of land from Parc Metropolitan Development property would affect only 
2.5 percent of the total area of the park.  Decreasing of the park area by 20 feet should
not compromise the intended function of the park.  VTA has met and will continue 

P19-2 
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discussions with the City of Milpitas to specify measures to mitigate the acquisition and 
reduce harm.  Please see Chapter 7, Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, Sections 7.4 1, 7.5.2, 
7.6.2 1, and 7.6.3 1 for further information. 
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P19.4 Refer to response P19 2 regarding park impacts and response P19.1 regarding noise.  In 
addition, the EIS/EIR add essed 18 environmental topic impact areas ranging from air 
quality to water resources.  No other substan ial adverse impacts were identified at this 
location.  For example, as stated in Section 4.17.3.1, Visual Qualities and Aesthetics, 
Impacts, Landscape Unit 3, 3rd bullet, a sound wall 10 feet in height would be 
constructed on the west side of the alignment near the Great Mall.  Since the closest 
views of the sound wall would be from the backyards of residences in an urban area and
no scenic viewsheds would be obstruc ed, there would be no adverse visual effect. 

P19-3 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P20 

Ajitha Vankayalapati (May 4, 2004) 

P20.1 As described in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, of the EIS/EIR, the noise impact 
assessment was conducted using both Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and BART 
noise criteria.  The assessment procedures meet with both National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines for assessing 
noise impact from transit operations.  The FTA noise criteria are based on the existing 
noise levels in determining impact, and take into account changes in noise level due to 
the introduction of the project.  Where noise impact has been identified, mitigation 
measures have been identified to reduce the noise levels to within the appropriate 
criteria.  Freight train activities are exempt from local city ordinances.  Both FTA and 
BART have noise impact criteria designed to minimize impact to residences along the 
corridor.  A 10-foot high sound wall is identified at your location (see Table 4.13-12, 
BART Alternative Noise Barrier Mitigation Treatment for Residential Areas, and Figure 
4.13-4f, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Locations), which would reduce noise levels to 
below FTA criteria. 

P20.2 Noise and vibration impacts are fully evaluated in the EIS/EIR and will be mitigated to 
meet FTA and BART criteria (Refer to Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration).  VTA will 
continue to work with Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and the City of Milpitas to reduce 
the environmental impacts to the Parc Metropolitan Parkland.  Specific concerns with 
UPRR operations, however, should be directed to their Customer Service department. 

P20.3 A transit system was first considered for the corridor between Union City and San Jose in 
November 1996 with the passing of Measure A.  This measure identified a commuter rail 
project, otherwise known as the Fremont-South Bay Commuter Rail, which would provide 
an interim link to BART.  In November 2000, Santa Clara County voters overwhelmingly 
approved Measure A that authorized a one-half of one percent sales tax.  The tax would 
begin in April 2006, when the current sales tax expires, and continue for 30 years.  The 
number 1 project listed was “Extend BART from Fremont through Milpitas to Downtown 
San Jose and Santa Clara Caltrain Station.”  This project was included as an alternative in 
the Major Investment Study/Alternatives Analysis for the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit 
Corridor, November 2001. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P21 

Robert S. Allen (April 28, 2004) 

P21.1 Dividing the project into segments would substantially increase the total project costs 
with no real advantage.  The current BART maintenance facilities cannot handle even a 
small extension into Santa Clara County.  This project requires a maintenance facility 
preferably located at the end of the extension since midline maintenance facilities result 
in significant increases in annual operating costs associated with “deadheading” trains at 
the start and end of service.  Terminating the project before Santa Clara results in the 
expenditure of funds for significant maintenance that would be throwaway costs once the 
extension is completed to Santa Clara.  In addition, expanded parking and access 
improvements to the Montague/Capitol and Berryessa stations would also be wasted 
improvements once the remainder of the extension is completed.   

The Allen Plan is noted and included in the record for the consideration of the decision-
makers.  However, this alignment completely ignores the San Jose downtown civic center 
(the BART Alternative has stations at Civic Plaza/SJSU and Market Street).  One of the 
purposes of the project is to “Improve mobility options to employment, education, 
medical, and retail centers for corridor residents, in particular low-income, youth, elderly, 
disabled, and ethnic minority populations”.  To achieve this purpose one or more stations 
are needed in the downtown area.  Similarly, the downtown stations were selected to 
promote downtown business activities and support the project purpose to “support local 
economic and land use plans and goals.”  The City of San Jose has undertaken 
substantial planning efforts to encourage transit-oriented development at the proposed 
BART Alternative station locations.  In addition, this alternative would require an 
additional transfer for riders using the Diridon and Santa Clara Caltrain Stations.  This 
would discourage ridership and would not be consistent with the purpose to “maximize 
transit usage and ridership.”  For these reasons, this alternative was eliminated from 
further consideration. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P22 

Andrew Smith (May 11, 2004) 

P22.1 The recent economic decline presents challenges to the financing of this project.  VTA 
staff continues to work with the VTA Board, MTC, the State of California and the Federal 
Transit Administration to resolve the details of the funding plan for this project.  As 
stated in Section 8.1, Introduction to the Financial Considerations Chapter, of the 
EIS/EIR “a feasible financial plan will need to be prepared to advance the project into 
Final Design.”  Chapter 8, Financial Considerations, and the description of the 
Recommended Project description, accurately represents the funding picture for the 
project.  

BART Alternative ridership was based on year 2025 socioeconomic data forecasts, not 
year 2000 values.  As such, the 2025 data forecasts are developed based on growth 
assumptions provided by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Projections 
2000 data series.  The project sponsors are required by federal regulations to use the 
locally adopted socioeconomic data forecasts provided by ABAG when preparing forecast 
project ridership.  These long-range forecasts would tend to even out short-term 
fluctuations in increases or decreases in population and jobs that Santa Clara County and 
the entire Bay Area has been experiencing over the past three years. 

P22.2 On May 13, 2004, VTA’s General Manager responded to the San Jose Mercury News 
BART articles of May 9 and 10, 2004.  VTA’s response was not published by the Mercury 
News and challenged many of the statements.  The response is attached.  In addition, in 
November 2000, Santa Clara County voters overwhelmingly supported the tax measure 
that identified the BART Extension as the number one project.   

The year 2025 ridership forecasts for the BART Alternative estimated that 83,585 daily 
boardings would be made on the extension and result in 32,445 new transit trips relative 
to the Baseline Alternative.  New transit trips are trips that switched from using auto 
vehicle modes in the Baseline Alternative to taking transit in the BART Alternative.  These 
results indicate that the project can offer a viable transportation alternative to travelers 
using either automobiles or express/local bus modes of transportation in the corridor. 

P22.3 Recent reductions in bus and light rail service are related to declining sales tax and fare 
revenues as a result of the recent nationwide economic decline and are unrelated to the 
proposed BART Alternative.  As demonstrated in Table 3.4-1, 2025 Fleet Requirements 
for Baseline and BART Alternatives, the VTA bus fleet under the BART Alternative 
includes 642 vehicles, an increase over the No-action Alternative and a significant 
increase over current service levels.  Bus service under the BART Alternative, utilizing 
that fleet, is described in Section 3.4.7, BART Alternative Operating Plan, and in the 
Travel Demand Forecasts Report, 2003 incorporated by reference in the EIS/EIR. 

P22.4 The Major Investment Study/Alternatives Analysis (MIS) thoroughly evaluated 11 
alternatives for the corridor including the possible use of express bus, busway, commuter 
rail, diesel light rail, light rail, and BART.  Alternative 8, Light Rail Transit on Former SPRR 
Alignment, and Alternative 9, Light Rail Transit on UPRR Alignment, were both 
considered in the MIS.  Alternative 8 had a significant flaw in that continued freight 
operations would be required in a severely constrained right-of-way.  Alternative 9 
received a “medium-high” rating compared to the BART Alternative rating of “high”.  Two 
of the primary reasons Alternative 9 did not rate as high as the BART Alternative were 
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that it had the slowest of the guideway speeds (55 miles per hour maximum) and the 
trains would be restricted to 2- to 3- car trains due to limitations on the Tasman and 
Downtown East Valley light rail lines.  After an extensive public outreach process, the 
VTA Board of Directors determined that the benefits of the BART Alternative were far 
greater than those of any of the other alternatives and selected it as the Locally 
Preferred Alternative in November 2001.  Also refer to the MIS for additional discussion 
on why this alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 
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Attachment for response P22.2 

 

 

May 14, 2004 

 

FACTS STRONGLY JUSTIFY BART EXTENSION  

 

The same data recently used by the Mercury News (BART articles of May 9 and 10) actually 

provides strong justification for the BART extension to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara.  We 

continue to be disappointed to see “opinions” masquerade as news reporting by some reporters.  

Let’s look at the facts. 

The article correctly noted that the BART extension is projected to carry 83,600 riders on an 

average weekday, 39,300 new transit riders among them.  That is 25,500 daily auto trips off our 

roadways.  Other autos will come to fill in for the majority of those vehicles, but the total 

capacity of the corridor to deliver people to their destination will be enhanced.  The purpose of 

the project is to provide additional travel mode choice and total transportation system capacity, 

not to simply fix congestion.    

The writer neglected to note total travel time savings from the project, estimated at 66,000 hours 

per day.  County residents and employees can better spend these hours in a more productive 

manner.  Other beneficial effects include improved air quality, community services and facilities, 

energy, and additional travel choices for environmental justice communities.     
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In 2025 peak period passenger loads on this BART extension will fill two out of three seats -- 

two-thirds of the extension’s capacity occupied after only 10 years.  The remaining seats would 

be available for ridership growth after 2025.  The transbay segment of the BART system took 35 

years to achieve current passenger load levels.  VTA has the responsibility to plan the project to 

meet travel needs more than 10 years into the future. 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

require VTA to use the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) official land use 

projections for ridership forecasts.  Contrary to the ABAG staff comments quoted in the article, 

ABAG recently completed a new set of official land use projections that include higher 

employment and population growth than is currently used in the BART extension ridership 

projections.  If we used these newly updated ABAG projections, our ridership estimates for this 

project would be even better. 

