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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P31 

Pam Blacksten (May 10, 2004) 

P31.1 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. 

As stated in Section 4.17.3.1, Visual Qualities and Aesthetics, Impacts, Landscape Unit 1, 
4th bullet, sound walls of 4 to 10 feet in height would be constructed on the east and 
west sides of the alignment.  Since the sound walls would not be greater than 10 feet in 
height from the ground and 4 to 6 feet in height on the structure for the Aerial Option at 
Dixon Landing Road, and since the closest views would be from the backyards of 
residences in an urban area, there would be no adverse visual effect. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P32 

Askmar (May 3, 2004) 

P32.1 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.  After an extensive public outreach process, the 
VTA Board of Directors determined that the benefits of the BART Extension were far 
greater than those of any of the other alternatives and selected it as the Locally 
Preferred Alternative in November 2001.  The comment proposes an additional 
alternative of a 25-KV overhead electric catenary powered, standard gauge railroad that 
would terminate at Union City BART Station.  This alternative would not achieve several 
of the project’s purposes including; “improve mobility options to employment, education, 
medical, and retain 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” to the extent that 
the BART Alternative would achieve these purposes.  For example, the BART Alternative 
provides for 6-minute headways that connect directly with the entire BART system.  A 
standard gauge railroad, while able to carry larger loads, would be unable to attain this 
frequency of service and would require an additional transfer.  These factors alone would 
result in a substantially lower ridership.  Also refer to responses P32.1 through P32.12 
regarding why the proposed alternative has been eliminated from further consideration. 

P32.2 A 25-KV rail line that connects to BART at Union City would not necessarily attract more 
ridership than the BART Alternative.  Union City is not a major employment area, such as 
San Jose.  Most riders do not work in the Union City area and therefore would have to 
transfer to another form of transit, which would require additional fare and travel time 
for riders.  BART to San Jose provides riders with the convenience of having a station 
near large employment areas without requiring transfers, making it more appealing to 
users.  

P32.3 The statements made are based on a highly questionable assumption that a 25-KV rail 
line would attract more riders than BART.  Refer to response P32.1. 

P32.4 The commenter states that the environmental impacts associated with a 25-KV rail line 
would be similar to that of the BART Extension, with the exception of noise and vibration.  

The noise associated with a 25-KV rail car is much louder than assumed in the comment 
letter.  In order to implement an express train as proposed, and provide comparable 
service to stations within the corridor as BART, more trains would be required to run per 
day.  Louder cars running more frequently would result in much greater noise and 
vibration impacts than BART.  Additionally, the proposal is to run the entire 25-KV line at-
grade, also increasing noise levels.  As stated in the EIS/EIR, many of the communities 
within the corridor are identified as minority or low-income.  These communities may be 
disproportionately affected by potentially noise increases. 

P32.5 The BART Alternative serves the San Jose Diridon and Santa Clara stations just as well as 
a 25-KV system.  In addition, the at-grade crossings and traffic delays of a 25-KV system 
would deter development.  At-grade crossings also introduce safety issues to stations 
and would not promote pedestrian safety. 

P32.6 The statements made are based on the assumption that a 25-KV rail line would attract 
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more riders than BART.  A 25-KV rail line would not necessarily increase ridership.  
Operating costs may or may not be lower because there would be unmanned stations.  
However, unmanned stations greatly compromise safety, which has been a major 
concern of several comments on the Draft EIS/EIR.  

P32.7 The cost of rail equipment is a small portion of the total construction cost.  As stated in 
response P32.2, a 25-KV rail line would not necessarily increase ridership.  The BART 
Alternative, while stopping at more stations, provides greater service, has shorter dwell 
times at stations, and can accelerate substantially faster than the system proposed. 

P32.8 In November 2000, Santa Clara County voters 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.”  Subsequent polls have supported this project.   

P32.9 A transit system was first considered in this corridor between Union City and San Jose in 
1996 with the passage of Measure A.  This measure identified a commuter rail project 
otherwise known as the Fremont-South Bay Commuter Rail that would provide an interim 
link to BART.  After further study, this project was dropped because of overwhelming 
opposition from communities located along the alignment. 

P32.10 As stated in Section 4.15.2, Existing Conditions, of the Socioeconomics Chapter, many of 
the communities within the corridor including those in eastern and central San Jose are 
minority or low-income.  These communities are far better served by the BART 
Alternative, than the 25-KV rail connection that would have fewer stations. 

P32.11 The 25-KV rail connection has at-grade crossings that would create greater safety issues 
than the BART Alternative.  These safety issues include vehicle accidents and pedestrian 
crossings concerns.  The BART Alternative is grade separated at intersections and does 
not include any at-grade crossing.  The unmanned stations of the 25-KV rail line would 
also raise safety concerns for station patrons. 

P32.12 Less construction would be required for a 25-KV rail line because there would be fewer 
tunnel and aerial structures.  However, this is only one issue of concern and the other 
issues that support the BART Alternative are described in responses P32.2 through 
P32.11.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P33 

K.J.L. Associates (May 12, 2004) 

P33.1 In May 26, 2004, the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory Board 
recommended the Santa Clara Station Parking Structure North Option as part of the 
Locally Preferred Alternative, which would require relocation of the FedEx facility.  Among 
other reasons, the North Option was the least costly option providing the most cohesive 
station layout.  The earliest VTA could begin negotiations for the purchase of the FedEx 
property if federal funds are to be used is after the Federal Transit Administration issues 
the EIS Record of Decision for the BART Alternative project.  If the property purchase is 
with local funds, the negotiations could begin after VTA’s Board action on the EIR.  VTA 
will closely coordinate with K.J.L. Associates, FedEx, and the City of Santa Clara to 
minimize impacts resulting from the property acquisition. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P34 

Dan Wagenet (May 13, 2004) 

P34.1 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 is 
attached with the response to letter P22.   

P34.2 The BART Market Street Station is intended to enable intermodal connections with the 
Guadalupe Light Rail Transit (LRT) line.  In fact, the station and portals were purposely 
located within one block of the Transit Mall.  The Santa Clara/Alum Rock Corridor is 
currently undergoing environmental review.  Two alternatives are being considered along 
Santa Clara Street; enhanced bus and single car light rail transit.  Both of these 
alternatives have stations located near the BART Alum Rock Station.  The patronage 
forecasts for 2025 accounted for the coding of transfer linkages to the Guadalupe LRT at 
the downtown San Jose Santa Clara LRT station and the BART Market Street Station, and 
an appropriate walk-transfer connector to the proposed East Valley LRT from the BART 
Alum Rock Station.   

Section 3.7.1, Transportation/Transit Related Projects, discusses the Norman Y. Mineta 
San Jose International Airport (SJIA) connector.  VTA’s Measure A Program includes this 
connector from the Santa Clara Caltrain Station to the airport.  While the BART project 
will not directly serve the SJIA, the project will connect directly with the airport people 
mover at the BART Santa Clara Station.  The patronage forecasting models also take into 
consideration transfer wait-time penalties that occur when a rider has to make a transfer 
to reach their final destination, meaning these inconveniences are already considered in 
the project forecasts. 

Section 3.4.8, BART and VTA Fleet Requirements, identifies that the light rail vehicle fleet 
size is not downgraded but the same as the No-Action Alternative (See Table 3.2-3, 2025 
Fleet Requirements for No-Action Alternative).   

P34.3 The commentor’s support for the BART Extension project and its importance to the South 
Bay region is noted and the comment will be included in the record for consideration by 
the decision-makers. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P35 

Qiao Mai (May 12, 2004) 

P35.1 On May 26, 2004, the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory Board (PAB) 
recommended the BART Retained Cut Option for the Dixon Landing Road crossing.  This 
alternative is more expensive than the Aerial Option.  The decision made by the PAB 
reflected concerns expressed by the City of Milpitas and other interested parties. 

Prior to construction of the BART Alternative, a Construction Impact Mitigation Plan and a 
Traffic Control Plan would be prepared in coordination with local jurisdictions  (See 
Section 4.19.2.1, Pre-Construction Activities for a discussion of these plans).  These plans 
would minimize construction impacts to roadway traffic.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P36 

Eugene Bradley (May 14, 2004) 

P36.1 VTA is confident in the cost estimates prepared for the 10% Conceptual Engineering 
stage of the project.  This is based on a number of factors including VTA’s construction 
experience with the Tasman, Capitol and Vasona light rail lines.  None of these three 
recent major capital rail projects managed by VTA experienced large cost overruns.  In 
addition, an adequate contingency has been included in the cost estimates.  VTA will 
implement a number of cost management tracking systems to monitor the cost versus 
budget as the project progresses.  Corrective actions may be necessary to ensure that 
the costs do not exceed the budget.  The costs of Measure A debt service are associated 
with the Measure A Program and not individual projects within the program.   

The VTA Board, at a noticed public meeting on August 7, 2003, authorized the sale of up 
to $550 million in bonds against future Measure A revenues to be used for Preliminary 
Engineering, Final Design, and Right-of Way acquisition.  To date only $170 million has 
been allocated, with only a portion of that actually bonded to date. 

P36.2 At its May 26, 2004 meeting, the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory 
Board (PAB), recommended the BART Retained Cut Option for the Dixon Landing Road 
crossing.  This alternative is more expensive than the Aerial Option.  The decision made 
by the PAB reflected concerns expressed by the City of Milpitas and other interested 
parties.  The additional costs associated with this option will need to be offset by value 
engineering studies that result in cost savings, through increased funding from Measure 
A or state/federal participation or through another means. 

Refer to response P36.1 for a discussion of project funding. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P37 

BayRail Alliance (May 14, 2004) 

P37.1 The $371.3 million represents fare revenues from the entire BART system in 2025.  Table 
8.3.2, Incremental Annual Operating and Maintenance Costs and Fare Revenue, 2025, 
shows BART fare revenues from the extension to be $52 million.   

Fare revenues for the extension are estimated as an amount that equals approximately 
14% of total system fare revenues in 2025.  Fare revenues for the extension tend to be 
higher for three primary reasons: 

1. The extension would carry a comparably high percentage of long trips.  Since BART 
fares are distance based, these longer trips produce more fare revenue per trip. 

2. The vehicle hours to which the comment referred are actually train hours not 
“vehicle revenue hours.”  In some cases, the trains on the two lines that are being 
extended into Santa Clara County will have more cars added with no additional train 
hours.  With more cars, you would have more fare collection but no additional train 
hours. 

3. The extension increases ridership on BART lines outside of the corridor due to service 
enhancements.  The ridership increase, although minor, would increase fare revenue 
with out increasing train hours. 

Section 8.5.3.2, Passenger Fares, describes the fare box recovery assumptions VTA uses 
for its bus and light rail services in its overall financial projections.  This is in accordance 
with the VTA Board policy adopted in December 2003 that VTA bus and light rail services 
will have a fare box recovery ratio of between 20% and 25%.   

The operating fare box recovery assumptions for the BART extension are derived from 
the BART extension operating cost model and are calculated at 71%. 

P37.2 Weekend ridership is not forecast specifically for any alternative in the EIS/EIR using the 
travel demand models.  However, annual ridership is based on the application of 
annualization factors provided by BART that equate typical weekday ridership to annual 
ridership.  BART has recommended an annualization factor of 291, which could then be 
applied to the daily project boardings of 83,585 to yield annual ridership.  Weekend 
ridership is typically substantially less than weekday ridership due to the number of 
employees traveling to jobs during weekdays. 

P37.3 Chapter 8, Financial Considerations, provides a discussion of the costs and funding 
picture for both capitol and operating costs of the BART extension.  The projected 
operating and maintenance cost shortfall is $48 million (in 2002 dollars), not $151 million 
as stated by the commentor.  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 (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 Recommended Project description, accurately represents the 
funding picture for the project. 
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P37.4 One of the goals of the BART Alternative project is to enhance multi-modal access to 
BART systems, as stated in Section 4.12.2.2, Land Use, Regulatory Setting, Sub-section 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District, under 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. 

Decreases in local bus services are not proposed as a part of the implementation of BART 
service.  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. 