It is true that the BART extension currently has a “Not Recommended” rating from the FTA.  

The Mercury News erroneously attributed that to one numeric factor.  The FTA uses six 

evaluation categories, and each includes multiple factors.  Our current rating is due to the current 

financial conditions in Santa Clara County, not the project merits.  VTA’s BART project scores 

well in land use (“medium/high”).   And, thanks to Santa Clara County voters, we’re rated 

“high” in local funding that far outweighs federal funds sought. 

Although there are those that say we should stop the project in Milpitas or Northeast San Jose, 

breaking the project into segments would substantially increase the total project costs with no 

real advantage.  The current BART maintenance facilities cannot handle even a small extension 

into Santa Clara County.  This project requires a new maintenance facility located at the end of 
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the extension.  Terminating the project before Santa Clara results in the expenditure of funds for 

significant maintenance capacity improvements within the existing BART system that would be 

throw-away costs once the extension is completed to Santa Clara.  In addition, expanded parking 

and access improvements to the Montague/Capitol and Berryessa Stations would also be wasted 

improvements once the remainder of the extension is completed. 

VTA is determined to provide an excellent multi-modal transportation system to the public, and 

to get excellent value from every transportation dollar.  Our community deserves a factual 

representation of this project. 

 

Peter M. Cipolla is General Manager of the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA). 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P23 

Paula Velsey (May 11, 2004) 

P23.1 The Major Investment Study/Alternatives Analysis (MIS/AA) thoroughly evaluated 11 
alternatives for the corridor including the possible use of express bus, busway, commuter 
rail, diesel light rail, light rail, and BART.  Alternative 3, Commuter Rail on the Alviso 
Alignment, Alternative 4, Commuter Rail on the Former Southern Pacific Railroad 
Alignment, and Alternative 5, Commuter Rail on the UPRR Alignment, all considered 
standard rail car systems.  Alternative 4 was eliminated because it could not coexist at-
grade with freight railroad service in the severely constrained SPRR right-of-way without 
being placed on aerial structures or underground.  Alternatives 3 and 5 were carried 
forward for further consideration.  Both of these alternatives were rated “low-medium” 
compared to the BART Alternative rating of “high”.  Alternative 3 was eliminated for a 
number of reasons including; conflicts with freight service, crosses approximately 4 miles 
of the San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge with potential wetlands and federally 
protected species issues and moderate transit oriented development opportunities.  
Alternative 5 was eliminated from further consideration because of low ridership, lack of 
a connection to other commuter rail services, such as Caltrain, among other reasons.  
The MIS/AA provides additional discussions regarding the elimination of standard rail 
system Alternatives 3, 4, and 5.  After an extensive public outreach process, the VTA 
Board of Directors determined that the benefits of the BART Alternative were far greater 
than those of any of the other alternatives and selected it as the Locally Preferred 
Alternative in November 2001.  Also refer to Section 3.6.1, Alternatives Evaluated During 
Major Investment Study/Alternatives Analysis, for additional discussion of the alternatives 
considered. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P24 

Richard Preston (May 12, 2004) 

P24.1 In May 26, 2004, the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory Board (PAB) 
recommended the Santa Clara Station Parking Structure North as part of the Locally 
Preferred Alternative.  Based on ridership forecasts for 2025, as shown in Table 4.2-14, 
2025 Park-and-Ride Space Requirements, the parking demand for the Santa Clara Station 
is 1,067 spaces.  There have been preliminary discussions concerning parking 
management for Caltrain and BART patrons on both sides of the tracks.  However, a 
detailed parking management plan between VTA, Caltrain, and BART regarding sharing 
facilities and parking charges will be worked out at a date closer to initiating revenue 
service. 

P24.2 In May 26, 2004, the PAB selected the Aerial Walkway South Option as part of the 
Locally Preferred Alternative.  This option best meets the needs of the transferring 
passengers.  VTA staff proposes moving the historic Tower to a location south of the 
aerial walkway, which would preserve the visual continuity between the historic Tower 
and Depot.  VTA staff will work with the historic resource stakeholders to resolve the 
location concerns and the design for the aerial walkway.  The design will comply with 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) guidelines, accommodate bicyclists, and provide 
adequate protection from the elements. 

The Santa Clara Historic Landmarks Commission, South Bay Historical Railroad Society, 
and Caltrain have expressed support for the Underground Walkway Option.  That option 
would require additional elevation changes for passengers moving from BART or the 
future Automated People Mover (APM) to the west side of the Caltrain tracks.  It could 
also result in additional impacts of hidden utility and hazardous materials under the 
tracks and undiscovered archaeological sites.  This option is also the most expensive of 
the three evaluated. 

VTA will continue to coordinate with Caltrain to determine the appropriate design of the 
aerial walkway to ensure adequate signal sign distance for train operators and to 
accommodate the future overhead electrification lines.  Additionally, the final design will 
include safety elements to prevent harm to pedestrians exiting the walkway.  

P24.3 The 2000 Measure A Program identified funding for an APM connection between Santa 
Clara Station and Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport.  However, the VTA 
Board has determined that the APM project is not a priority at this time.  When VTA’s 
financial situation improves, this project may be reprioritized. 

P24.4 The Santa Clara Station is a key intermodal transit center.  The station would be 
designed to provide convenient transfer and access between BART and the APM to 
Caltrain, ACE, Capitols, and VTA Bus. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P25 

Regional Alliance for Transit (May 13, 2004) 

P25.1 Refer to the responses to P41 submitted by the Transportation Defense and Education 
Fund and to P37 submitted by the BayRail Alliance. 

P25.2 The recent economic decline presents challenges to the financing of this project.  VTA 
staff continues to work with the VTA Board, Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
(MTC), the State of California, and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to resolve 
the details of the funding plan for this project.  As stated in Section 8.1, Introduction to 
the Financial Considerations Chapter, of the Draft EIS/EIR, “a feasible financial plan will 
need to be prepared to advance the project into Final Design.”  Chapter 8, Financial 
Considerations, accurately represents the funding picture for the project in combination 
with the Final EIS/EIR Recommended Project description.  Financing costs associated 
with expenditure of the Measure A funds are carried by the Measure A program, not the 
individual projects funded by the program. 

P25.3 Project ratings for New Starts funds are determined by FTA on an annual basis; this is an 
on-going process.  As such, VTA is submitting additional information as it becomes 
available to secure an improved rating.  While VTA is requesting an amount in excess of 
$500 million from New Starts funding, these amounts have been granted on rare 
occasions as noted in the comment.  This represents less than 20% of the total costs 
because of the large local share.  The category ‘Share of non-New Starts funding’ is 
where VTA receives a high rating.  Also refer to response to P25.2. 

P25.4 VTA will be competing for New Starts funding along with a number of local and national 
projects.  The New Starts evaluation criteria include a number of factors: project 
justification rating (mobility improvements, environmental benefits, operating efficiencies, 
cost effectiveness and land use) and financial rating (non-Section 5309 share, capital 
finances, and operating finances).  Each project competing for New Starts funds is 
evaluated in each of these categories.  Financing costs associated with expenditure of 
the Measure A funds will be carried by the Measure A program, not the individual 
projects funded by the program. 

P25.5 Refer to response to P25.2. 

P25.6 One of the goals of the BART Alternative is to enhance multi-modal access to BART 
systems, as stated in the BART System Expansion Policy and Criteria.  Refer to Section 
4.12.2.2, Regulatory Setting, for a discussion of the BART System Expansion Policy and 
Criteria.  In order to achieve this, each proposed Bart station will have bus transit centers 
within the facilities or will be located near a bus connection to make BART easily 
accessible to bus patrons. 

The provision of bus service is currently being affected because of existing budget 
considerations.  Dramatic reductions in bus service have been implemented in 2003 that 
have no relation to the proposed BART Alternative. 

Decreases in local bus services are not proposed as a part of the implementation of the 
BART Alternative.  As demonstrated in Table 3.4-1 2025, Fleet Requirements for Baseline 
and BART Alternatives, the VTA bus fleet under the BART Alternative includes 642 
vehicles, an increase over the No-action Alternative and a significant increase over 
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current service levels.  Bus service under the BART Alternative, utilizing that fleet, is 
described in Section 3.4.7, BART Alternative Operating Plan, and in the Travel Demand 
Forecasts Report, 2003. 

The Montague/Capitol and Berryessa stations are located in communities that include 
over 70% minority populations; however, the median household income in those areas is 
$50,000 or more.  It is the Alum Rock, Civic Plaza/SJSU, Market Street, and Diridon 
stations that serve significant (predominantly 70% or more minority, with some areas of 
50% or more minority) minority populations with incomes of $50,000 or less.  BART 
Alternative ridership reflects the communities it serves, the downtown San Jose station 
areas represent significant low income and minority populations who can significantly 
benefit from direct regional rail access that operates over a 21-hour service day. 

P25.7 According to BART, there is a funding challenge regarding the $145 million that is 
expected to come from the BART SFO Extension’s operating profits.  However, BART 
believes that this is a timing issue, as the SFO Extension is ultimately expected to 
generate a surplus.  Furthermore, on March 2, 2004, the voters approved the Regional 
Measure 2 bridge toll, which will provide the WSX Project with an additional $95 million.  
Given this boost of voters’ confidence, BART is working with its funding partners on cash 
flow options to move the project forward.  

BART does not expect any impact on the Warm Springs Extension Project’s $68 million 
funding from the Regional Measure 2 bridge toll due to the cost overrun from the Contra 
Costa County bridge project.  