P37.5 Bonding costs associated with Measure A projects are carried by Measure A and not the 
individual projects funded through the measure.  FTA does not require the inclusion of 
bonding costs in project budgets.  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. 

P37.6 Refer to response P37.5 for a discussion of financing plans. 

Refer to response P37.4 for a discussion of bus service. 

P37.7 The statistics displayed in the tables referenced in the comment represent bus hours, bus 
miles, train hours, and rail car miles.  The average speed for VTA buses is expected to 
increase for all alternatives compared with today because all alternatives were designed 
to improve bus service in the corridor.  Even the No-Action Alternative includes future 
planned express bus and rapid bus lines that are not in service today.  Operating speed 
for VTA light rail cannot be calculated from the tables because car hours or train miles 
would be needed, but were not calculated for the alternatives. 

Similarly for BART, operating speed cannot be calculated from the tables because car 
hours or train miles would be needed.  Car hours were calculated for the alternatives, but 
were not displayed in the tables because they were not used to calculate operating and 
maintenance costs.  Present day (July 2001) operating speed for BART averages 32.5 
miles per hour (mph).  For the EIS/EIR alternatives, the average speed is 34.7 mph, 
reflecting service improvements and the assumed implementation of BART’s Advanced 
Automatic Train Control (AATC) system. 

P37.8 Table 3.2-1, VTA Bus and LRT Services, has been revised to show that the Monday 
through Friday service for limited stop bus routes is six, not zero. 

P37.9 Refer to Table 4.15-6, Jobs by Sector (2000 – 2025), for a breakout of changes in jobs 
by sector.  These numbers are from the regionally accepted Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) Projections 2002, Forecasts for the San Francisco Bay Area to the 
Year 2025; Population, Housing, Job, and Age Projections. 
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P37.10 It is anticipated that the majority of BART riders into San Jose would travel via BART 
from distances and under circumstances where BART would be more convenient, 
practical, and/or feasible than driving.  Trip distance assumptions and commuter habits 
were factored into the ridership model resulting in the ridership projections presented in 
the EIS/EIR.   

Parking supply and price is only one of many factors the travel demand models consider 
when forecasting transit ridership.  Parking costs are an input variable in the models and 
the parking cost assumptions and all costs assumptions are provided by MTC for year 
2025 conditions.  The models also consider the effects of population and employment 
growth, roadway congestion, relative costs, and travel times of each mode available to 
the traveler. 

P37.11 The proposed operating plan for BART to Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara includes the 
extension of service on two existing BART routes – the Richmond-Fremont line and the 
San Francisco-Fremont line.  Additional headways are added by increasing the frequency 
of service on these lines to 12 to 20 minutes from the current 15 to 20 minutes.  The 
BART transbay tube can absorb these reduced headways. 

P37.12 AC Transit provides feeder bus service to BART Stations.  AC Transit receives funding for 
this service from MTC that would otherwise go to BART for its operating needs. 

The additional parking spaces being added at existing BART stations will not negatively 
impact AC Transit operations.  The travel demand model used to estimate future 
ridership on BART also estimated the mode of access to BART.  Some of the BART riders 
going to Santa Clara County will choose to drive to a BART station while others will use 
transit to access a station.  The BART Alternative will add riders on AC Transit to access 
BART who will then ride to Santa Clara County.  BART has access policies to increase the 
percentage of riders who access BART via bus as well as by walking and biking while 
decreasing the percentage of riders who access BART by vehicle, especially those who 
park and then ride on BART.  Currently, 23% of BART riders use some form of public 
transit (buses, shuttles, light rail) to travel from home to the station while about 49% 
drive, 26% walk and 3% use a bicycle to travel from home to a BART station. 

P37.13 The Major Investment Study/Alternatives Analysis (MIS/AA) for the BART Extension 
evaluated 11 alternatives for the corridor including a Commuter Rail on UPRR option.  
Table 3-1, Key Evaluation Criteria, of the MIS/AA, did provide quantification by 
alternative for a number of the criteria including; average weekday ridership, new trips, 
capital costs, annual operating and maintenance costs, farebox recovery, cost per new 
rider, daily trips removed from roadways, and daily travel time savings.  Table 3.2, 
Evaluation of Alternatives Compared with the No Project Alternative, of the MIS/AA, also 
quantified over 20 criteria to enable a comparison of the alternatives.  The MIS/AA Final 
Report addressed the pros and cons (including quantifiable data) of each of the 
alternatives carried forward including Alternative 5. 

The comment requests that a variation of Alternative 5 with an electrified Caltrain line be 
considered with a connection to Warm Springs and potentially Pleasanton.  This variation 
is similar to the Fremont-South Bay Commuter Rail project that was discontinued 
because of substantial public opposition by residents along the UPRR corridor.  The 
opposition was voiced at six public meetings in August and September of 2000.  The 
Fremont-South Bay Commuter Rail Project was being considered as an interim project.  
Approximately 500 persons attended these meetings (This compares to approximately 
100 attendees at the four SVRTC Draft EIS/EIR public hearings).  A variety of concerns 
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were raised including loss of value of their homes, safety and increased congestion at 
railroad crossings, increased noise and vibration levels, and cost effectiveness.  The last 
meeting on September 19, 2000 was attended by approximately 186 persons.  The 
majority of the attendees were glad that the project was being eliminated from further 
consideration.  In addition, an electrified Caltrain facility would not achieve the purpose 
of “maximizing transit usage and ridership”.  The BART Alternative has six-minute 
headways that could not be achieved by a Caltrain operation.  Therefore, ridership would 
be adversely affected.  An additional transfer would also be required from Caltrain to 
BART to trips north of Warm Springs.  A Caltrain vehicle would also require a larger 
tunnel structure substantially increasing costs. 

The statement that this alternative would be more efficient because VTA could use 
Caltrain maintenance facilities is unsupported.  Caltrain may not be able to handle the 
additional maintenance activities within their existing facilities.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P38 

Transportation and Land Use Coalition (May 14, 2004) 

P38.1 The EIS/EIR does not ignore the current and future financial condition of VTA.  The 
financial plan acknowledges those concerns.  VTA staff continues to work with the VTA 
Board, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC) to develop a feasible financial plan for the project.  As stated in 
Section 8.1, Introduction to the Financial Considerations Chapter, of the EIS/EIR, as well 
as the FTA approved Abstract, “a feasible financial plan will need to be prepared to 
advance the project into Final Design.”  Although there are those that say we should stop 
the project in Milpitas or Northeast San Jose or a “fourth alternative”, 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.  VTA staff did not find an acceptable and feasible location north of the Berryessa 
Station to place a maintenance facility.  This is discussed further in response P38.9.  
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.  Even if that parking could be 
accommodated as surface parking there are costs associated with the development of 
those improvements. 

As a note, a minimum operating segment terminating at either the proposed 
Montague/Capitol or Berryessa stations 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. 

In addition, this “fourth alternative” would only partially achieve the objectives of the 
project as identified in Section 2.4, Purpose and Need for Transportation Improvements.  
A shorter segment would only partially “improve public transit service in this severely 
congested corridor…, enhance regional connectivity…, maximize transit usage and 
ridership…”  Specifically, the shorter alternative does not connect to Caltrain service as 
do the Diridon and Santa Clara stations and therefore would not provide this critical 
intermodal connection. 

P38.2 The cost of the BART project in Valley Transportation Plan (VTP) 2020 was projected at 
$3.8 billion in year 2000 dollars.  This project included both the BART Warm Springs 
Extension (WSX) and the BART extension to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara (SVRTC).  
This was a very conceptual level cost estimate suited to the conceptual level of the Year 
2000 BART Extension Study (the source of the VTP 2020 number).  That number inflated 
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to year 2001 dollars would be $3.933 billion.  The 2001 cost estimate for the WSX project 
was $634 million.  The 2001 cost estimate for the SVRTC was $3.838 billion.  Combined, 
the two equal $4.472 billion in year 2001 dollars.  Inflating that number to 2003 dollars, 
the combined projects are estimated at $4.791 billion.  Those two cost estimates were 
significantly more detailed than the estimate done for the 2000 BART extension study 
(both are based on detailed 10% conceptual engineering).  The cost of the combined 
project increased by less than $1 billion in the 3 years since the 2000 BART extension 
study.  Those increases are attributed to the greater level of detail provided by the 10% 
conceptual engineering cost estimates and to updates in the dollar year of the cost 
estimates not to project “cost overruns”.  Also refer to response P38.1. 

P38.3 With regard to the lien, the “Comprehensive Agreement” between VTA and BART in 
Connection with the Proposed Santa Clara County BART Extension states in Section 
IV.E.1.c) “In the event VTA does not fulfill its obligations as set forth in Section IV.E.1.b 
above on or before January 1, 2009, the automatic dedication of Transportation 
Development Act (“TDA”) Funds described in Section IV.E.1.d) shall be implemented 
immediately and automatically without any further action by VTA’s Board of Directors.”  
The adopted Short Range Transit Plan FY 2004-2013, Table 3-1 identified future VTA 
operating budgets.  In 2009, TDA funds represent approximately 21 percent of the 
operating expenses.   

VTA discloses its financial limitations with respect to the BART Alternative in Section 
8.5.3, Existing Systemwide Funding Sources, by noting that “current operating resources 
must be enhanced to improve long term financial results.”  Section 8.5.5, Potential New 
Funding Sources, describes six potential new sources of operating funds for the BART 
Alternative.  These sources will continue to be explored in resolving a “feasible financial 
plan for the project” prior to entering final design.  A seventh source previously included 
– Bridge Tolls – has been eliminated since those funds have been otherwise allocated 
under Regional Measure 2.  Also refer to response P38.1. 

P38.4 The comment relates to project financing and did not raise a specific environmental 
concern.  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.   

P38.5 VTA is confident in the cost estimates prepared for the 10% Conceptual Engineering 
stage of the project.  Based on VTA construction experience, adequate contingency is 
included in the estimates.  Also refer to responses P38.2 and P38.4. 

P38.6 VTP 2020 is the adopted long-range plan for VTA.  VTP 2030 is not finalized or adopted 
at this time.  Adoption is planned for November 2004.  The EIS/EIR uses the currently 
adopted plan as the basis for analysis. 

VTA’s current bus fleet is 523 vehicles, including 433 buses in the “active fleet” and 90 in 
the “ready reserve” fleet.  The Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) includes an “active fleet” 
of 429 by 2013.  The SRTP does not limit bus fleet expansion beyond that time.  VTP 
2020 provides for expansion of the bus fleet to at least 642 by 2020.  The EIS/EIR bus 
fleet projections are not inflated, they reflect capacity included in the adopted VTP 2020 
plan.  The bus routing assumptions are included in Section 3.4.7, BART Alternative 
Operating Plan, of the EIS/EIR. 

The seventh bullet in Section 4.2.3.2, 2025 Transit Service, under the subheading No 
Action Alternative, has been revised to reflect an expansion of the VTA bus fleet to 600 
vehicles (not 650).  The No-Action Alternative bus fleet size of 600 is accurately 
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represented in Table 3.2-3, 2025 Fleet Requirements for No-Action Alternative. 

P38.7 The BART Alternative provides for 42 additional buses including 16 additional express 
buses and 26 additional local buses to improve feeder service to the proposed BART 
stations.  Also refer to response P38.6. 

P38.8 Decreases in local bus services are not proposed as a part of the implementation of the 
BART service.  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. Future service shifts and fare adjustments will be linked to the 
need to balance operating revenues and expenses.  The affect of any changes on 
environmental justice communities will be evaluated at that time.  Also refer to response 
P38.6.   

P38.9 Refer to response P38.1.  The primary reason for eliminating the Milpitas Yard location 
was that it did not meet the operational or maintenance needs of the LPA project.  The 
LPA requires storage for 244 vehicles not just over 100 as stated in the comment.  
Constructing a maintenance yard in Milpitas for the LPA would result in significant 
increases in the annual operating costs of the BART Alternative, because trains would be 
required to “deadhead” to and from the end of the line in Santa Clara at the beginning 
and end of their service periods.   