P25.8 The Major Investment Study/Alternatives Analysis for the BART Extension evaluated 11 
alternatives for the corridor including the possible use of express bus, busway, commuter 
rail, diesel light rail, light rail, and BART.  Extending BART was the number one project 
listed in the 2000 Measure A 30-year sales tax measure.  The VTA Board of Directors 
determined that the benefits of the BART Alternative were far greater than those of any 
of the other alternatives and selected it as the Locally Preferred Alternative in 2001.  
Both local and regional polls continue to indicate significant support for the extension of 
BART to Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara.  The project continues to be a priority of the 
VTA Board. 

Section 2.4.2, Associated Needs, states that the SVRTC is one of the most congested 
corridors in Northern California.  Over the last 10 years, it has experienced very high and 
increasing levels of traffic congestion due to the growth of jobs throughout the Silicon 
Valley area, including downtown San Jose and the cities of Fremont, Milpitas, and Santa 
Clara.  Congestion is also spreading from the peak period into the off peak.  Table 2.4-1, 
Estimated Daily Home Based Work Trips, 2000 to 2025, shows an increase of over 
26,000 daily work trips from Alameda County to Silicon Valley, which would result in a 25 
percent increase in travel demand between 2000 and 2025.  Similarly, travel demand 
from within Santa Clara County to Alameda County would increase by almost 17,200 
daily work trips or 45 percent during this same time frame.  From 2000 to 2025, total 
work trips within the SVRTC are projected to grow by 30 percent.  Given the current level 
of congestion in the corridor, this projected growth emphasizes the need for more 
transportation capacity in the future.  The High Speed Rail project would not be able to 
provide the same frequency of service nor serve the number of station sites that is 
required in this corridor to meet the demand.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P26 

Lester H. Lee (May 10, 2004) 

P26.1 The comment is noted and included in the record for review and consideration by the 
decision-makers. 

P26.2 There are several reasons why BART to Montague/Capitol is not a feasible and 
reasonable alternative.  First, the current BART maintenance facilities cannot handle even 
a small extension into Santa Clara County.  This project requires a maintenance facility 
preferably located at the end of the extension since midline maintenance facilities result 
in significant increases in annual operating costs associated with “deadheading” trains at 
the start and end of service.  Terminating the project before Santa Clara results in the 
expenditure of funds for significant maintenance capacity that would be throw-away 
costs once the extension is completed to Santa Clara.  In addition, expanded parking and 
access improvements to the Montague/Capitol Station would also be wasted 
improvements once the remainder of the extension is completed.  This alternative would 
also not achieve several of the project’s purposes including; “improve mobility options to 
employment, education, medical, and retail centers for corridor residents, in particular 
low-income, youth, elderly, disabled, and ethnic minority populations”, “maximize transit 
usage and ridership”, and “support local economic and land use plans and goals”. 

As a note, a minimum operating segment terminating at the proposed Montague/Capitol 
Station would reduce the advantages of the project to environmental justice 
communities.  The Montague/Capitol and Berryessa Station are located in communities 
that include over 70% minority populations, however the median household incomes in 
those areas are $50,000 or more.  It is the Alum Rock, Civic Plaza/SJSU, Market Street 
and Diridon Stations that serve significant (predominantly 70% or more minority, with 
some areas of 50% or more minority) minority populations with incomes of $50,000 or 
less.  BART ridership reflects the communities it serves; the downtown San Jose station 
areas represent significant low income and minority populations who can significantly 
benefit from direct regional rail access that operates over a 21-hour service day. 

The Major Investment Study/Alternatives Analysis thoroughly evaluated 11 alternatives 
for the corridor including the possible use of express bus, busway, commuter rail, diesel 
light rail, light rail, and BART.  After an extensive public outreach process, the VTA Board 
of Directors determined that the benefits of the BART Alternative were far greater than 
those of any of the other alternatives and selected it as the Locally Preferred Alternative 
in November 2001.  VTA remains committed to the full build BART Alternative as 
approved by the voters of Santa Clara County in November 2000 and adopted by the 
VTA Board of Directors as the Locally Preferred Alternative in November 2001.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P27 

Joseph Adams (May 10, 2004) 

P27.1 Refer to response 27.2 regarding vibration and sound impacts.  Visual impacts of the 
Dixon Landing Alignment are discussed in Section 4.17.3.1, Impacts, BART Alternative, 
Landscape Unit 1 - Warm Springs to Dixon Landing Road.  None of the three options 
were considered to have substantial visual impacts.  The “vibration expert” who spoke at 
the Milpitas City Council meeting was representing the City of Milpitas and not VTA.  VTA 
was not requested to make a presentation at this meeting.  At its May 26, 2004 meeting, 
the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory Board (PAB) selected the BART in 
Retained Cut Option for the crossing of Dixon Landing Road.  This action was taken to 
address concerns expressed by the City of Milpitas and local residents regarding 
perceived noise, vibration and aesthetic effects of the aerial alignment option. 

P27.2 As described in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, of the EIS/EIR, the noise and vibration 
impact assessment was conducted using both Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and 
BART noise and vibration criteria.  The assessment procedures meet with both National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
guidelines for assessing noise and vibration impact from transit operations.  The FTA 
noise criteria are based on the existing noise levels in determining impact, and take into 
account changes in noise level due to the introduction of the project.  Where noise 
impact has been identified, mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the noise 
levels to within the appropriate criteria.  Table 4.13-12, BART Alternative Noise Barrier 
Mitigation Treatment for Residential Areas, identifies the sound wall heights and locations 
for the three options at Dixon Landing Road.  The sound wall location is also depicted on 
Figure 4.13-4b, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Locations. 

Both the BART and FTA vibration criteria are based on human response and perception 
to vibration.  The vibration impact criteria are well below the thresholds for even minor 
cosmetic damage to residences.  Where vibration impact has been identified, mitigation 
measures have been identified.  Table 4.13-19, BART Alternative Vibration Impact 
Mitigation Locations, identifies the type and locations of vibration mitigation including 
those at Dixon Landing Road.  The vibration mitigation locations are also depicted on 
Figure 4.13-4b, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Locations.  Therefore, studies have been 
conducted at noise and vibration sensitive locations including Dixon Landing Road. 

P27.3 As described in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, of the EIS/EIR, the vibration impact 
assessment was conducted using both FTA and BART vibration criteria for impact.  The 
assessment procedures meet with both NEPA and CEQA guidelines for assessing 
vibration impact from transit operations.  Both the BART and FTA vibration criteria are 
based on human response and perception to vibration.  The vibration impact criteria are 
well below the thresholds for even minor cosmetic damage to residences.  Where 
vibration impacts have been identified, mitigation measures have been identified.  The 
vibration projections for transit projects are for the ground at the foundation of the 
building.  As the vibration enters the building structure, it is reduced due to the mass of 
the building.  As the vibration travels up through the building, there is some amplification 
due to resonances in the building, but there is also a reduction due to the increased 
distance the vibration must travel.  Because of all these factors, the vibration level on the 
2nd floor of a typical single-family house will be similar to the vibration level for the 
ground at the foundation of the building. 
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P27.4 Both the BART and FTA vibration criteria are based on human response and perception 
to vibration.  The analysis does not show any long-term vibration damage to residences 
resulting from the operation of the BART Alternative.  The vibration impact criteria are 
well below the thresholds for even minor cosmetic damage to residences.  Typical transit 
activities (such as BART) are below even the most stringent thresholds for damage (to 
fragile historic structures), even at very close distances (less than 100 feet).  The state is 
not responsible for any damage caused by long-term vibration impacts.  If damage were 
to occur, a homeowner could file a claim against VTA. 

P27.5 The residences to the north of the proposed barrier on Summerwind Way are set further 
back from the alignment than those where the noise barrier has been located.  The noise 
analysis shows that the residences to the north are below the noise impact criteria.  
Therefore, the sound wall is not required to extend to Summerwind Way.  Also, refer to 
response P27.2. 

P27.6 One of the overall purposes of transportation improvements in the SVRTC is to improve 
public transit service in this severely congested corridor by providing increased transit 
capacity and faster, convenient access throughout the San Francisco Bay Area region, 
including southern Alameda County, central Contra Costa County, Tri-Valley, Central 
Valley, and Silicon Valley.  In Table 3.6-1, Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Goals, 
Objectives, and Evaluation Criteria, an objective of Goal 2, Mobility Improvements and 
Regional Connectivity, is to reduce travel time.  Reducing the speed of the BART trains 
along the BART corridor to 5 to 10 mph would be inconsistent with the above mentioned 
purpose and objective of the BART Alternative project.  The current slow speed of freight 
trains is likely related to safety concerns as the cars approach or depart the maintenance 
yard.   

P27.7 The projected vibration levels at this location are well below (more than 10 VdB) both 
the FTA and BART vibration impact criteria.  The vibration criteria are designed for 
human response to vibration and are significantly below even the most stringent criteria 
for damage from vibration.  Because the vibration levels are below the impact criteria, no 
mitigation is required in this area. 

P27.8 At its May 26, 2004 meeting, the PAB recommended the BART in Retained Cut Option for 
the crossing of Dixon Landing Road.  This action was taken to address concerns 
expressed by the City of Milpitas and local residents regarding perceived noise, vibration, 
and aesthetic effects of the aerial alignment option. 

P27.9 As stated in response P27.4, vibration is below impact criteria and is not expected to 
result in structural damage.   

P27.10 As stated in response P27.4, vibration is below impact criteria and is not expected to 
result in structural damage.   

P27.11 The BART Alternative is projected to carry approximately 83,600 riders on an average 
weekday; including approximately 39,300 new transit riders.  An estimated 25,500 daily 
auto trips would be removed from the roadways.  While other vehicles would likely 
replace some of these reduced trips, the total capacity of the corridor to deliver people to 
their destination will be enhanced.  The purpose of the project is to provide an additional 
travel mode choice and total transportation system capacity, not to simply fix congestion.  
In addition, on May 13, 2004 VTA’s General Manager responded to the San Jose Mercury 
News BART articles of May 9 and 10, 2004.  VTA’s response was not published by the 
Mercury News and challenged many of the statements.  The General Manager’s response 
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is attached. 