Developing a temporary yard in Milpitas would result in significant throw away costs for 
this maintenance facility or significant on-going increases in operating costs once the full 
extension is completed if the yard is to continue to be used.  In addition, the 
development of two smaller maintenance facilities, one in Milpitas and one in Santa Clara 
would not be cost effective as it would require duplicating critical maintenance facility 
elements. 

VTA has not developed any ridership estimates for an MOS scenario terminating at 
Montague/Capitol or Berryessa.  There is no documentation to address the suppositions 
of the commenter regarding ridership for such an MOS. 

P38.10 ABAG Projections 2000 is the basis for the land use assumptions in the model.  The 
model only includes parking charges for the Civic Plaza/SJSU and Market Street Station 
areas.  The parking charge levels for these two station areas were provided by MTC.  
They are consistent with those used in the Regional Transportation Plan assumptions, 
which are based on a year 2000 parking cost survey.  Parking charges for off-station 
parking are not included in the model for any other station areas.  In addition, parking 
supply was not constrained for any of the station areas.  We agree that, had assumptions 
reflecting parking constraints in the station areas been included in the model, the 
ridership would have been higher.  However, since this would only increase BART 
ridership downtown, environmental impacts would not change from those addressed in 
the EIS/EIR.  The number of riders with an origin or ultimate destination outside of 
downtown would increase; however, these riders would be dispersed throughout the 
system and are not anticipated to result in new adverse impacts at other stations.   

The TOD scenario for downtown San Jose included in the 2000 BART Extension Study 
including “massive new development” was not used for decision-making purposes in that 
study.  The 2000 BART Extension Study TOD scenario was not used in developing the 
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ridership estimates for the project. 

P38.11 Bus transit service operating in the corridor between southern Alameda County and 
Downtown San Jose under both the No-Action and Baseline Alternatives are subject to 
increased highway congestion in the corridor for the year 2025.  Both the mixed-flow 
lanes and the HOV lanes at the Alameda/Santa Clara County line are operating at 
capacity in the 4 hours of the peak period in the southbound direction, meaning that it is 
difficult to offer improved transit services with just express buses to serve downtown San 
Jose.  It is not uncommon for travel time anomalies to appear when modeling saturated 
roadway network conditions, such as the very slight increase in travel times for the 
Baseline Alternative from southern Alameda County to downtown San Jose relative to the 
No-Action Alternative.  But again, these travel time anomalies are slight (a difference of 2 
minutes time for one origin-destination interchange) and the model would not be very 
responsive to these minor differences in transit travel times to impact the overall 
ridership results in a meaningful way. 

With regard to the recent travel experience, it is important to remember that the 
information in the document reflects travel conditions in 2025, not 2004, and during peak 
periods.  As shown in Table 4.2-18, Freeway Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service for 
2000 Existing, 2025 No-Action, and 2025 BART Alternative Conditions, 23 out of 29 
freeway segments evaluated in the EIS/EIR will have higher traffic volumes in 2025 than 
they had in 2000, even if the BART Extension and all of the other transit improvements 
assumed in the No-Action scenario are operating. 

Also refer to response P38.1 regarding project objectives and additional discussions. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P39 

Andy Chow (May 14, 2004) 

P39.1 Section 3.4.6.1, BART Alternative Ancillary Facilities, discusses the new BART 
Maintenance Facility.  The current BART system does not have the capacity to handle the 
maintenance needs of this extension and is very constrained in maintenance capacity 
expansion.  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.  
Placing the facility within the existing BART system or near Warm Springs or North 
Milpitas would require trains to travel significant distances (dead-head) from the terminus 
to the maintenance yard.  This generates significant wear and tear on the vehicles and 
requires significant vehicle operator time.  The result would be significant increases in 
annual operating and maintenance costs for the extension. 

P39.2 VTA developed Minimum Operating Segment (MOS) scenarios for the BART Alternative in 
response to the Federal Transit Administration’s recommendation to include such 
scenarios for evaluation purposes.  However, VTA remains committed to the full 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.   

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 new maintenance facility 
located at the end of the extension.  Terminating the project before Santa Clara results in 
the expenditure of funds for significant maintenance capacity 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.  Therefore, this 
alternative was discarded from further consideration. 

P39.3 Section 3.7.1, Transportation/Transit Related Projects, has been expanded to include a 
discussion about the Caltrain Equipment Maintenance and Operations Facility and the 
Caltrain Electrification Program.  These related projects are being considered in the 
Preliminary Engineering phase of the project. 

P39.4 The details of construction methods and sequencing will be further defined in the 
Preliminary Engineering phase of the project.  Preliminary Engineering activities will be 
coordinated with owners of adjacent facilities. 

P39.5 BART Design Guidelines require tail tracks at the terminus BART station.  BART and VTA 
have determined that 2,250 feet would sufficiently allow a 10-car train to leave the 
station and access the maintenance and storage facility without disrupting service.  
Because of this length, tail tracks are proposed to be in a retained cut under the UPRR 
tracks.   

The tail track north of Santa Clara Station is needed to turn trains, after passengers 
alight at the Santa Clara Station, for either return service to San Francisco or Richmond 
or for return to the maintenance yard for service or storage.  The connection to the 
Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport will be addressed through an 
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Automated People Mover (APM) connection from the Santa Clara Station, not a direct 
BART connection to the airport.  While the tail track would accommodate an extension of 
BART to the north, the tail tracks are being built as a part of this project to address the 
operational need to turn trains, as described previously. 

P39.6 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.  As shown in 
Table 8.2-3, BART Alternative Cash Flow through FY2014, expenditures during key 
construction years are expected to exceed 3/4 billion; other years will be lower.  VTA 
continues to work to complete a plan that addresses the cash flow needs of this and 
other Measure A projects.  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.” 

P39.7 Refer to response P39.6. 

P39.8 The fare box recovery ratio is defined as the fare revenue divided by the operating costs.  
For the EIS/EIR, fare revenue for BART was derived from the travel demand model.  The 
travel demand model generated daily fare revenue for each mode in each alternative 
based on actual data from the models base year (1990).  The base year included actual 
trip length and distance based fare schedules.  The fare revenue was discounted by 25% 
to account for passes and other discounted fares.  The daily fare revenue was annualized 
using a factor of 291 (provided by BART), and inflated to 2003 dollars.  In FY2003 the 
fare box recovery ratio for BART was 54.8%. 

P39.9 Decreases in local bus services are not proposed as a part of the implementation of the 
BART service.  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. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P40 

Son Cheong Kuan (May 14, 2004) 

P40.1 The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) requires project proponents to formulate and 
evaluate a Baseline Alternative as a basis for comparison to the proposed project.  The 
Baseline Alternative is not required for environmental review, but is presented for 
informational purposes.  The Baseline and BART alternatives are described in Chapter 3, 
Alternatives.  Table 4.2-7, BART Alternative Average Weekday Boardings and Alightings 
in 2025, indicates that only approximately 20% of the riders will access BART from the 
Montague/Capitol Station, not most riders. 

P40.2 Proper methodologies and growth projections were used to predict BART ridership, 
resulting in the most accurate possible forecasts.  The model chosen for the BART 
Alternative was an enhanced version of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
regional model.  The regional model, BAYCAST-90, encompasses the nine-county San 
Francisco Bay Area and is the same model used to develop the Regional Transportation 
Plan and prepare forecasts for major regional corridor studies.  Demographic 
assumptions inputted into the model bases the travel forecasts on socio-economic and 
land use growth predictions developed by the Association of Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG).  The model does account for transfers. 

The ridership models explicitly consider the opportunity for transfers at project stations, 
as all modes of transit travel, i.e., bus, light rail, commuter rail and BART, are coded in 
the simulation networks.  While it is true that the majority of employment in Santa Clara 
County is located within the “Golden Triangle” for both the base year 2000 and for the 
future year 2025, there is sizeable and growing employment within downtown San Jose.  
The ridership forecasts for the year 2025 used the regional population and employment 
forecasts prepared by the ABAG Projections 2000 datasets.  These forecasts project that 
downtown San Jose population will grow from 17,200 in the year 2000 to 24,800 in the 
year 2025.  Employment in downtown San Jose is forecasted to grow from 31,600 
employees in the year 2000 to 50,000 employees for the year 2025. 

P40.3 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.  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. 

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, Alternatives, BART Alternative Operating Plan, 
and in the Travel Demand Forecasts Report, 2003, incorporated by reference in the 
EIS/EIR. 

In addition, Environmental Justice issues are addressed in Section 4.9, Environmental 
Justice, and were determined not to be adverse. 

P40.4 The Major Investment Study/Alternatives Analysis thoroughly evaluated 11 alternatives 
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for the corridor including two separate light rail options on the former Southern Pacific 
Railroad and the Union Pacific Railroad alignments.  (Refer to Section 3.6.1, Alternatives 
Evaluated During Major Investment Study/Alternatives Analysis,)  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. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P41 

David Schonbrunn Transportation Solutions (May 14, 2004) 

P41.1 While this is not a comment that addresses an environmental issue, the comment is   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P41 

David Schonbrunn Transportation Solutions (May 14, 2004) 

P41.1 While this is not a comment that addresses an environmental issue, the comment is 
noted and included in the record for review and consideration by the decision-makers. 

P41.2 While this is not a comment that addresses an environmental issue, the comment is 
noted and included in the record for review and consideration by the decision-makers. 

P41.3 The Fremont South Bay Commuter Rail project was discontinued because of substan ial 
public opposition by residents along the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) corridor.  The 
opposition was voiced at six public meeting in August and September 2000.  The 
Fremont Sou h Bay Commuter Rail Project was being considered as an interim project   
Approximately 500 persons attended these meetings (This compares to approximately 
100 attendees at the four SVRTC Draft EIS/EIR public hearings).  A variety of concerns 
were raised including loss of value of their homes, safety and increased congestion a  
railroad crossings, increased noise and vibration levels, and cost effectiveness.  The last 
meeting on September 19, 2000 was attended by approximately 186 persons.  The 
majority of the attendees were glad that the project was being deferred.   
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Subsequently, a Major Investment Study/Alte na ives Analysis (M S AA  tho oughly 
evaluated 11 alternatives for the corridor including two separate Commuter Rail options 
on the former Sou hern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) and the UPRR alignments.  The 
commuter rail option on the former SPRR was eliminated from fur her consideration since 
it could not coexist at grade with freight railroad service in the severely constrained right-
of-way without being placed on aerial structures or underground at a substantial cost   
The commuter rail alternative on UPRR right-of–way was eliminated for a number of 
reasons including low ridership because of the lack of good heavy rail, light rail and bus 
connections.  After an extensive public outreach process  the VTA Board of Directors 
determined that the bene its of the BART Extension were far greater than those of any of 
the other alternatives and selected it as the Locally Preferred Alternative in November 
2001. 

P41.4 The MIS/AA thoroughly evaluated 11 alternatives for the corridor including a Commuter 
Rail (CRT) on the Alviso Alignment option.  After an extensive public outreach process, 
the VTA Board of Directors determined that the benefits of the BART Extension were far 
greater than those of any of the other alternatives and selected it as the Locally 
Preferred Alternative in November 2001.  In addition, it should be noted that in 
November 2000 Santa Clara County voters overwhelmingly supported the tax measure 
that identified the BART extension as the number one project. 

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, i  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% 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% during this same time frame.  F om 2000 to 2025, total work trips 
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within the SVRTC are projected to grow by 30%.  Given the curren  level of congestion in 
the corridor, this projected growth emphasizes the need for more transportation capacity 
in the future.  The High Speed Rail p oject 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.  For example, the BART Alternative provides for seven stations 
within Santa Clara County and one optional s ation along with connecting directly with 
the BART system.  The High Speed Rail project only provides a few stations in the 
region.  In addition, the BART Alternative is scheduled for operation in 2015 while it is 
unclear when if ever, the High Speed Rail project would be providing revenue service. 
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The high-speed rail project (HSR) was also not considered as a viable alternative because 
it would not fulfill the following purposes of the SVRTC project to the same degree as the 
BART Alternative: 

• 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. 

• Enhance regional connectivity through expanded, interconnec ed rapid transit 
services between BART in Fremont and light rail and Caltrain in Silicon Valley.  

• Alleviate severe and ever-increasing traffic congestion on I-880 and I-680 
between Alameda County and Silicon Valley.  

As stated on page 1-4 of the HSR DEIS/DEIR, the Authority (California High Speed Rail 
Authority) has adopted the following objectives and policies for the proposed HST 
system: 

• Provide intercity travel capacity to supplement critically over-utilized interstate 
highways and commercial airports. 

• Maximize intermodal transportation opportunities by locating stations to 
connect with local transit, airports, and highways. 

• Provide a sustainable reduction in travel time between major urban centers. 

• Increase the efficiency of the intercity transportation system. 

The BART Alternative would fulfill the purpose of the SVRTC project in that it would 
provide increased transit capacity and faster, convenient access throughout the San 
Francisco Bay Area region; whereas, the purpose of the HSR is to provide service to 
major metropolitan areas throughout the entire state of California.  The BART Alternative 
would provide substan ially more frequent service and substantially more mul i-modal 
connections than would the HSR.  The BART Alternative is meant to provide commuter 
service within a smaller geographical area.  The HSR is meant to provide intercity travel 
between major metropolitan areas of the entire state. 

P41.5 As stated in response P41.3, the Fremont Sou h Bay Commuter Rail project was 
discontinued.  Subsequen ly, 11 alternatives were evaluated and the BART extension was 
chosen as the Locally Preferred Alternative for the corridor.  The commenter compares 
the daily vehicle trips of the BART extension to the daily vehicle trips of the Fremont-
South Bay Commuter Rail project.  As the commenter noted, the difference between the 
daily vehicles trips is negligible between the Fremont-Sou h Bay Commuter Rail and the 
BART Extension.  Either project would benefit regional transportation and be consisten  
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with the RTP; however, the Fremont-South Bay Commuter Rail project was discontinued
because residents along the UPRR corridor strongly opposed it. 
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The EIS-EIR for the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor (SVRTC) used an enhanced and
updated travel demand model that offers technical refinements and a transit and 
highway validation to a more recent base year of 2000 than the models used by MTC in 
the development of the 2001 RTP.  There are also many different assumptions regarding 
project descriptions and network coding conventions between the models used in the 
MTC RTP 2001 and the EIS/EIR.  Therefore  any comparisons of results between the 
2001 RTP and the EIS/EIR and the two models that were used to produce each 
document without knowledge of the different assumptions in each would lead to 
inaccurate conclusions. 

P41.6 The BART Alternative is intended to accommodate future travel demand resul ing from 
project population growth in the Bay Area.  The travel forecasts were developed using 
the best available travel demand models and land use projections.  Among the primary 
purposes of the BART Alternative is to provide a transit option and multimodal 
connectivity that it achieves.  The minor improvements in traffic and air quality are in the 
context of additional Bay Area growth.  For example, Section 4.3  Air Quality, does 
discuss an incremental decrease in some pollutan s compared to the No-Action and 
Baseline Alternatives. 

P41.7 The change in pollutant emissions shown in Table 2.2-7 of the 2001 RTP EIR does not 
indicate how the alternatives for the proposed SVRTC would affect air quality.  Thus, a 
project-level EIS/EIR was prepared in order to evaluate the alternatives for the proposed
SVRTC.  As quantified in Table 4.3 4 Criteria Pollutant Emissions Comparison of the 
SVRTC EIS/EIR, the BART Alternative would reduce emissions for all criteria pollutants 
(carbon monoxide, reactive organic gases, nitrogen oxides, sul ur dioxide, and fine 
particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter) when compared to the No-Action 
Alternative.   

Section 4 3.3 2, Microscale Air Quality Impacts, of the SVRTC EIS/EIR evaluates how the 
alternatives for the proposed project would affec  localized carbon monoxide (CO) 
concentrations since vehicle exhaust is the main source of CO.  As stated in Section 
4.3.3 2, under Baseline and BART Alternatives, “to provide a worst-case simulation of CO
concentrations within the SVRTC project area, CO concentrations at sidewalk locations 
adjacen  to 35 project area intersections were analyzed where traffic would operate at 
Level of Service (LOS) E or LOS F under the Baseline or BART alternative.”   

As shown in Table 4.3-5, Future Carbon Monoxide Concentrations, CO concent ations at 
roadway intersections near the proposed transit stations are anticipated to range from 
2.9 to 3 3 parts per million (ppm) for the 1-hour period and from 1.7 to 2.0 ppm for the 
8-hour period.  The 1- and 8-hour CO concentrations are not anticipated to exceed the 
State 1- or 8 hour standards of 20 and 9.0 ppm, respectively.  Since CO concentrations 
at roadway intersections are anticipated to fall well below the State standards, less-than-
significant impacts are anticipated and no mitigation measures are required. 

P41.8 As stated in the 2001 RTP EIR (page 2-27), the emissions changes are for the 2001 RTP
as a whole.  I  does not examine the effects on emissions of the individual transportation 
improvement projects in the 2001 RTP   The 24,972,000 represent the VMT for one of 
the alternatives of the RTP.  It does not represent conditions if the proposed SVRTC 
project was not implemented.  Additionally, the VMT of 25,008,511 and the emission 
estimates listed in Table 2.2-7 of the 2001 RTP EIR are for multiple projects, including 
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the SVRTC, federal New Starts funding, and the Muni Metro Chinatown subway.  It does 
not address how the alternatives for the proposed SVRTC project would affect regional 
VMT.  The SVRTC EIS/EIR uses travel forecasts that are based on MTC and ABAG’s 
growth assumptions   This methodology is similar to one that is used to estimate travel 
forecasts in the RTP.  As the travel forecasts are based on MTC and ABAG’s growth 
assumptions and the travel forecasts for the RTP a e also based on this forecast, the 
analysis in the EIS/EIR is consisten  with the RTP. 
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P41.9 As required by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and MTC, the EIS/EIR land use 
assumptions are based on the 2000 ABAG official land use projections.   

Each city general plan projects future conditions for the build out year of each individual
city.  The cities of Fremont, Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara have build out years of 
2010, 2010, 2020, and 2005, respectively.  Year 2025 land use projections have not been
identified by any of these cities.  Each city general plan has policies that promote transit-
oriented development (TOD) near major transit services (Refer to Section 4.12, Land 
Use, for a description of these policies), which would promote ridership for the SVRTC 
project.  With development projections extending out in excess of 20 years, peaks and 
valleys of development intensity would be expected. Santa Clara County development is
currently in a low period of development, but there are indications that the economy is 
beginning to turn around.  Therefore, a reasonable approach of using regional and city 
future development projections has been used in the analysis.   

P41.10 As discussed in Chapter 4.12, Land Use, all of the proposed sta ion sites along the 
proposed alignment would have the potential to accommodate joint development in the 
future.  VTA and BART have worked and will continue to work with cities to best utilize 
the areas around BART s a ion sites as TOD.  The cities of Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa 
Clara all have land use policies in place that promote TOD projects near transit stations 
as discussed in Section 4.12.2.2  Regulatory Setting.  In the inte im, the areas may be 
used as construction staging areas, surface parking or other transit related uses prior to 
the construction of high density TOD projects. 

P41.11 VTA is confident in the cost estimates prepared for the 10% Conceptual Engineering 
stage of the project   Since VTA, not BART, is managing the BART extension, BART’s past 
project cost history is not applicable.  VTA has a good record of light rail projects being 
constructed within budget as evident with the Tasman, Capitol, and Vasona Projects.  
Based on VTA construction experience, adequate contingency is included in the 
estimates.  In addition, a 3.5% per year cost escalation factor is included in the 
estimates.  

The cos s of Measure A debt service are associated with the Measure A Program and not 
individual projects within the program   The fare box recovery ratio is defined as the fare
revenue divided by the operating costs.  For the EIS/EIR, fare revenue for BART was 
derived from the travel demand model.  The travel demand model generated daily fare 
revenue for each mode in each alternative based on actual data from the models base 
year (1990).  The base year included actual trip length and distance based fare 
schedules.  The fare revenue was discounted by 25% to account for passes and other 
discounted fares.  The daily fare revenue was annualized using a factor of 291 (provided
by BART), and inflated to 2003 dollars.  Cost per passenger and cost per new rider were 
calculated using accepted FTA methodology as described in Section 8.4, Cost 
Effectiveness.  VTA employees preparing these numbers were not smoking crack.  VTA 
maintains full compliance with Federal Requirements to ensure a drug free work place.   

P41-18 
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P41.12 For clarification, CEQA was not intended to study less costly alternatives prior to making
a decision on a project.  CEQA is intended to require a public agency to identify the 
significant environmental effects of a project, and then to mitigate if possible any 
adverse effec s through implementation of feasible mitigation measures or alternatives.   

 

t

 
 

 

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 is 
attached with the response to letter P22.  The 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.  After an extensive public outreach process, the
VTA Board of Directors determined that the benefits of the BART Extension were far 
greater than those of any of the other alternatives and selected it as the Locally 
Preferred Alternative in November 2001. 

P41-19 



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

P41-20 



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

P42-1 

 



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

P42-2 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P42 

Santa Clara VTA Riders Union (May 14, 2004) 

P42.1 Fiscal year 2001 public transit ridership for transit lines that operate in the corridor 
consist of the following daily boarding statistics: 

• VTA Route 140 – 200 daily boardings (FY 2001) 

• VTA Route 180 – 2,200 daily boardings (FY 2001) 

• VTA Route 520 – 100 daily boardings (FY 2001) 

• ACE Commuter Trains – 2,600 daily boardings (FY 2001) 

• Capitol Corridor Intercity Rail – 4,000 boardings (FY 2001 estimated) 

P42.2 Statistics describing project corridor growth and trip origins and destinations are 
summarized in Section 2.4, Purpose and Need for Transportation Improvements.  In 
particular, Figures 2.4-1 through 2.4-4 graphically depict the number of work trips by 
Superdistrict for 2000 and 2025 for trips made by both transit and auto modes.  
Additionally, Table 2.4-2, Estimated Daily Non-Work Trips 2000 to 2025, summarizes 
corridor trips for non-work trip purposes. 

P42.3 The projected ridership was estimated using a regional travel demand model.  The 
regional travel models were based on the models used by the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission and refined to reflect updated year 2000 conditions in the 
project corridor and use the most currently available socioeconomic forecasts provided by 
the Association of Bay Area Governments.  The ridership models are computer 
simulations that can consider the effects of corridor growth, the costs of each mode of 
transportation and the travel times of each mode of transportation available to the 
traveler when determining project ridership.  The models were developed using industry 
standard methodologies, and were calibrated and validated to a base year 2000 set of 
conditions before the future forecasts of ridership were estimated. 

P42.4 The VTA Board, at a noticed public meeting on August 7, 2003, authorized the sale of up 
to $550 million in bonds against future Measure A revenues to be used for Preliminary 
Engineering, Final Design, and Right-of-Way acquisition.  To date only $170 million has 
been allocated, with only a portion of that actually bonded to date.   

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.  Borrowing to 
complete Measure A projects is permitted by law.  VTA staff continues to work with the 
VTA Board to complete a plan that addresses the cash flow needs of this and other 
Measure A projects.  A feasible financial plan for the BART Alternative will be required 
prior to entering Final Design. 

P42.5 The closed-face tunnel boring machine, as described in Section 4.19.2.3, Location and 
Construction of Guideway Types, Stations, and Other Facilities, used to advance and line 
the BART Alternative tunnel segment will be limited to a small volume at the head of the 
tunnel, as shown in Figure 4.19-8, Earth Pressure Balance Tunnel-Boring Machine.  The 
tunnel will be lined using precast concrete segments with gasketed joints that provide a 
watertight lining both during construction and permanently during operation of the BART 
Alternative.  Muck produced during tunneling will be generally captured, although some 
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fine materials may mobilize to the aquifer.  Because of the soft alluvial nature of the soils 
around the tunnel, the mobilized fine materials will be quickly filtered out by the 
downgradient alluvial materials.  