P27.12 With development projections extending out in excess 20 years, peaks and valleys of 
employment would be expected.  Santa Clara County is currently in a period of lower 
employment numbers. 

BART Alternative ridership was based on year 2025 socioeconomic data forecasts, not 
year 2000 values.  As such, the 2025 data forecasts are developed based on growth 
assumptions provided by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Projections 
2000 data series.  The project sponsors are required by federal regulations to use the 
locally adopted socioeconomic data forecasts provided by ABAG when preparing forecast 
project ridership.  These long-range forecasts would tend to even out the type of short-
term fluctuations in either increases or decreases in population and jobs the region has 
been experiencing in the past three years. 

P27.13 VTA, not BART, is the public agency evaluating the BART Alternative.  The Major 
Investment Study/Alternatives Analysis (MIS/AA) for the BART Extension evaluated 11 
alternatives for the corridor including the possible use of express bus, busway, commuter 
rail, diesel light rail, light rail, and BART.  It should be noted that extending BART was 
the number one project listed in the 2000 Measure A tax measure.  The VTA Board of 
Directors determined that the benefits of the BART Alternative were far greater than 
those of any of the other alternatives and selected it as the Locally Preferred Alternative 
in 2001.   

VTA staff continues to work with the VTA Board, MTC, the State of California and the FTA 
to resolve the details of the funding plan for this project.  As stated in Section 8.1, 
Introduction to the Financial Considerations Chapter, of the EIS/EIR “a feasible financial 
plan will need to be prepared to advance the project into Final Design.”  Chapter 8, 
Financial Considerations, in combination with the Final EIS/EIR Recommended Project 
description accurately represents the funding picture for the project.  It should be noted 
that extending BART was the number one project listed in the 2000 Measure A tax 
measure.  Both local and regional polls continue to indicate significant support for the 
extension of BART to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara.  The project continues to be a 
priority of the Valley Transportation Authority Board. 

Also refer to responses P27.11 and P27.12.   
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Attachment for response P27.11 

 

 

May 14, 2004 

 

FACTS STRONGLY JUSTIFY BART EXTENSION  

 

The same data recently used by the Mercury News (BART articles of May 9 and 10) actually 

provides strong justification for the BART extension to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara.  We 

continue to be disappointed to see “opinions” masquerade as news reporting by some reporters.  

Let’s look at the facts. 

The article correctly noted that the BART extension is projected to carry 83,600 riders on an 

average weekday, 39,300 new transit riders among them.  That is 25,500 daily auto trips off our 

roadways.  Other autos will come to fill in for the majority of those vehicles, but the total 

capacity of the corridor to deliver people to their destination will be enhanced.  The purpose of 

the project is to provide additional travel mode choice and total transportation system capacity, 

not to simply fix congestion.    

The writer neglected to note total travel time savings from the project, estimated at 66,000 hours 

per day.  County residents and employees can better spend these hours in a more productive 

manner.  Other beneficial effects include improved air quality, community services and facilities, 

energy, and additional travel choices for environmental justice communities.     
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In 2025 peak period passenger loads on this BART extension will fill two out of three seats -- 

two-thirds of the extension’s capacity occupied after only 10 years.  The remaining seats would 

be available for ridership growth after 2025.  The transbay segment of the BART system took 35 

years to achieve current passenger load levels.  VTA has the responsibility to plan the project to 

meet travel needs more than 10 years into the future. 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

require VTA to use the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) official land use 

projections for ridership forecasts.  Contrary to the ABAG staff comments quoted in the article, 

ABAG recently completed a new set of official land use projections that include higher 

employment and population growth than is currently used in the BART extension ridership 

projections.  If we used these newly updated ABAG projections, our ridership estimates for this 

project would be even better. 

It is true that the BART extension currently has a “Not Recommended” rating from the FTA.  

The Mercury News erroneously attributed that to one numeric factor.  The FTA uses six 

evaluation categories, and each includes multiple factors.  Our current rating is due to the current 

financial conditions in Santa Clara County, not the project merits.  VTA’s BART project scores 

well in land use (“medium/high”).  And, thanks to Santa Clara County voters, we’re rated “high” 

in local funding that far outweighs federal funds sought. 

Although there are those that say we should stop the project in Milpitas or Northeast San Jose, 

breaking the project into segments would substantially increase the total project costs with no 

real advantage.  The current BART maintenance facilities cannot handle even a small extension 

into Santa Clara County.  This project requires a new maintenance facility located at the end of 
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the extension.  Terminating the project before Santa Clara results in the expenditure of funds for 

significant maintenance capacity improvements within the existing BART system that would be 

throw-away costs once the extension is completed to Santa Clara.  In addition, expanded parking 

and access improvements to the Montague/Capitol and Berryessa Stations would also be wasted 

improvements once the remainder of the extension is completed. 

VTA is determined to provide an excellent multi-modal transportation system to the public, and 

to get excellent value from every transportation dollar.  Our community deserves a factual 

representation of this project. 

 

Peter M. Cipolla is General Manager of the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA). 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P28 

Vinod Dhomse (May 8, 2004) 

P28.1 As described in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, of the EIS/EIR, the noise and vibration 
impact assessment was conducted using both Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and 
BART noise and vibration criteria.  The assessment procedures meet with both National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
guidelines for assessing noise and vibration impact from transit operations.  The FTA 
noise criteria are based on the existing noise levels in determining impact, and take into 
account changes in noise level due to the introduction of the project.  Where noise 
impact has been identified, mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the noise 
levels to within the appropriate criteria.  Tables 4.13-7, BART Alternative Residential 
Noise Impact Without Mitigation Using FTA Criteria, and 4.13-8, BART Alternative 
Residential Noise Impact Without Mitigation Using BART Design Criteria, indicate where 
noise impacts result using FTA and BART criteria.  Noise impacts are not identified at this 
location. 

Both the BART and FTA vibration criteria are based on human response and perception 
to vibration.  The vibration impact criteria are well below the thresholds for even minor 
cosmetic damage to residences.  Where vibration impact has been identified, mitigation 
measures have been identified to reduce vibration levels to below criteria thresholds.  
Table 4.13-19, BART Alternative Vibration Impact Mitigation Locations, identify the types 
and locations of vibration mitigation including this area.  Figure 4.13-4e, Noise and 
Vibration Mitigation Locations, identifies the need for mitigation at this location including 
ballast mat or shredded tire underlay or floating slab. 

P28.2 Reduction in property value is not considered a significant effect on the environment for 
purposes of CEQA or NEPA.  

P28.3 Refer to Response P28.2. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P29 

Jenny & Willy Pan (May 9, 2004) 

P29.1 As described in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, of the EIS/EIR, the noise impact 
assessment was conducted using both Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and BART 
noise criteria for impact.  The assessment procedures meet with both National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
guidelines for assessing noise impact from transit operations.  The FTA noise criteria are 
based on the existing noise levels in determining impact, and take into account changes 
in noise level due to the introduction of the project, including moving the existing train 
tracks closer to residences.  Where noise impact has been identified, mitigation measures 
have been identified to reduce the noise levels to within the appropriate criteria. 

According to Table 4.13-7, BART Alternative Residential Noise Impact Without Mitigation 
Using FTA Criteria, the BART alignment south of Dixon Landing Road, with or without the 
South Calaveras Future Station, would impact 30 residences to the west of the tracks 
between Curtis Avenue and Great Mall Drive (STA 332+50 to STA 335+80) by increasing 
the noise level from an existing 62 dBA to 63 dBA.  However, as shown on Figure 4.13-
4f, a sound wall will be constructed between the residences and the BART tracks to 
reduce noise levels.  According to Table 4.13-12, BART Alternative Noise Barrier 
Mitigation Treatment for Residential Areas, construction of the approximately 600-foot 
long and 10-foot high sound wall will reduce the noise levels resulting from the BART 
Alternative to below FTA and BART criteria for these 30 residences. 

According to Tables 4.13-17, BART Alternative Residential Vibration Impact Without 
Mitigation Using FTA Criteria, and 4.13-18, BART Alternative Residential Vibration Impact 
Without Mitigation Using BART Criteria, the vibration analysis determined that vibration 
impacts to residences would not result from the BART Alternative at this location.   

As stated in Section 4.17.3.1, Visual Qualities and Aesthetics, Impacts, Landscape Unit 3, 
3rd bullet, a sound wall 10 feet in height would be constructed on the west side of the 
alignment near the Great Mall.  Since the closest views of the sound wall would be from 
the backyards of residences in an urban area and no scenic viewsheds would be 
obstructed, there would be no adverse visual effect. 

Reduction in property value is not considered a significant effect on the environment for 
purposes of CEQA and NEPA. 

P29.2 The BART Police Department has had to address the homeless situation especially in the 
San Francisco stations.  The homeless will sometimes attempt to board and ride trains in 
an effort to have a place to stay warm in the winter.  BART police routinely sweep station 
entrances in the downtown stations to stop the homeless from “lodging” in stations.  This 
would also be done on the BART Alternative if necessary.  With the additional security 
provided at BART stations there is no reason to believe that crime would increase in the 
vicinity of the proposed stations.  Also, refer to Section 4.14, Security and Safety, 
regarding police services at BART facilities.  Refer to response P29.1 regarding real 
estate value. 

P29.3 The comment is noted and included in the record for review and consideration by the 
decision-makers. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P30 

Piper Rudnick (May 10, 2004) 

P30.1 The EIS/EIR has been prepared in compliance with CEQA and impacts and mitigation 
measures have been disclosed as required.  Regarding the four categories of comments, 
please refer to responses P30.2 through P30.42. 

P30.2 The 20-foot wide strip of land that VTA proposes to acquire is occupied primarily by 
landscaping.  VTA believes that the land can be acquired and utilized as part of the BART 
right-of-way without adversely affecting long-term traffic circulation on Great Mall Drive 
or access to the parking garage.  Both Great Mall Drive and the existing parking garage 
are not directly impacted by the property acquisition.  In addition, no parking spaces 
located west of Great Mall Drive would be lost as a result of project.  Currently the 
landscaping in the 20-foot wide strip serves to screen views of freight trains on the 
adjacent railroad tracks.  However, of the approximately 1,030 feet of landscaping to be 
removed along Great Mall Drive, approximately 310 feet is directly in front of an existing 
three-story parking garage.  Another approximately 260 feet of landscaping would be 
removed along Great Mall Drive adjacent to a future parking structure (see Appendix A, 
Figures A-19 and A-20).  Therefore, only approximately 460 feet of landscaping would be 
removed that would be visible from areas other than Great Mall Drive and the parking 
structure. 

The Union Pacific railroad (UPRR) tracks would be relocated a maximum of 22 feet to the 
west and closer to Great Mall Drive from the southern corner of the existing parking 
structure and northward to Curtis Avenue.  The relocation of the UPRR tracks to the west 
is identified on Figures A-19 through A-21 as “UPRR Connection to Milpitas Yard”, 
“Relocated Industry Lead”, and “Relocated UPRR Industry Lead.”  Text in Chapter 3, 
Alternatives, Section 3.4.1.1, Alignment, also identifies the UPRR track as being to the 
west of the BART alignment, “…the BART Alignment would descend into a retained cut 
16 to 20 feet deep to allow a UPRR freight lead track to cross over the BART line on a 
440-foot-long bridge and gain access to several major industries south of the UPRR 
Milpitas Yard and east of the ROW.”  The following sentence has been added to the 17th 
paragraph in Section 3.4.1.1, Alignment, to additionally clarify the track relocation:  “The 
UPRR lead track would need to be relocated up to 22 feet to the west to accommodate 
the BART Alignment.”  In addition, the following text has been added to the end of the 
third sentence:  “near the southeast corner of the existing parking structure.”  As a result 
of this relocation, trains operating parallel to Great Mall Drive would not be as well 
screened by landscaping as they are today and would be more visually prominent.  
However, the occupants of the vehicles traveling along Great Mall Drive to and from the 
parking lots are not considered a sensitive viewer group and would not be adversely 
affected by the increased visibility of the UPRR trains when they pass by the site.  The 
BART trains would be in a retained cut at this location and would not be visible to 
viewers in the parking lot.  The freight train tracks would need to be shifted up to 22 feet 
closer to Great Mall Drive from the southern corner of the existing parking structure 
northward to allow space for BART in a retained cut.  No significant long-term impacts on 
Great Mall Drive or on the parking structure are projected as a result of the acquisition 
and use of this strip of land for the project.   

Approximately 36 parking stalls in the northeast corner of the Great Mall and east of 
Great Mall Drive would be removed to allow for reconstruction of a replacement drainage 
detention basin and refuse storage area.  These spaces are located a substantial distance 
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from the Great Mall commercial uses.  The Great Mall currently has approximately 6,750 
parking spaces.  The loss of approximately 36 parking spaces represents 0.53% of the 
available parking.  The majority of the time, sufficient parking is available to 
accommodate patrons.  However, during peak parking demand periods (holiday season), 
the City of Milpitas requires the Great Mall to lease off-site parking spaces (over 500 this 
past year) to meet their parking requirement.  The Montague/Capitol Station is located a 
short distance away and would be expected to provide a transit alternative for at least 36 
vehicles and thus offset the loss of these parking spaces. 

As indicated in Section 4.19.2, Construction Scenario, a number of actions will take place 
to minimize construction impacts.  This will include preparation of traffic control plans, 
construction impact mitigation plans, and pre-construction business surveys.  These 
actions will work to minimize adverse effects on the Great Mall operations during 
construction.  During Preliminary Engineering, additional analysis of construction phasing 
will be developed.  However, at this time it is believed that from approximately the 
southern end of the existing parking structure to the Parc Metropolitan development, one 
lane of traffic on Great Mall Drive could be maintained with traffic controls.  The 
construction period to remove the landscaping and make other improvements at this 
location is estimated to last approximately four months.  With this mitigation and other 
mitigation measures set forth in the EIS/EIR, the risks of loss of structures, of injury or 
death to people, and of safe and secure access to the road and parking structure at the 
Great Mall would be mitigated.   

Also refer to response P30.6. 

P30.3 The EIS/EIR describes and evaluates in detail, a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
project, including the No-Action Alternative, and the “New Starts” Baseline Alternative.  
In order to meet the standards of a joint EIS/EIR, the alternatives have been evaluated 
in greater detail than is required by CEQA.  Neither CEQA, nor NEPA require that 
alternatives have to be developed and evaluated for each component of a project, such 
as the acquisition of a 20-foot wide strip of landscaping along the edge of a shopping 
mall.  If the EIS/EIR had found that the use of this land would result in substantial 
adverse impacts, mitigation would have been developed to avoid the impact.  However, 
the EIS/EIR does not conclude that the acquisition and use of this 20-foot strip will result 
in any significant adverse environmental impacts.   

 However, a realignment of the BART Alternative to the east side of the rail right-of-way 
was considered.  The total width needed for the combined BART and UPRR tracks in this 
area is 80 feet, providing 50 feet for the BART line and 30 feet for the UPRR industrial 
spur.  The existing railroad right-of-way width is only 60 feet, requiring the 20-foot 
acquisition.  While a realignment of the BART Alternative to the east side of the rail right-
of-way appears technically feasible, the alignment of the BART system and spur track on 
the west side has the following issues: 

• The existing industrial spur serves only businesses on the east side of the BART 
alignment.  A west side spur would require a grade-separated crossing of the 
BART alignment.  To accomplish this grade separation, the BART Alternative 
would need to be in a retained cut section, and the railroad would cross over this 
trench at-grade.  To locate this crossing north of Curtis Ave would require 
extending the BART trench section northward approximately 1,800 feet at an 
additional estimated cost of $19 million (including add-ons). 

• Positioning the spur entirely on the east side of the right-of-way would require 
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purchase of a 20-foot wide strip approximately 2,000 feet long, directly affecting 
three industrial buildings by eliminating approximately 200 parking spaces.  
Acquisition of the right-of-way on the east side would cost approximately $1 
million to $3 million.   

• In addition, the three industrial buildings on the east side of the right-of-way 
have loading docks facing west, and tractor–trailer trucks serving these buildings 
would have restricted turning radii for maneuvering into these loading docks. 

• An east side alignment would also be positioned near the existing 42-inch 
diameter Milpitas water pipeline, potentially requiring its relocation. 

 Given the very high costs for acquisition of right-of-way and direct impact to three 
businesses on the east side of the right-of-way, including the loss of approximately 200 
parking spaces and restricted loading dock access, it was concluded that although the 
east side design option is technically feasible, it was not a prudent alternative. 

 Potential impacts to the Great Mall related to subsidence, flooding, aesthetics, noise, 
parking, access, safety hazards, vibration, utility service disruption, soil removal, and 
parkland removal are all considered in the EIS/EIR.  In the areas where potential adverse 
impacts are identified, mitigation measures to reduce the impacts have been developed.  
Also refer to responses P30.4 through P30.41 

P30.4 Approximately 36 parking spaces would need to be removed east of Great Mall Drive and 
adjacent to the Parc Metropolitan parkland to accommodate drainage retention and 
refuse storage facilities.  The exact number of spaces lost will be determined during 
project design, although the number is very small relative to the total parking availability 
at the Great Mall, and would not result in a significant adverse environmental impact.  
VTA will work with the Great Mall operators during the land acquisition and Final Design 
phases of work to develop a design that will minimize parking loss and will replace the 
parking spaces if necessary to comply with the City of Milpitas’s parking requirements.  
Also refer to response P30.3.   

Regarding noise impacts to the park, the park would be protected by a sound wall, 
similar to the one that currently exists for the park.  Therefore, the noise impacts to the 
park would be similar to existing conditions.    

P30.5  The proposed drop in grade is measured from the top of rail elevation of the existing 
UPRR tracks.  Section 4.19.9.2, Design Requirements and Best Management Practices for 
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity Impacts, addresses subsidence and sinking and identifies a 
performance criterion to reduce impacts. 

P30.6 Per Section 4.19, Construction Impacts, detailed geotechnical exploration will be 
performed during Preliminary Engineering to finalize excavation and support system 
requirements to minimize impacts on adjacent property, including the Great Mall parking 
lot and Great Mall Drive areas.  

Retained cut construction for the BART Alternative is discussed in Section 4.19.2.3, 
Location and Construction of Guideway Types, Stations, and Other Facilities.  The portion 
of the alignment paralleling Great Mall Drive is included under the location described as 
“North Montague Expressway to south of Trade Zone Boulevard (Figures A-19, A-20, and 
A-22, STA 337+20 to STA 412+00).”  The text also states that temporary shoring walls 
will be needed in some locations to support the sides of the excavation while 
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construction of the retained cut permanent concrete U-wall structure takes place.  The 
need for groundwater control during the excavation process also is discussed.  Methods 
that can be used to construct temporary shoring walls are described including sheet pile 
walls with internal bracing or tiebacks, soldier piles and lagging, soil nailing, and soil-
cement walls.  The slurry wall method also is discussed as an alternative that combines 
both temporary and permanent wall construction.  Deep retained cuts have been 
completed successfully throughout the South Bay Area for many building and 
transportation projects using similar techniques.  The risk of instability or settlement 
along Great Mall Drive can be mitigated through proper engineering design and 
construction, as well as monitoring during the construction process.  The monitoring 
program should include measurement of wall deflection, ground settlement behind the 
walls, and observation of the dewatering system performance.  In terms of right-of-way 
takes and concerns over possible subsidence, the only area of concern would be along 
the 20-foot landscaped strip along the southeast corner, in the vicinity of the Great Mall 
parking structure (see Appendix A, Figure A-21).  In this location the relocated UPRR rail 
spur will be situated between the Great Mall and the BART system, at or above the 
elevation of Great Mall Drive, thus no subsidence is likely.  South of the parking 
structure, the UPRR spur crosses over the BART retained cut guideway and exits the 
right-of-way, and the BART retained cut guideway is entirely within the current UPRR 
right-of-way.  No permanent impacts to Great Mall Drive are anticipated.  Traffic control 
and construction impact mitigation measures are discussed in Section 4.19.2.1, Pre-
construction Activities.  Business and property owners will be contacted regarding 
potential construction and traffic impacts to Great Mall Drive, as well as parking impacts.  
Worksite traffic control plans will be developed to minimize impacts in the event that 
construction activities temporarily encroach onto Great Mall Drive. 