Releases of hazardous materials are not anticipated.  To the extent possible, the 
materials used during construction will be non-hazardous.  VTA will implement a program 
to remediate groundwater or soil from accidental spills related to excavation, drilling, 
grouting, and construction activities, so that impacts to groundwater conditions are 
minimized.  In addition, refer to Section 4.19.15.4, Design Requirements and Best 
Management Practices for Water Resources, Water Quality, and Floodplains Impacts, for 
additional information regarding actions to control groundwater contamination during 
construction. 

P42.6 If not reused within the construction, all excavated materials will be delivered to 
approved disposal sites in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P43 

Robert S. Means (May 14, 2004) 

P43.1 The Major Investment Study/Alternatives Analysis evaluated 11 alternatives for the 
corridor along the UPRR Alignment to serve riders between BART’s Warm Springs Station 
and Silicon Valley employment centers.  After an extensive 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.  

The major advantage of the BART Alternative is that it enables a rider to travel long 
distances without transferring from one transit mode to another.  For example, a PRT trip 
from Oakland to San Jose would involve a transfer, Oakland to Montague/Capitol on 
BART and then PRT for the segment to San Jose.  This would result in longer travel times 
and inconveniences to the rider that would not be consistent with the project’s purpose 
to “maximize transit usage and ridership” nor would it facilitate regional connectivity.  
With 12 times the number of stations, PRT would not be consistent with the project’s 
purpose “support local economic and land use plans and goals” that include high density 
transit-oriented developments at station locations with concentrations of riders.  The 91 
miles of elevated structure would also require substantial right of way, result in land use 
and visual impacts, and have a substantial cost. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P44 

Paul, Hastings, Janofsky & Walker LLP (May 14, 2004) 

P44.1 On 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 (refer to the Appendix B, Figure B-40).  This option may require 
some land acquisition on LNR Santa Clara property and may impact United Defense 
operations due to the bus transit center.  However, VTA will closely coordinate with LNR 
Santa Clara, United Defense, and the City of Santa Clara to minimize impacts resulting 
from any potential land acquisition.   

P44.2 If VTA were to acquire the property, VTA would work with the FMC Corporation to ensure 
that they were able to fulfill their remediation obligations. 

P44.3 At the May 26, 2004 PAB meeting, VTA staff recommended the Parking Structure North 
Option at the Santa Clara Station.  The PAB approved the staff recommendation.  Should 
project design in any way affect LNR’s property or United Defense military manufacturing 
operations, VTA will coordinate with LNR and United Defense in order to minimize any 
impacts to operations.  With either the North or the South Option, VTA would be required 
to address all displacements and relocations in accordance with the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970.  This process is described in 
Section 4.15.3.2, Socioeconomics, Design Requirements and Best Management Practices.  
Refer to response P44.2 regarding existing contamination.  The support for the North 
Option is noted and included in the record for consideration by the decision-makers. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P45 

Kinder Morgan (May 12, 2004) 

P45.1 At this time, VTA does not anticipate any relocation of the SFPP operated and maintained 
active 10-inch high-pressure refined petroleum products pipeline within an easement on 
UPRR right-of-way.  Subsurface utility and pothole mapping is currently underway as part 
of Preliminary Engineering.  Utility and pothole locations will be surveyed and verified in 
the field.  The resulting Composite Utility Plan will be provided to the Design Team so as 
to minimize impacts to utilities in the design.  VTA will coordinate with Kinder Morgan 
during the Preliminary Engineering and Final Design Phases to minimize impacts to 
utilities to the maximum extent practicable. 

P45.2 Many older dc powered systems (such as MUNI in San Francisco) have running rails 
permanently connected to ground along most of their length, as well as the Negative of 
the Traction Power Rectifier.  Significant current leaves the running rail at many locations 
remote from the traction power rectifier and returns to both the rail and the rectifier 
negative.  It is the current returning to the rail from the underground pipes that causes 
the "stray current corrosion."  The current returning through the ground connection of 
the Negative of the Traction Power Rectifier does not cause any corrosion. 

For the BART Alternative, the running rails are insulated from the ground and little 
current leaves the running rail and, therefore, little returns to it.  The existing cathodic 
protection installed on the pipes near BART is then not overwhelmed and the existing 
cathodic protection is maintained without any additional equipment being required. 

The only time that significant stray current could occur is when the negative of the 
rectifier is deliberately connected to ground.  This only happens when the rail to ground 
voltage at the rectifier exceeds 80 volts.  This is only for a few seconds when there is an 
electrical fault from power (or third) rail or when there are several BART trains starting 
concurrently in one area.  This only occurs when there are significant train backups.  
Operations are monitored and alarms are sounded if the voltage at the rectifier exceeds 
80 volts or current flows for more than a few seconds. 

BART has closely worked with various agencies and corporations with facilities that run 
parallel to BART from Dublin to Bayfair and with PG&E on their transmission and 
distribution natural gas lines both parallel and perpendicular to the BART tracks to ensure 
that adjacent facilities are not adversely impacted by stray current.  BART has 
demonstrated over many years that stray current does not cause any damage to pipes 
near the BART system.  

A study of electro-magnetism is needed only when uninsulated AC Power is used, such as 
an Overhead Line.  Since this project uses DC Traction Power for the third and the 34.5 
kV AC power that runs parallel to the track, it is an insulated cable that has a grounded 
shield and there is no issue to study.  If BART were using a bare wire AC catenary 
system such as is proposed for the Caltrain Electrification Project, then electro-
magnetism would be an issue to require study. 

In addition, Preliminary Engineering and Final Design will include an analysis of stray 
current in the project area and will incorporate stray current protection techniques as 
necessary.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P46 

Federal Express Corporation (May 13, 2004) 

P46.1 On 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, which would require relocation of the FedEx facility.   

P46.2 As stated in response P46.1, the PAB recommended the Santa Clara Station Parking 
Structure North as part of the Locally Preferred Alternative, which would require 
relocation of the FedEx facility.  VTA is aware of the importance of the current facility 
and will closely coordinate with KJL Associates, FedEx, and the City of Santa Clara to 
minimize impacts resulting from the relocation process.  The earliest VTA may begin 
negotiations for the purchase of the property and the relocation of the FedEx operations 
is when the Federal Transit Administration issues the Record of Decision for the BART 
Alternative project if federal funds are to be used.  If only local funds are to be used, 
negotiations could occur once VTA’s Board certifies the EIR and approves the project.  

P46.3 VTA will coordinate with FedEx to minimize relocation impacts to operations and to 
provide relocation services in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970, in the event that relocation occurs.  This 
commitment is described in Section 4.15.3.2, Socioeconomics, Design Requirements and 
Best Management Practices. 

P46.4 VTA acknowledges that FedEx objects to the condemnation of the FedEx Brokaw Facility.  
The difference in price between the Parking Structure North Option and Parking Structure 
South Option at the Santa Clara Station is predominantly related to acquisition of land 
and buildings, demolition of buildings on-site, and tenant relocation.   

P46.5 Refer to response P46.2.  In addition, VTA staff will be available to discuss impacts to the 
FedEx facility. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P47 

HP Pavilion at San Jose (May 14, 2004) 

P47.1 VTA received the letter of March 28, 2002 during the scoping process and considered 
those concerns.  Refer to responses P47.11 through P47.17 regarding responses to 
comments on the March 28, 2002 letter. 

P47.2 Refer to responses P47.11 through P47.17 regarding responses to comments on the 
March 28, 2002 letter.  Refer to responses P47.3 through P47.10 regarding specific traffic 
and parking comments. 

P47.3 As indicated in Section 3.4, BART Extension Alternative, there are several options for the 
BART subway alignment and the station locations for the Diridon/Arena Station.  On May 
26, 2004 the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory Board (PAB) 
recommended the South Diridon Station and Alignment Option as the preferred 
alignment and station option.  This option will be the focus of on-going studies.  As 
described in Section 4.19.2.1, Pre-construction Activities, the pre-construction activities 
include extensive on-going coordination with affected landowners and businesses 
including the HP Pavilion (aka the Arena).  The BART Alternative includes two 4-6 level 
parking structures to serve the Diridon/Arena Station.  The North Parking Structure 
would be located immediately to the west of the Arena and would provide for up to 
2,200 parking spaces.  The site is on 2.8 acres owned by the San Jose Redevelopment 
Agency.  As indicated in Section 3.4.4.2, Station Locations, a total of 1,500 to 2,200 new 
park-and-ride spaces in two parking structures would serve this station.  This was 
increased to 2,262 spaces during the impact analysis, based on the modeled 2025 park-
and-ride parking demand of 2,056 spaces plus a 10% surplus for spares and surges. 
(See Table 4.2-14, 2025 Park-and-Ride Space Requirements).  With this increase, the 
EIS/EIR properly concludes that there would be no adverse long-term parking impacts at 
the Diridon Station. 

The Preliminary Engineering and Final Design phases of the project will refine the plans 
for the size and footprint of the two parking structures.  However, the North Parking 
Structure would remove approximately 450 of the 1,425 parking spaces on the Arena’s 
surface parking lot.  

 During peak periods of the day, the entire North Parking Structure may be filled.  
However, it is estimated that at least 70%, or 1,540, of those spaces would be vacant 
after 6:30 p.m. weekdays.  This is based on a BART survey of hourly exits per day.  The 
specific arrangement for the use of these spaces and any resulting parking fees would be 
negotiated between VTA, the City of San Jose, the San Jose Arena Authority (Arena 
Authority) and arena management at a later date.  However, the BART Alternative would 
not result in any net loss of parking during evening and weekend events. 

P47.4 The visual effects of the North Parking Structure option for the Diridon/Arena Station is 
discussed in Section 4.17.3.1, Impacts, BART Alternative, Landscape Unit 6.  The analysis 
indicates that the proposed parking structure at this location would have little visual 
effect because of the proximity of buildings and structures of similar size (the Arena).  
The North Parking Structure would not block significant views of the Arena.  Land uses 
immediately to the west of the proposed parking structure include the railroad corridor 
and the backs of industrial uses along Stockton Avenue from which views of the Arena 
are limited.  Existing major view corridors of the Arena along The Alameda, W. Santa 
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Clara Street and from State Route 87 would not be affected by the proposed North 
Parking Structure. 

The strong suggestion to consider a two to three level parking structure encompassing a 
greater portion of the existing Arena parking lot will be forwarded on to the decision 
makers for their consideration. 

P47.5 Once completed, it is estimated that at least 70%, or 1540, of the parking garage 
parking spaces would be vacant after 6:30 p.m. weekdays.  All or a portion of those 
spaces could be made available for the Arena.  The specific arrangement for the use of 
those spaces and any resulting parking fees would be negotiated between VTA, the City 
of San Jose, the Arena Authority, and arena management at a later date.  Also refer to 
response P47.8. 

P47.6 The 10% Conceptual Engineering Station Program Definition and Drawings have the 
North Parking Structure separate from the existing surface parking and with entrances 
and exits on both the north and south sides of the structure.  However, entering and 
exiting the parking structure would be very similar to existing conditions with vehicles 
arriving and departing from Santa Clara Street. 

The critical time period for the traffic analysis is determined by both the time period 
when background traffic levels are at their highest magnitudes and when special event 
traffic coincides with high background traffic volumes.  Background and BART traffic is 
very low during the late evening (10:30-11:30 p.m.) time period; therefore, there is no 
compelling reason to further examine traffic impacts during that time period.  Special 
event traffic is included in the p.m. peak hour traffic counts that were used for the p.m. 
peak hour traffic analysis.  Therefore, the analysis reported in the DEIS/EIR is 
representative of projected traffic conditions and no additional analysis is necessary.  
Also refer to response to comment P47.3 and P47.8. 

P47.7 The Diridon Station potential pedestrian bridge is depicted on Figure B-37, Diridon/Arena 
Station Site Plan, of Appendix B.  Drawing A670 from the Station Program Definition and 
Drawings, 10% Conceptual Engineering, October 2003, is attached and also provides a 
conceptual location for the pedestrian bridge to connect to the first floor of the parking 
structure.  The landing on the south side of West Santa Clara Street would include an 
elevator.  The primary function of the pedestrian bridge would be to serve BART riders 
accessing the parking structure.  However, Arena customers could also use the 
pedestrian bridge.  BART riders traveling to and from Arena events would primarily cross 
West Santa Clara Street as they do today at intersections with traffic controls.  However, 
some Arena patrons would also be expected to use the pedestrian bridge.  Impacts to 
pedestrian safety and traffic congestion with the BART Alternative would not be 
substantially different than what currently occurs during Arena events.   

P47.8 According to the Diridon/Arena Strategic Development Plan, the City of San Jose and the 
Arena Authority have an agreement under which “the City will actively pursue best 
efforts to achieve and maintain at least 6,350 off-site parking spaces within one-half mile 
of the West Santa Clara entrance of the Arena, of which approximately one-half of such 
spaces will be within one-third mile of the West Santa Clara entrance of the Arena.  Such 
off-site parking spaces will be available to Arena patrons after 6:30 p.m. on weekdays 
and a reasonable time before, during and after events on weekends.  The current 
parking inventory within one-half mile is 11,032 spaces.”  

VTA will work with the City of San Jose, the Arena Authority, arena management, 
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Caltrain, landowners in the area, and others to ensure that parking spaces displaced by 
the BART Alternative during the construction period do not result in the provision of 
fewer than 6,350 off-site parking spaces within one-half mile of the Arena, with no less 
that 3,175 spaces within one-third mile of the Arena after 6:30 p.m. on weekdays and a 
reasonable time before, during and after events on the weekend.   

Parking displacement during construction would include approximately 450 spaces west 
of the Arena to accommodate the construction of 2,200 parking spaces to address the 
park and ride demand associated with the proposed Diridon/Arena BART station.  Once 
completed, it is estimated that at least 70% of those spaces would be vacant after 6:30 
p.m. weekdays.  Those spaces could be made available for the Arena.  The specific 
arrangement for the use of those spaces and any resulting parking fees would be 
negotiated between VTA, the City of San Jose, the Arena Authority, and arena 
management at a later date. 

Currently, through an agreement with the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB), 
the Arena Authority also has permission to use the spaces on the south side of Santa 
Clara on property owned by the JPB and VTA for Arena events.  The parking charges 
collected from these spaces are shared, in accordance with that agreement, between the 
JPB, VTA and the Arena Authority.  VTA and the JPB are under no contractual 
requirement to have these spaces available for the Arena in the longer term. 

The need for replacement Cahill lot parking south of West Santa Clara Street during 
construction is addressed by building the South Parking Structure on property south of 
San Fernando Street.  This structure would accommodate up to 1,000 spaces.  These 
spaces would be within the approximately 1,400 feet of the Arena, with a substantial 
number of them available after 6:30 p.m. on weekdays.  Once the BART Station and 
North Parking Structure are completed, this parking would address the long-term needs 
of the Diridon/Arena Strategic Plan development.  Preliminary Engineering and Final 
Design will continue to refine these plans. 

As described in the EIS/EIR, VTA will work with the City of San Jose to develop a 
comprehensive Construction Impact Mitigation Plan (CIMP) for the BART construction.  
As noted in Section 4.19.2.1, Pre-construction Activities, the CIMP will include a pre-
construction business survey to ensure an understanding of the delivery, vehicle and 
pedestrian access needs of all businesses in Downtown including the Arena.  At that 
time, detailed plans to address the vehicle, pedestrian and parking needs of the Arena 
will be developed in coordination with the City of San Jose, the Arena Authority, and 
arena management.  Additional Design Requirements and Best Management Practices 
and Mitigations to address vehicular, pedestrian and parking concerns associated with 
the construction are described in Construction, Sections 4.19.3.2 through 4.19.3.12. 

P47.9 VTA will work closely with the Arena Authority, arena management and other key 
stakeholders throughout the Preliminary Engineering, Final Design and construction 
period of the project to address the concerns of the Arena Authority, arena management, 
and other stakeholders.  VTA will also be developing a Construction Impact Mitigation 
Plan (CIMP) for the project as described in Section 4.19.2.1 Pre-construction Activities, 
that will involve additional coordination between VTA, the San Jose Authority, and arena 
management. 

P47.10 This letter was received by the VTA during the Scoping Process and the comments 
therein were considered during the development of the BART Alternative and the 
preparation of the EIS/EIR.  VTA will continue to work with the Arena Authority and 



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

P47-11 

arena management to minimize impacts.  

P47.11 The construction of the Diridon Station and Alignment would potentially remove all of the 
Cahill parking lots south of West Santa Clara Street.  The EIS/EIR addressed replacement 
of these parking spaces in two parking structures.  Refer to responses P47.3 and P47.8 
regarding a discussion of these parking structures.   

P47.12 As noted in response P47.5, BART park–and-ride facilities are typically at least 70% 
vacant by 6:30 p.m.  Also refer to response P47.8 regarding replacement parking. 

P47.13 Refer to response P47.8.  The BART Alternative would not decrease the number of 
required parking spaces available to Arena patrons. 

P47.14 VTA will work closely with the Arena Authority, arena management, and other key 
stakeholders throughout the Preliminary Engineering, Final Design and construction 
phases of the project to address concerns.  Also refer to response P47.3.  

P47.15 At their May 26, 2004 meeting, The PAB recommended the Diridon/Arena Station and 
Alignment South Option as the preferred option in this location.  This decision was based 
on a number of pros and cons of the options as identified in PAB Agenda Item #5.   

P47.16 Details of the Diridon/Arena Station and alignment design will be worked through during 
Preliminary Engineering and Final Design.  The Arena Authority and arena management 
will have the opportunity to be involved in those phases of the project and in the 
development of a Construction Impact Mitigation Plan  (CIMP) to address detailed 
construction effect issues associated with the project.   

 Additional responses to the specific comments are provided below.   

a) See response P47.7. 

b) As stated in Section 2.4.1 Purpose, one of the purposes of the project is to “Maximize 
transit usage and ridership”.  The Diridon/Arena Station is discussed in Section 
3.4.4.2 Station Locations, Diridon/Arena Station.  As stated in the text, transit 
connections to other transportation modes is important and pedestrian connections 
would be provided to the San Jose Diridon Caltrain Station, the nearby Vasona LRT 
station, and the HP Pavilion.  In addition, the final decision on station entrance 
locations includes a number of factors including pedestrian connectivity and safety 
and security. 

c)  See response P47.6. 

d)  As stated in response P47.3 the PAB recommended the South Diridon Station and 
Alignment Option.  Compared to the North Option, this the South Option has the 
following advantages: 1) better connectivity to Diridon Station, LRT, buses and 
future High Speed Rail; 2) improved joint development/value capture for VTA and 
Caltrain owned property; 3) better integration into high-density development 
proposed in the Diridon/Arena Strategic Development Plan; 4) greatest flexibility in 
managing construction impacts to the Caltrain tracks; and 5) the station is further 
from the HP Pavilion allowing better dispersal of special event crowds between the 
HP Pavilion and the BART Station.  By having the BART Station further away from the 
special vehicle functions, impacts to these activities would be reduced.  Also refer to 
response P47.6. 
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e) See responses P47.3 and P47.5. 

f) As stated in d) above, the South Diridon Station and Alignment Option provides 
better integration into high-density development proposed in the Diridon/Arena 
Strategic Development Plan than the North Option.  Also see response P47.8. 

g) See response P47.7. 

h) See responses P47.8 and P47.9. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P48 

San Jose Arena Authority (May 10, 2004) 

P48.1 Refer to responses P.48.2 through P.48.7. 

P48.2 VTA will work closely with the San Jose Arena Authority (Arena Authority), arena 
management and other key stakeholders throughout the Preliminary Engineering, Final 
Design, and construction phases of the project to address their concerns and to minimize 
traffic and parking impacts during the construction and operation phases of the BART 
Alternative.  As described in Section 4.19.2.1, Pre-construction Activities, VTA will work 
with the City of San Jose to develop a comprehensive Construction Impact Mitigation 
Plan.  This will include a pre-construction business survey to ensure an understanding of 
the delivery, vehicle, and pedestrian access needs of all businesses in downtown 
including the Arena.  At that time detailed plans to address the vehicle, pedestrian and 
parking needs of the Arena will be developed in coordination with the City of San Jose, 
the Arena Authority, and arena management.  Additionally, design requirements and best 
management practices and mitigation measures to address vehicular, pedestrian, and 
parking concerns associated with the construction are described in Sections 4.19.3.2 
through 4.19.3.12. 

P48.3 According to the Diridon/Arena Strategic Development Plan, the City of San Jose and the 
Arena Authority have an agreement under which “the City will actively pursue best 
efforts to achieve and maintain at least 6,350 off-site parking spaces within one-half mile 
of the West Santa Clara entrance of the Arena, of which approximately one-half of such 
spaces will be within one-third mile of the West Santa Clara entrance of the Arena.  Such 
off-site parking spaces will be available to Arena patrons after 6:30 p.m. on weekdays 
and a reasonable time before, during and after events on weekends.  The current 
parking inventory within one-half mile is 11,032 spaces.”    

VTA will work with the City of San Jose, the Arena Authority, arena management, 
Caltrain, landowners in the area, and others to ensure that parking spaces displaced 
during the construction period do not result in the provision of fewer than 6,350 off-site 
parking spaces within one-half mile of the Arena, with no less that 3,175 spaces within 
one-third mile of the Arena after 6:30 p.m. on weekdays and a reasonable time before, 
during and after events on the weekend.   

Parking displacement during construction would include approximately 450 spaces west 
of the HP Pavilion (aka the Arena) to accommodate the construction of 2,200 parking 
spaces to address the long-term park-and-ride demand associated with the Diridon/Arena 
Station.  Once completed, it is estimated that at least 70% of those spaces would be 
vacant after 6:30 p.m. weekdays.  Those spaces could be made available for the Arena.  
The specific arrangement for the use of those spaces and any resulting parking fees 
would be negotiated between VTA, the City of San Jose, the Arena Authority, and arena 
management at a later date. 

Currently, through an agreement with the JPB, the Arena Authority also has permission 
to use the spaces on the south side of Santa Clara on property owned by the JPB and 
VTA for Arena events.  The parking charges collected from these spaces are shared, in 
accordance with that agreement, between the JPB, VTA, and the Arena Authority.  VTA 
and the JPB are under no contractual requirement to have these spaces available for the 
Arena in the longer term. 
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The need for replacing the Cahill parking lot south of West Santa Clara Street during 
construction is addressed by building a parking garage on property south of San 
Fernando Street.  This garage would accommodate up to 1,000 spaces.  These spaces 
would be within the approximately 1,400 feet of the Arena, with a substantial number of 
them available after 6:30 p.m. on weekdays.  Once the BART Station and north parking 
garage are completed, this parking would address the long-term needs of the 
Diridon/Arena Strategic Plan development.  During the Preliminary Engineering and Final 
Design phases, these plans will continue to be refined. 

As described in the EIS/EIR, VTA will work with the City of San Jose to develop a 
comprehensive Construction Impact Mitigation Plan for the BART construction.  As noted 
in Section 4.19.2.1, Pre-construction Activities, the plan will include a pre-construction 
business survey to ensure an understanding of the delivery, vehicle, and pedestrian 
access needs of all businesses in downtown including the Arena.  At that time, detailed 
plans to address the vehicle, pedestrian, and parking needs of the Arena will be 
developed in coordination with the City of San Jose, the Arena Authority, and arena 
management.  Additional design requirements and best management practices and 
mitigation measures to address vehicular, pedestrian, and parking concerns associated 
with the construction are described in Sections 4.19.3.2 through 4.19.3.12. 