P30.7 Based on Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) developed by Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA), the existing UPRR tracks and portions of the western edge 
of UPRR right-of-way, east of the Great Mall property, are outside the 100-year floodplain 
(FIRM Panel No. 060344-0003G).  About 1,400 feet north of Montague Expressway, an 
approximately 1,800 feet long and 400 feet wide portion of the Great Mall property 
abutting the UPRR tracks (BART alignment), is within the 100-year floodplain of 
Berryessa Creek.  FEMA has designated this area as Zone AO with shallow sheet flow 
with flooding depth 1 foot.  See Figure 4.18-2, Segment 1 (Southern Section)—
Approximate Boundaries of the 100-year Floodplain in the SVRTC Study. 

The 20-foot wide right-of-way take area that VTA seeks to acquire is approximately 
1,800 feet long, and is parallel to the existing floodplain.  The FIRMs’ 100-year floodplain 
boundaries show that a portion (about 900 feet) of the western side of the right-of-way 
take area may have some longitudinal encroachment on the existing floodplain 
conditions.  The extent of longitudinal encroachment on the existing floodplain conditions 
is minimal compared to the overall flooding conditions in the area.  Therefore, an 
increase in floodplain elevations and lateral extent, and restrictions to the flood flows in 
the area are not anticipated.  

In the 20-foot wide right-of-way-take area between the Great Mall and BART Alternative, 
the relocated UPRR rail spurs will be situated above the 100-year floodplain elevations.  
As noted above, increase in flood elevations or restrictions to the flood flows is not 
anticipated, the erosion of the soil or removal of topsoil due the sheet flow in this area 
will not occur.  Moreover, the flood flows are in the paved roads and parking lots 
associated with the Great Mall.  The Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) and Army 
Corps of Engineers (ACOE) are currently in the planning stage of the Berryessa Creek 
Flood Protection Project to protect these areas from a 100-year flood event.  Upon 
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completion of these projects, flooding in this area may be eliminated. 

As noted above, the 20-foot wide right-of-way take area will be used for relocated UPRR 
tracks.  The impact to the permeability of the surface will be minimal because the 
relocated tracks will be situated on pervious surfaces.  Increase of surface runoff and risk 
of increase in flooding to the Great Mall is minimal. 

P30.8 Currently the landscaping in the 20-foot wide strip serves to screen views of freight trains 
on the adjacent railroad tracks.  However, of the approximately 1,030 feet of landscaping 
to be removed along Great Mall Drive, approximately 310 feet is directly in front of an 
existing three-story parking garage.  Another approximately 260 feet of landscaping 
would be removed along Great Mall Drive adjacent to a future parking structure (see 
Appendix A, Figures A-19 and A-20).  Therefore, only approximately 410 feet of 
landscaping to be removed would be visible in areas other than Great Mall Drive and the 
parking structures. 

 The existing viewshed from the Great Mall eastward is in a heavily urbanized area and 
does not qualify as a scenic vista or resource.  The eastern perimeter of the Great Mall 
property consists of Great Mall Drive, an existing 2-lane ring access road, a landscape 
buffer, an at-grade rail corridor, and adjacent industrial and commercial uses.  The 
existing landscaping along Great Mall Drive provides some partial visual screening of 
freight trains using the existing rail corridor.  The BART Alternative would relocate the 
existing train tracks closer to Great Mall Drive and construct the BART tracks in a 
retained cut.  As a result, the UPRR train operations would be more visible, while the 
BART trains would not be visible to patrons of the Great Mall once the BART alignment 
transitions into the retained cut.  Freight trains would be visible by customers walking to 
and from their vehicles but not by customers within the Great Mall building since there 
are very few windows facing eastward.   

 The other main features of this view, the existing and proposed parking structures, Great 
Mall Drive, and industrial and commercial land uses to the east, would remain 
unchanged.  The increased visibility of the UPRR train operations due to the removal of 
landscaping and relocation of the tracks is not considered a substantial adverse impact 
because the customers walking to and from the Great Mall and the parking lot and 
drivers of vehicles traveling this route to and from the parking spaces do not constitute a 
sensitive viewer group.  Also refer to response P30.2.  Photographs of landscaping and 
the surrounding area from the eastern Great Mall parking lot in sequence from south to 
north along the railroad tracks are provided below.   

 However, VTA will work with the Great Mall ownership and the City of Milpitas to 
incorporate visual screening into the Preliminary Engineering plans. This will include 
consensus on the type of barriers and landscaping treatment. 
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Looking East Toward the Railroad Tracks from the Great Mall Parking Lot 

Looking North Toward the Existing Parking Garage and Railroad Tracks 
from the Great Mall Parking Lot 
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Looking West Toward Great Mall from Great Mall Parking Lot 

Looking North Between Existing Parking Garage and Railroad Tracks 
from the Great Mall Parking Lot 
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Looking Southeast Between Railroad Tracks and Existing Parking Garage 
from the Great Mall Parking Lot 

 

Looking East Toward the Railroad Tracks from the Great Mall Parking Lot  



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

P30-41 

 

Looking South Toward the Great Mall 

 

Looking Northeast Toward Parc Metropolitan Residential Development to the Left and 
Railroad Tracks to the Right  
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Looking Southeast Toward Railroad Tracks to the Left Behind Landscaping and Existing 
Parking Garage to the Right.  Future Parking Garage Would Be Directly in Front of the Viewer 

Covering Landscaping/Railroad Tracks from View. 

 

P30.9 FTA’s noise criteria do not apply to most commercial or industrial uses because, in 
general, the activities within these buildings are compatible with higher noise levels.  
They do apply to business uses that depend on quiet as an important part of operations, 
such as sound and motion picture recording studios.  The uses at the Great Mall do not 
fall into this category.  In addition, as can be seen in the photos provided in the response 
to P30.8, the Great Mall does not have any outdoor uses that would be considered noise 
sensitive.  All of the commercial services are located within the building that is located at 
least 300 feet from the freight and BART Alternative activities.  BART does have design 
criteria for operational noise as identified in Table 4.13-3, BART Design Criteria for 
Operational Noise.  Commercial uses have a maximum passby noise criteria level of 85 
dBA.  Table 4.13-8, BART Alternative Residential Noise Impact Without Mitigation Using 
BART Design Criteria, indicates that the maximum passby noise level would be 
approximately 75 dBA at about 300 feet to the near track and 10 dBA below the 
commercial buildings criteria.  In addition, as stated in Section 4.13.3.1, Noise Impacts, 
in the third paragraph under the subheading, BART Alternative, relocating the freight 
tracks would only increase the noise levels by 1 to 2 dBA, which was also considered in 
the EIS/EIR.  The Great Mall has been treated the same as other non-noise sensitive 
commercial land uses and no mitigation has been recommended, nor is any required, 
because the potential noise impacts at this location will not exceed the thresholds of 
significance. 

P30.10 Refer to response P30.9.  As stated in response P30.9, commercial properties such as a 
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mall are not considered a noise sensitive land use by FTA or BART criteria.  Therefore, 
the Great Mall has been treated the same as all other non-noise sensitive land uses and 
no mitigation has been recommended.  However, VTA will work with the City of Milpitas 
to minimize noise impacts where possible.  Activities such as grinding and maintenance 
activities are conducted to keep the system in good operating condition in order to 
minimize the noise and vibration generated by the vehicles.  These are infrequent 
activities and would not contribute to long-term noise impacts. 

P30.11 For a building such as a parking structure, the only relevant vibration criteria would be 
damage criteria since annoyance is only a factor for vibration sensitive uses.  As shown in 
Figure 4.13-5:  Typical Ground-Borne Vibration Levels and Criteria, the strictest damage 
criteria are around 100 VdB for historic buildings that are typically more sensitive to 
vibration damage because of construction techniques and materials than a relatively new 
parking garage.  The outside face of the parking structure is currently approximately 75 
feet from the centerline of the existing freight tracks.  The BART Alternative would shift 
the centerline of the tracks to approximately 55 feet from the outside face of the parking 
structure.  The vibration levels from freight trains moving at slow speeds at the Great 
Mall would be at least 10-20 VdB below the 100 VdB damage criteria.  In addition, the 
vibration levels generated by vehicles using the parking garage are likely to be 
comparable or greater than vibration from nearby freight movements.   

 Section 4.19.11.5, Design Requirements and Best Management Practices for Vibration 
Impacts, and Section 4.19.11.6, Mitigation Measures for Vibration Impacts, address 
vibration impacts from construction activities.  Vibration impacts would be reduced to 
below the FTA criteria. 

As noted in Figure 4.13-4f, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Locations, the Parc 
Metropolitan condominiums are located closer than the parking structure, have more 
restrictive criteria, and did not require vibration mitigation.  Tables 4.13-17, BART 
Alternative Residential Vibration Impacts Without Mitigation Using FTA Criteria, and 4.13-
18, BART Alternative Residential Vibration Impact Without Mitigation Using BART Criteria, 
support this conclusion of project vibration levels being below the 75 VdB BART design 
criteria. 