P48.4 As indicated in Section 3.4, BART Extension Alternative, there are several options for 
both the BART subway alignment and the station locations for the Diridon/Arena Station.  
On May 26, 2004, the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory Board chose 
the Diridon/Arena Alignment and Station South Option as the preferred option.  This 
option will be the focus of on-going studies.  As described in Section 4.19.2.1, Pre-
construction Activities, the pre-construction activities include extensive on-going 
coordination with affected landowners and businesses including the Arena.  The BART 
Alternative includes two 4-6 level parking structures to serve the Diridon/Arena Station.  
The North Parking Structure would be located immediately to the west of the Arena and 
would provide for up to 2,200 parking spaces.  The site is on 2.8 acres owned by the San 
Jose Redevelopment Agency.  As indicated in Section 3.4.4.2, Station Locations, a total of 
1,500 to 2,200 new park-and-ride spaces in two parking structures would serve this 
station.  This was increased to 2,262 spaces during the impact analysis, based on the 
modeled 2025 park-and-ride parking demand of 2,056 spaces plus a 10% surplus for 
spares and surges (see Table 4.2-14, 2025 Park-and-Ride Space Requirements).  With 
this increase, the EIS/EIR properly concludes that there would be no adverse long-term 
parking impacts at the Diridon Station. 

The Preliminary Engineering and Final Design phases of the project will refine the plans 
for the size and footprint of the two parking structures.  However, the North Parking 
Structure would remove approximately 450 of the 1,425 parking spaces on the Arena 
surface parking lot.  

During peak periods of the day, the entire parking structure may be filled.  However, it is 
estimated that at least 70%, or 1,540, of those spaces would be vacant after 6:30 p.m. 
weekdays.  This is based on a BART survey of hourly exits per day.  The specific 
arrangement for the use of these spaces and any resulting parking fees would be 
negotiated between VTA, the City of San Jose the Arena Authority, and arena 
management at a later date. 

P48.5 The Diridon Station potential pedestrian bridge is depicted on Figure B-37, Diridon/Arena 
Station Site Plan, in Appendix B.  Drawing A670 from the Station Program Definition and 
Drawings, 10% Conceptual Engineering, October 2003, is attached and also provides a 
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conceptual location for the pedestrian bridge to connect to the first floor of the parking 
structure.  The landing on the south side of West Santa Clara Street would include an 
elevator.  The primary function of the pedestrian bridge would be to serve BART riders 
accessing the parking structure.  However, Arena customers could also use the 
pedestrian bridge.  BART riders traveling to and from Arena events would primarily cross 
West Santa Clara Street as they do today at intersections with traffic controls.  However, 
some Arena patrons would also be expected to use the pedestrian bridge.  Impacts to 
pedestrian safety and traffic congestion with the BART Alternative would not be 
substantially different that what currently occurs during Arena events.   

P48.6 Refer to response P48.2. 

P48.7 As with the Vasona Light Rail Project, VTA intends to work in close cooperation with the 
Arena Authority and arena management throughout the Preliminary Engineering, Final 
Design, and construction phases of the project. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P49 

Matteoni Saxe & O'Laughlin Lawyers (May 14, 2004) 

P49.1 The Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor EIS/EIR has been prepared as a project-level 
environmental impact disclosure document.  The EIS/EIR complies with CEQA by 
providing information as required in CEQA Section 15124, Project Description.  
Specifically, Section 15124 © requires “A general description of the project’s technical, 
economic, and environmental characteristics, considering the principal engineering 
proposals if any and supporting public service facilities.”  Refer to responses to 
comments P49.2 through P49.9 for responses to specific concerns addressed in the 
letter. 

P49.2 As a combined NEPA/CEQA document, the EIS/EIR provides the project objectives using 
NEPA “purpose” terminology.  Introduction, Section 2.4.1 Purpose, lists a number of 
project objectives that apply to the SVRTC project including “Enhance regional 
connectivity through expanded, interconnected rapid transit services between BART in 
Fremont and light rail and Caltrain in Silicon Valley”, “Maximize transit usage and 
ridership” and “Support local economic and land use plans and goals”.   

Improved transit service in the corridor is the primary objective of the project, and would 
be responsive to planning goals and objectives set out in multiple local and regional plans 
including the Valley Transportation Plan 2020 and the Regional Transportation Plan 
adopted by Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  It is also an objective of the 
project to respond to the voter mandate expressed with the passage of Measure A in 
November 2000, which approved funding for major transit investments in the corridor. 

With respect to the proposed Berryessa Station, as part of the project, the station would 
attain the project objectives by addressing existing and projected future transit needs of 
residents and workers in the northeast San Jose area.  As noted in Introduction, Section 
2.4.2, Associated Needs, there are currently about 18,000 workers who commute from 
Alameda County to Milpitas and northeast San Jose (Superdistrict 12) and over 21,000 
workers who commute in the opposite direction.  These work trips are projected to 
increase by 48% and 38% respectively by 2025. The number of non-work trips is greater 
and is also projected to increase substantially -- 21% and 32% respectively, which is 
generally proportional to the large projected increase in households (22%) and jobs 
(31%) for the same area over the same time. 

Two stations, Montague/Capitol and Berryessa, and a future third station, South 
Calaveras, would serve Milpitas and northeast San Jose.  The Berryessa Station is the 
only station proposed in Segment 2 and is particularly well located to serve patrons 
working in the surrounding industrial areas and living in the residential neighborhoods to 
the east and north. It will also supplement the demands on the Alum Rock Station that 
will be located on the edge of the downtown and east San Jose areas, both of which 
have high transit-dependent populations.  

Section 3.4.2.2, Station Locations, describes the two Berryessa Station options.  Both 
station options achieve the purpose of the BART Alternative by providing the sufficient 
facilities to support the projected ridership.  A final decision on which option to go 
forward would take a number of non-environmental factors into consideration including 
accessibility, transit-oriented development potential, and cost.  Section 4.19, 
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Construction, explains the post-project approval, pre-construction and construction 
procedures and actions that VTA would institute to ensure quality design.  These 
procedures will include extensive community outreach and pre-construction business 
surveys during Preliminary Engineering.  Property acquisition activities are not 
programmed to begin until after Preliminary Engineering is about 50% complete.  The 
Preliminary Engineering work will involve detailed decision-making on all aspects of the 
station designs, including finalizing and/or refining choices between station design 
options described in the EIS/EIR.   

It is also important to note that if Minimum Operating Segment 1E (MOS-1E) is selected 
due to funding limitations, some of the pre-construction work on the Berryessa Station 
may be deferred, as stated in Section 4.19, Introduction.  

P49.3 The 31 acres only refer to the Southwest Parking Structure Option supporting 
infrastructure (station, parking structure, surface parking, bus transit center, kiss-and-
ride, etc) and not the riparian setback or potential future transit facilities.  The larger 
area is highlighted on Figure B-20 in Appendix B to disclose and identify property that 
may be acquired including the riparian setback and potential future transit facilities land.  
The larger area totals 43 acres and the text in Section 3.4.2.2, Station Locations, Parking 
Structure Southwest Option, has been changed to reflect the larger acquisition area.  
Neither Figure B-20 nor the text in Section 3.4.2.2, Station Locations, states “only Flea 
Market property would be used for that option.”  Figure B-20 provides a label “Existing 
San Jose Flea Market” over the vendor area and the text in Section 3.4.2.2, Station 
Locations, only states that “Surface and multi-level parking facilities accommodating 
1,500 to 2,500 vehicles would be located in the Flea Market overflow parking lot...” and 
“up to 400 vendor stalls would be displaced at the San Jose Flea Market.”  Therefore, the 
figure and text are consistent and other property owners would be involved in addition to 
the San Jose Flea Market. 

The 28 acres only refer to the Northeast Parking Structure Option supporting 
infrastructure (station, parking structure, surface parking, bus transit center, kiss-and-
ride, etc) and not the riparian setback or potential future transit facilities.  The larger 
area is highlighted on Figure B-18 of Appendix B to disclose and identify property that 
may be acquired including the riparian setback and potential future transit facilities land.  
The larger area totals 43 acres and the text in Section 3.4.2.2, Station Locations, Parking 
Structure Northeast Option, has been changed to reflect the larger acquisition area.  As 
noted in Response P49.2, the detailed design decisions on the Berryessa Station will be 
made as part of the Preliminary Engineering work, which includes coordination with 
potentially affected landowners and businesses. The exact amount and location of land 
needed for the station will not be known until Final Design. 

P49.4 Socioeconomics, Section 4.15.3.1 Impacts, discusses the Berryessa parking structure 
options and impacts to businesses.  Table 4.15.8 BART Alternative- Summary of 
Residential and Non-Residential Relocations, quantifies the relocations for both the 
Parking Structure Northeast and Southwest options.  Section 4.15.3.2, Design 
Requirements and Best Management Practices, commits VTA to treat all displacements 
and relocations in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Act of 1970.  This Act ensures fair and equitable treatment of persons whose 
real property is acquired or who are displaced as a result of a federal or federally assisted 
project.  It is noted that either station option would displace about 400 flea market stalls, 
approximately 20% of the current total. While this would reduce the size of the flea 
market it is likely that it could continue to be an economically viable operation, until such 
time as the landowner’s proposed development plans move forward.   
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P49.5 Refer to response P49.2 regarding project objectives.  The Parking Structure Northeast 
Option has a higher projected cost estimate compared to the Parking Structure 
Southwest Option due to the acquisition of six developed parcels in an industrial park, 
compensation for which would be required in accordance with the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970, and the necessity to demolish 
existing structures to clear the site for construction.  The $53,000,000 additional cost is a 
conceptual engineering estimate and it would be premature for VTA to conduct an 
appraisal of the property prior to completion of the environmental process. 

Cost is not the sole criterion in selecting a parking structure option.  The EIS/EIR 
discusses the impacts of the Northeast and Southwest Options in a number of topic 
areas.  This includes Section 4.15.3.1, Impacts, BART Alternative, under the sub-section 
City of San Jose including Table 4.15-8, where the number and type of relocations are 
discussed, and Section 4.17.3.1 Impacts, Berryessa Station where visual impacts are 
discussed.  The Draft Design Options Issue Paper #7 referenced in the footnote was 
prepared for the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory Board Meeting of 
February 25, 2004.  The Issue Paper was a Status Report on the various options under 
considerations.  Page 2 provided a number of “pros” and “cons” for each option that 
indicate there are advantages other than cost to selection of each of the options.  VTA’s 
Board of Directors, as part of project approval, would make the final decision on the 
selection of a Berryessa Station parking structure location.    

P49.6 Based on the City of San Jose General Plan, a BART Station Area Node is to direct transit-
oriented and pedestrian-friendly land use development in close proximity to BART 
stations.  Surface parking lots are inconsistent with the goals of the station area nodes; 
however, multi-level parking garages are acceptable because of their area maximization.  
The General Plan also encourages retail/commercial uses on the ground floor of parking 
structures within the station area nodes.  No retail/commercial uses are planned, but VTA 
will coordinate with the City of San Jose in the final design of the station and supports 
the City of San Jose’s desire to maximize transit-oriented development opportunities 
associated with station areas. 

BART System Expansion Policy is supportive of transit oriented development (TOD).  One 
of the goals states, "Demonstrate a commitment to transit-supportive growth and 
development."  Another goal states "enhance multi-modal access to the BART system."  
BART’s access policies support the increase in the percentage of riders coming to BART 
in modes other than by automobile, including local transit, walk and bicycle.  The design 
of the Berryessa Station is consistent with this policy in that the bus bays are located 
closer to the station than the garage.  BART has several stations with surface parking lots 
where the distance required to walk to the station is greater than the distance at 
Berryessa.  The longer distance to the garage under the Parking Structure Southwest 
Option preserves space adjacent to the Berryessa Station that could be used for future 
TOD.   

VTA does not have any pedestrian walking distance criteria.  The location of the 
Southwest Option parking structure is approximately 600-700 feet from the station.  This 
does not represent an excessive distance for pedestrians to travel from the parking 
structure to the station, and several existing BART stations require patrons to walk much 
farther, such as at the North Concord and Dublin/Pleasanton Stations.  All pedestrian 
walkways will contain safety elements such as crosswalks to ensure safe travel.  The 
specific safety elements will be developed with the City of San Jose and determined as 
design of the station progresses. 
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P49.7 Refer to responses P49.1 through P49.6 that address the issues raised.  