P30.12 Right-of-way fencing will follow BART criteria standards and hence will be similar to that 
used on their existing systems.  Typically, where BART is located at grade adjacent to 
railroad corridors, the security fencing is seven-foot high chain link topped with three 
strands of barbed wire.  Refer to response P30.8 regarding visual impacts.  Notices for 
the electric third rail are visible through the fencing and signs are sometimes posted on 
the fence.  Gates for emergency access/evacuation are located every few hundred feet.   

P30.13 The BART Police Department’s officers have full police powers that extend throughout 
the state, have exclusive jurisdiction over all BART stations and facilities, and provide a 
full range of law enforcement services.  The qualifications and training for BART police 
officers exceed the guidelines of the state’s Commission on Peace Officer Standards and 
Training, which certifies all California peace officers.  The BART Police Department’s goal 
is to build a more community-oriented police force that is tough on crime and strong on 
customer service.  As stated in Section 4.5, Community Services and Facilities, subsection 
4.5.3.2, Design Requirements and Best Management Practices, “In addition, VTA and 
BART would expand existing mutual aid agreements with the cities of Fremont, Milpitas, 
San Jose, and Santa Clara to ensure appropriate coordination and training to address the 
requirements of the BART Alternative.”  BART police and local police jurisdictions will 
implement an agreement regarding jurisdictional responsibilities prior to revenue service.  
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Typically, BART police are always responsible for issues within BART right-of-way, and 
the local police jurisdictions are responsible for the local neighborhoods. 

P30.14 BART and UPRR facilities will both comply with Public Utility Commission (CPUC) 
regulations regarding safe operations as required, including CPUC General Order 164-C.  
In addition, the project will comply with other national and state codes, regulations, and 
guidelines as identified in Section 4.14, Security and System Safety, subsection 4.14.3.2, 
Design Requirements and Best Management Practices.  BART also has its own safety 
criteria (i.e. BART System Safety Program Plan).  Since BART will be in a secure, fully 
controlled right-of-way, the potential for collisions or other calamitous conflicts will be 
very low.  However, to further protect Great Mall Drive from potential closure due to a 
freight car derailment, the trackway along Great Mall Drive will be treated as a “sensitive 
trackway area”.  Sensitive trackway areas will incorporate additional protection facilities 
such as a guardrail, concrete crash barrier, or comparable rail facility to prevent 
derailments from encroaching upon Great Mall property.  Therefore, the project will 
protect traffic along Great Mall Drive from disruption due to a derailment. 

P30.15 Refer to response P30.14 regarding safety and P30.8 regarding visual impacts. 

P30.16 The comment is noted and included in the record for review and consideration by the 
decision-makers.  VTA will consult with the Great Mall operators during Final Design and 
will cooperate with the Great Mall, to the extent feasible, to ensure that mirrors, speed 
bumps, safety signage, etc. are not unnecessarily eliminated or compromised.  

P30.17 In the vicinity of the Great Mall, lighting impacts for the BART Alternative were not 
considered adverse.  Light and glare issues are primarily of concern in residential areas 
where nighttime or sleeping comfort could be affected.  The adjacent land uses in this 
area are primarily commercial and industrial, which are not typically sensitive to light and 
glare issues.  The parking areas of the Great Mall, which are adjacent to the BART 
Alternative corridor, are lighted at night for safety and patron convenience.  This can be 
seen in the photos provided in response P30.8.  Other surrounding commercial and 
industrial uses also have nighttime lighting for security purposes.  Lighting of the BART 
Alternative corridor in this area, if necessary, would be minimal and would not interfere 
with adjacent land uses. 

P30.18 As noted in response P30.12, the fencing where BART runs at grade along railroad 
corridors is typically seven-foot chain link with three-strands of barbed wire on top.  
Other more elaborate and expensive fencing solutions have been approved and installed 
when paid for by others, such as along the City of Berkeley subway transition structures.  
Standard fencing in this urbanized commercial and industrial location would not result in 
either adverse aesthetic or hazard impacts.   

P30.19 VTA will coordinate with the Great Mall during Preliminary Engineering and Final Design 
to minimize impacts to utilities during construction to the maximum extent practicable. 
Utilities would be supported and/or relocated at VTA’s expense and every effort would be 
taken to maintain service to the mall and to all other utility customers.  Any utility 
relocation work will be completed in advance of excavation for the retained cut or other 
subsurface BART construction work in order to minimize the risk of inadvertently severing 
utility lines. This commitment is stated in Section 4.16, Utilities, subsection 4.16.13.2, 
Design Requirements and Best Management Practices. 

P30.20 Preliminary Engineering has not progressed far enough to determine which utilities would 
have to be relocated, nor is it known exactly where they would be relocated.  VTA will 



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

P30-45 

coordinate with the Great Mall during Preliminary Engineering and Final Design to 
minimize impacts to utilities during construction to the maximum extent practicable.  Also 
refer to response P30.19. 

P30.21 As stated in Section 4.16, Utilities, subsection 4.16.3.2, Design Requirements and Best 
Management Practices, ongoing coordination with utility providers will be conducted 
during the Preliminary Engineering, Final Design, and construction phases of the work.  
Any utility impacts will be scheduled to minimize disruptions in time duration and 
geographic extent.  In addition, adjacent properties (such as the Great Mall) will be 
notified prior to any temporary changes to utility service.  VTA’s approach to the design 
and construction work will include tasks intended to efficiently and effectively complete 
the necessary utility relocations with minimal effects on service.  As Design Requirements 
and Best Management Practices are included in the project, no additional mitigation is 
required.  

Section 4.19.2, Pre-construction Activities, describes the Construction Impact Mitigation 
Plan that will be developed by VTA prior to commencement of construction.  This plan 
calls for interviews with affected businesses such as the Great Mall to identify business 
usage, delivery, and shipping patterns and critical times of the day and year for business 
activities so that appropriate worksite traffic control plans can be prepared.  

P30.22 Construction methods and impacts are discussed in Section 4.19, Construction.  As 
indicated, the retained cut near the Great Mall would require extensive soil removal 
resulting in approximately 8,000 truck loads of excavated material that would be hauled 
from the construction area to the Montague Expressway and then to I-680 or I-880, 
depending upon the locations for the ultimate disposal sites.  Therefore, trucks hauling 
excavated material will not be using Great Mall Drive.  The trucks would not pose any 
greater public hazard than the hundreds of trucks that travel these major roadways every 
day, and no significant impacts from the soil removal are projected.   

As indicated in Section 4.19, Construction, the pre-construction preparations will include 
the development of a Construction Impact Mitigation Plan, pre-construction business 
surveys, information and outreach programs, and the development of traffic control plans 
in cooperation with the City of Milpitas (and other affected cities).  The Great Mall will be 
consulted during preparation of the Construction Impact Mitigation Plan at which time 
specific haul routes will be discussed.    

P30.23 An additional mitigation measure has been added to Section 4.19.10.3, Mitigation 
Measures for Hazardous Materials Impacts, subheading Mitigation Measures for Soil 
Contamination, after the first paragraph to address the Great Mall concerns.  The 
additional text is as follows: 

In addition, the “Site Management Plan Former Ford Automobile Assembly Plant 
Formerly 1100 South Main Street Milpitas, California” (SMP) addresses 
environmental conditions, including soil and groundwater on the Great Mall 
property.  In a letter dated April 16, 2001, the RWQCB specified several actions 
required for ongoing and future development activities at the Great Mall.  
Activities by VTA on Great Mall property will comply with the SMP and RWQCB 
requirements. 

P30.24 Section 4.19.10.3, Mitigation Measures for Hazardous Materials Impacts, addresses 
groundwater contamination issues and compliance with local, state, and federal 
regulatory requirements.   
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P30.25 The Montague/Capitol Station will be a major intermodal station with riders transferring 
from BART to other transit systems such as bus, light rail, and shuttles during the 
morning commute hours with the process reversed during the afternoon.  Users who 
park-and-ride at this station will be a lower percentage of BART riders compared to other 
stations due to the number of intermodal transit transfers.   

 As can be seen in Appendix B, Figures B-9 through B-16, the BART Montague/Capitol 
Station is designed to facilitate connections to the VTA light rail station and bus transit 
center.  As stated in Table 4.2-8, Mode of Access at BART Alternative Stations, 75% of 
the riders are projected to access the BART station by bus or light rail.  The high 
ridership at this station is a reflection of the ability to access other modes of transit 
rather than a parking opportunity to access the BART station.  Therefore, this station is 
substantially different than the Berryessa and Alum Rock Stations to the south where 
parking is in greater demand for BART users traveling north.   

The 22,574 number for the Montague/Capitol Station listed in Table 4.2-7, BART 
Alternative Average Weekday Boardings and Alightings in 2025, includes both boardings 
and alightings.  Therefore, the total number of passengers will be approximately one half 
that number (11,300) with 15% of them accessing by auto (1,650) assuming all arrive in 
single occupant vehicles.  Since they will not all be in single occupant vehicles or all be 
there at the same time, parking as planned is more than adequate to accommodate this 
demand.  The project does provide 10% more parking spaces than are required to meet 
the projected parking demand at each parking facility as noted in Table 4.2-14, 2025 
Park-and-Ride Space Requirements. 

P30.26 The Montague/Capitol Station will have exceptionally convenient transit access, and the 
station will be designed and constructed as a transit center.  Hence, the proportion of 
customers using bus and light rail is higher than for the other stations noted.  The basis 
for the statistics reported in Table 4.2-8, Mode of Access at BART Alternative Stations, 
are the patronage forecasting models used to developed ridership for the year 2025.  
The models are able to estimate trips to each station by the different modes of access, 
including park-and-ride, kiss-and-ride (passenger drop-off), transfers from bus or rail, 
and walking to the station.  Reasons the Montague/Capital Station has such high bus and 
light rail modes of access include the large concentration of feeder bus service near the 
Great Mall Transit Center that can be routed to serve the station and the high frequency 
(10 minute peak and mid-day headways) access to the Tasman/Capital light rail line.  

P30.27 Refer to response P30.25. 

P30.28 Thus far, the BART Alternative has not assumed a parking charge at the proposed BART 
stations.  The decision to charge for parking would be made at a later date.  

P30.29 There would be no reduction in the number of parking spaces at the Montague/Capitol 
Station if a South Calaveras Station were constructed. 

P30.30 There are traffic signals with pedestrian crosswalks at the intersection of Capitol Avenue 
and Montague Expressway to provide safe crossing for patrons moving between the 
Great Mall and the proposed BART station.  In addition, there will be direct pedestrian 
access from the BART station to the Tasman East/Capitol light rail Montague Station.  
Passengers could use light rail to travel between the Montague and Great Mall light rail 
stations.  In the past, there have been cases where cities or property owners have 
contributed funds to enhance a VTA project design where an additional improvement 
was not warranted as a result of the environmental impact analysis.  The Great Mall may 
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want to consider this option for pedestrian improvements to access the Great Mall from 
the BART station.   

P30.31 As shown in Table 4.2-14, 2025 Park-and-Ride Space Requirements, the total park-and-
ride demand at the Montague/Capitol Station is 1,628.  Under all four design options for 
the Montague/Capitol Station, the combination of surface and structured parking meets 
this requirement.  This is achieved by increasing or decreasing the number of parking 
spaces in the parking structure depending on the size of the surface parking lot.  The 
Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory Board selected the South Bus Transit 
Center with At-grade Concourse Option to be carried forward in the Final EIS/EIR as part 
of the Recommended Project.  Under this option, 1,628 spaces will be provided by 
surface and structured parking on the site.  The studies undertaken during preparation of 
the EIS/EIR indicate that the proposed parking will be adequate. 

P30.32 The visual effects of the proposed radio tower at the Montague/Capitol Station is 
discussed in Section 4.17, Visual Quality and Aesthetics, subsection 4.17.3.1, Impacts.  
The height of the radio tower would be approximately 60 feet and it would be located 
adjacent to the proposed three- to five-level parking structure at this station, which 
would be of similar height.  The radio tower would not be visually obtrusive in the 
context of the surrounding commercial and industrial land uses and signage, including 
signage associated with the Great Mall, which is similar in height and aesthetic (tubular 
steel) to the proposed radio tower. 

P30.33 As shown on Figure 4.2-2, Milpitas-Montague/Capitol Station, 2025 BART Alternative 
Level of Service Conditions, the BART Alternative would have impacts on three 
intersections in the vicinity of the Montague/Capital Station.  These intersections would 
also operate at an unacceptable level of service under the No-Action Alternative and No-
Action Alternative With Mitigation.  No additional mitigation beyond that developed to 
address the No-Action (2025) scenario was found to be feasible.  Improvements at 
intersections were determined to be not feasible if they required demolition of structures 
or removal of off-street parking critical to a business.  Traffic congestion is endemic in 
the area.  BART will increase the transportation network’s capacity, and may even 
improve accessibility for Great Mall customers and employees.  However, as noted, 
unacceptable peak hour levels of service will continue to be experienced at some 
intersections with or without BART.   

P30.34 Currently, Montague Expressway has at least three lanes in each direction in the vicinity 
of Capitol Expressway.  In fact there are four lanes eastbound from Capitol Expressway 
to I-680.  Valley Transportation Plan (VTP) 2020 adopted in December 2000 included the 
widening of Montague Expressway from six to eight lanes between U.S. 101 and I-680.  
This project is included in the Metropolitan Transportation Commission Regional 
Transportation Plan and is in VTA’s VTP 2030 program that is scheduled for adoption in 
November 2004.  Improvements have been made or are underway between U.S. 101 
and 1st Street.  Street widening east of Capitol Avenue is anticipated to be completed 
prior to mid-2009, when BART Alternative construction activities are scheduled to begin 
for the retained cut across Montague Expressway.  Three lanes in each direction would 
be maintained during construction of the grade separation.  Once construction is 
completed, Montague Expressway would be restored to four lanes in each direction.  The 
EIS/EIR identifies this lane closure as an unavoidable adverse traffic impact resulting 
from lane closures for grade separation construction.   

P30.35 As described in Section 4.19.3.1, Vehicle Traffic Impacts, subheading Montague 
Expressway, the construction phasing will allow three lanes in each direction to be 
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maintained.  Design Requirements and Best Management Practices for vehicular impacts 
are described in Section 4.19.3.2.  As noted, “To the extent practical, traffic lanes and 
capacity will be maintained in appropriate directions particularly during peak hours.”  VTA 
will work with the City of Milpitas and the Great Mall to minimize construction impacts 
between the Thanksgiving and New Year’s Day holiday season.   

P30.36 Construction traffic impacts are addressed in Section 4.19, Construction, subsection 
4.19.3.1, Vehicular Traffic Impacts.  The only impact identified near the Great Mall was 
the lane closure on Montague Expressway.  Section 4.19.3.2, Design Requirements and 
Best Management Practices for Vehicular Traffic Impacts, provides a number of actions 
to minimize construction related impacts including the preparation of traffic control plans 
in cooperation with local jurisdictions, maintaining traffic lanes and capacity to the extent 
practical during peak traffic hours, and providing advanced notice to business and the 
public of construction activities and traffic detours.  Also refer to responses P30.22 and 
P30.35.   

P30.37 The Locomotive Wye Milpitas Option opposite the Great Mall is one of two options being 
considered.  It has not been determined whether the wye would be constructed in 
Fremont or at this location in Milpitas.  The headlights on locomotives using the wye 
would be aimed toward the Great Mall for a portion of their maneuvering, but at that 
point they would be a minimum of 600 feet from the property line, which would be too 
far away to result in significant glare impacts.  The potential noise and vibration impacts 
of UPRR train operations would be marginally greater because they would be 
approximately 20 feet closer to Great Mall Drive than they are today.  This change would 
not result in a significant impact.  The BART trains would run by this area in 
approximately the same location as the UPRR trains do today.  However, they would be 
below grade in a retained cut.  The noise and vibration impacts of the BART trains are 
assessed in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration.  The analysis indicates that BART would 
not have any significant adverse noise and vibration impacts on the Great Mall.  Areas 
north of the southern corner of the existing parking structure would be subject to noise 
and visual impacts from freight trains approximately 20 feet closer to the Great Mall.  As 
stated previously in responses P30.10, P30.11, and P30.17, impacts would not be 
significant. 

P30.38 The UPRR currently operates a locomotive wye near the Montague Expressway, a short 
distance south of the Locomotive Wye Milpitas Option location.  The existing facility does 
not present a significant risk of train derailment or collision, and relocating the wye to the 
optional location east of the Great Mall similarly would not present a significant hazard to 
the Great Mall’s customers, employees, or property.  Train derailment is not a common 
occurrence.  The UPRR and all other railroad operators are subject to federal safety 
requirements to address safety hazards both within and outside of their right-of-way that 
result from their operations. 

P30.39 A “shoo-fly” is likely to be required to maintain freight service access to the industrial 
properties east of the Great Mall.  It would provide freight service access across the 
BART alignment while the retained cut guideway is being constructed. This would be a 
temporary facility and its exact location and configuration would be developed in 
cooperation with the railroad during Final Design.  However, the “shoo-fly” would not be 
located any closer to the Great Mall than the relocated freight tracks.  Therefore, the 
impacts from the “shoo-fly” would be no greater than the impacts that were previously 
identified for the relocated freight tracks that were considered to be less than significant.  
The Design Requirements and Best Management Practices to minimize other construction 
impacts would also apply to the” shoo-fly.” 
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P30.40 The comment appears to have several inaccuracies or misinterpretations.  The first CEQA 
citation of §15335 appears to have meant to be §15355 as referenced in the last 
sentence.  The reference to the CEQA §21154 citation addresses a “master EIR”.  The 
SVRTC Project EIS/EIR is a “project-level EIR,” not a “master EIR”.  Cumulative impacts 
are addressed in Chapter 6, Other CEQA and NEPA Considerations, Section 6.3, 
Cumulative Impacts.  As indicated, CEQA permits several approaches to assessing 
cumulative impacts, including either the list approach or the projections based approach.  
NEPA however, requires the projections approach, and more specifically, requires the use 
of the adopted regional growth projections of metropolitan planning organizations 
(Association of Bay Area Governments [ABAG] and Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission [MTC] for the Bay Area).  Accordingly, the regional projection approach is 
utilized in this EIS/EIR.   

The City of Milpitas was contacted regarding the addition of 50,000 square feet of retail 
space at the Great Mall (telephone conversation with James Lindsay, City Planner, on 
August 27, 2004).  He stated that while there have been discussions about this additional 
retail space, the Great Mall has not formally submitted any applications or requests for 
approval of this additional commercial use.  Therefore, in the absence of any formal 
application for a use permit or other planning permit by the Great Mall, this expansion 
clearly is not a “reasonably foreseeable probable future project”.  Under the regional 
projection approach that was used, commercial development anticipated in the Milpitas 
General Plan, which has been incorporated into the ABAG and MTC regional growth and 
traffic models, is included in the cumulative analysis.  The impacts of this development, 
generally, are reflected in the cumulative impacts analysis and in transportation, air 
quality, noise, and other sections of the impact analysis that address 2025 conditions 
with and without the project and the No Action, Baseline, and BART Alternatives in 2020.   

P30.41 Refer to response P30.40.  The regional projections approach, which is used, has a more 
global perspective, in that it assumes levels of residential, commercial, and industrial 
growth as called for, in aggregate, by the adopted General Plans, not only of Milpitas, but 
of surrounding communities as well, including San Jose and Santa Clara.  By using the 
projections approach, the cumulative impacts of many future development projects that 
are unknown and unforeseeable today are addressed in the 2025 scenarios.  
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