P49.8 The comment that CEQA requires analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives is true; 
however, the citation is inaccurately interpreted.  Section 15126.6(a) states “An EIR shall 
describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the 
project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the 
comparative merits of the alternatives.”  The key phrase is “but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project”.  In addition, Section 
15126.6(f) Rule of Reason states, “The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.”  The only 
significant effect identified for the Berryessa Station was the p.m. intersection level of 
service impact at the Oakland Road and Brokaw Road intersection as identified in Table 
6.2-2 Vehicle Traffic –Intersections and discussed in Section 4.2.6.6, 2025 BART 
Alternative Traffic Level of Service, Impact, and Mitigation Measures, Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures with Berryessa Station.     As depicted in Figure 4.2-3 San Jose – 
Berryessa Station 2025 BART Alternative Level of Service Conditions, this intersection is 
approximately 1¾ miles to the northwest.  Therefore, as long as access is provided from 
Berryessa Road, which would be necessary with any alternative to accommodate the 
demand, the location of the parking structure on the site would not change the volume 
of project traffic that would travel through this intersection and the impact would remain.  
Therefore, the EIS is adequate in addressing a reasonable range of alternatives for the 
Berryessa station, and the VTA is not obligated, under CEQA, to consider the third 
alternative option submitted by the commentor. However, VTA will continue to cooperate 
with the Flea Market representatives in order to develop a successful BART station at this 
location.   The proposed third alternative submitted by the commentor will be forwarded 
on to the Preliminary Engineering team and to the VTA decision-makers for their 
consideration.  However, it should be noted that the City of San Jose has undertaken a 
“Master Plan” for the entire station area and VTA is cooperating in that effort. 

 The findings to be made in a condemnation proceeding are not the standard for 
evaluating the adequacy of the EIS/EIR.  Moreover, a site option has not been selected 
and refined.  As part of any condemnation proceeding to acquire specified property 
interests, requisite statutory findings will be considered by VTA’s Board of Directors for 
adoption, based upon all relevant factors that will be presented to the Board at that time.   

P49.9 As noted, VTA will continue to work with the City of San Jose and Flea Market ownership 
regarding the preliminary and final designs for the Berryessa Station. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P50 

Roy Nakadegawa (May 15, 2004) 

P50.1 The recent economic decline presents challenges to the financing of this project.  Staff 
continues to work with the VTA Board, the 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 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/ 
Environmental Impact Report (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.  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.  The purpose of the 
project is to provide additional travel mode choice and total transportation system 
capacity, not simply to fix congestion. 

 P50.2 BART patrons from other counties, as well as patrons from Santa Clara County, would 
use the BART Alternative.  As stated in Chapter 2, Introduction, one of the goals of the 
BART Alternative is to increase regional connectivity to, from, and within the corridor.  By 
connecting to the existing BART line, residents of Santa Clara County would be able to 
access areas in different counties as well.  

The EIS/EIR indicates that approximately one-third of the project ridership would have a 
start and end station entirely in Santa Clara County.  The remaining two-thirds would 
cross the Alameda/Santa Clara County line, which means that a portion of those riders 
would be from Santa Clara County households traveling into counties to the northeast. 
Therefore, the statement that twice the number of non-Santa Clara County riders would 
benefit is not accurate.  The models estimate that approximately one-half of the trips 
crossing the Alameda/Santa Clara County line are from origins in Santa Clara County, 
meaning that fully two-thirds of the project trips serve residents of Santa Clara County.  
It should be noted that Santa Clara County residents have in the past been willing to tax 
themselves to finance regional and cross-county improvements for the greater benefit of 
the region. 

 P50.3 VTA continues to pursue construction of the entire 16.3-mile, 7 station extension, not the 
minimum operating segment (MOS) scenarios included in the document at the request of 
the FTA.  No stations have been eliminated from the total project alignment.  The $170 
million funding is being used to complete Preliminary Engineering on the entire 16.3-mile, 
7 station extension, not just the MOS alternatives. 

P50.4 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 VTA Board. 
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P50.5 The Major Investment Study/Alternatives Analysis (MIS/AA) evaluated 11 alternatives for 
the corridor including a Busway on the UPRR Alignment option.  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. 

P50.6 The project serves a corridor that exhibits long periods of traffic congestion and is 
located in an area of the region that will continue to experience growth in population and 
jobs in a geographically restricted corridor.  It is unlikely that only a 5% transit mode 
share would be realized with a project that offers a more reliable means of transportation 
than either automobile or bus transit services.  The travel demand models employed to 
forecast transit use in the corridor explicitly considers the effects of increased growth and 
the relative costs and travel times of each travel model available to the traveler, and was 
validated to base year conditions before forecasts were prepared.  

Each of the studies referenced in the comment used different models and forecasts of 
socioeconomic data to develop the respective patronage forecasts.  The earlier study by 
Parsons-Brinckerhoff in 2000 used an older version of the MTC model that did not 
adequately reflect the travel conditions of the corridor, especially the congested highway 
speeds in the corridor, and used older Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) 
Projections 1998 socioeconomic forecasts.  The Cambridge Systematics study used the 
Alameda Countywide model that had very coarse traffic analysis zone (TAZ) detail in 
Santa Clara County. Therefore, comparisons between the study patronage forecasts 
cannot be supported.  As with any estimate of ridership for future years, there are a 
variety of assumptions that go into the models.  The project forecasts used the most 
updated models for the region to produce the forecasts and also made use of the same 
forecasting assumptions as the MTC regional models and demographic forecasts provided 
by ABAG. 

P50.7 It is true that the SVRTC BART Extension currently has a “Not Recommended” rating 
from the FTA.  However, 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’s merits.  VTA’s SVRTC BART Extension scores well in land use (“medium/high”) 
and, because of the Santa Clara County voters, the BART Extension is rated “high” in 
local funding that far outweighs federal funds sought.  Also refer to response P50.6. 

P50.8 Each city general plan projects future conditions for the build out year of each respective 
city.  The cities of Fremont, Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara have build out years of 
2010, 2010, 2020, and 2005, respectively.  Year 2025 land use projections have not been 
identified by any of these cities.  The General Plan of each of the four cities through 
which the BART Alternative alignment passes has adopted policies that promote transit-
oriented development (TOD) near major transit services (Refer to Land Use, Section 
4.12.2.2 Regulatory Setting for a description of these policies.) 

P50.9 The majority of projected ridership for the BART Alternative in 2025 is not dependent on 
auto-access for riders.  In fact, only 24% of the trips made on the extension stations will 
be either park-and-ride or kiss-and-ride access (see Table 4.2-8 Mode of Access at BART 
Alternative Stations).  Major intermodal connections (bus, light rail and commuter rail) 
will be possible at the Montague/Capitol, Berryessa, Alum Rock, Market Street, Diridon, 
and Santa Clara stations as shown in Table 4.2-8.  Where feasible, space has been 
proposed for future TOD at each station site. 
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P50.10 The MIS/AA evaluated 11 alternatives for the corridor including a Busway on the UPRR 
Alignment option to serve riders between BART’s Warm Springs Station and Silicon Valley 
employment centers.  The benefits of the busway option were far less, including only 
about 56% of the ridership and only 60% of the peak trips removed from the roadways 
when compared to the BART Alternative, (see MIS Final Report, Table 3.2).  As such, this 
alternative would not achieve the project’s purpose to the same degree that the BART 
Alternative would, such as not maximizing transit usage and ridership.  Therefore, the 
VTA Board of Directors selected BART as the Locally Preferred Alternative for the 
corridor. 

P50.11 The Baseline Alternative special elevated direct busway connection would be constructed 
to allow fast service for “valley” express buses particularly during peak commute hours.  
These buses would provide service between Central Valley, Tri-Valley, and central Contra 
Costa County and Silicon Valley destinations. 

P50.12 Refer to response P50.10.  In addition, the Baseline Alternative provides a similar facility 
alternative as described in Section 3.3.3.1 New Busway Connectors.  The Baseline 
Alternative included in the EIS/EIR has more direct access to both I-680 and I-880 and 
avoids Mission Boulevard, which is extremely congested even today.  Therefore, the 
Baseline Alternative provides better access to the interstates compared to the suggested 
alternative, while not resulting in significant environmental impacts that cannot be 
mitigated. 

P50.13 The commentor states that vehicle trips accessing the BART Alternative would create 
congestion on local streets.  Section 4.2, Transportation and Transit, discusses the traffic 
impacts from each of the alternatives.  Also refer to Section 4.8, Energy, regarding 
energy savings and the conclusion that the Baseline and BART alternatives provide an 
overall energy savings compared to the No-Action Alternative. 

P50.14 The air quality assessment (See Section 4.3 Air Quality) for the parking structures took 
into consideration cold start and hot start trips from vehicles entering and leaving the 
parking structures. 

P50.15 VTA has and will continue to encourage the cities to promote dense, mixed-use 
development in the station areas.  VTA’s Community Design and Transportation Program 
is a testament to the agency’s commitment to TOD around station areas in Santa Clara 
County.  While TOD will continue to be encouraged, some parking is needed around the 
stations to satisfy BART riders that access stations by personal vehicles.  Table 4.2-8, 
Mode of Access at BART Alternative Stations, projects ridership by mode.   

P50.16 As demonstrated in Table 3.4-1, 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.   

 Also refer to responses P50.10 and P50.18.  

P50.17 The costs for all parking included in the “base case” project description are also included 
in the “base case” cost estimate for the project (see Table 8.2-1, Capital Costs for 
Baseline and BART Alternatives).  Table 8.2-2, BART Alternative Design Options, shows 
the incremental cost differences of the alignment and station options included in the 
EIS/EIR.  The costs in Table 8.2-2 only represent the incremental cost of the alignment 
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or station design option above that of the “base case.”  Only the Calaveras (Future), 
Berryessa and Santa Clara Station designs had options that affected parking, which is 
why they are the only ones shown in Table 8.2-2.  Both construction and right-of-way 
costs are included in the “base case” and option costs estimates. 

P50.18 As stated in Section 3.4.7, BART Alternative Operating Plan, the BART stations would be 
served by “SVRTC Express Bus” routes.  Local bus routes would also be rerouted to 
better serve the BART stations.  Parking is still necessary to serve those accessing the 
stations by auto.  The projected mode of access for each station is provided in Table 4.2-
8, Mode of Access at BART Alternative Stations. 

P50.19 Charging patrons for use of the parking facilities at BART stations would not promote 
environmental justice in all cases.  Charging for the use of parking facilities would deter 
low-income populations who wish to drive and park at BART stations.   

It has not yet been determined as to which, if any, BART stations will charge a fee to 
park in the station lots.  When making this determination, Environmental Justice issues 
will be considered. 

P50.20 The BART Alternative stations were designed to serve all access modes, not just auto-
access modes.  It should be noted that auto-access is not the primary means of 
accessing the project stations, as only 24% of all project trips would be either park-and-
ride or kiss-and-ride.  This indicates the importance of the supporting background bus 
and rail networks for the project ridership.  With this in mind, all of the above ground 
stations have a ‘bus transit center’ located adjacent to the station loading area.  As the 
project advances to Preliminary Engineering and Final Design, the station access plans 
and site plans will be refined by VTA bus facility designers to ensure that riders can 
access and egress the stations conveniently.   

P50.21 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 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 VTA Board. 

The VTA Board, at a noticed public meeting on August 7, 2003, authorized the sale of up 
to $550 million in Bonds against future Measure A revenues to be used for Preliminary 
Engineering, Final Design and Right-of Way acquisition.  To date only $170 million has 
been allocated, with only a portion of that actually bonded to date.  VTA is confident in 
the cost estimates as prepared for the 10% Conceptual Engineering phase of the project.   
Bonding costs associated with Measure A projects are carried by Measure A and not the 
individual projects funded through the measure. 

P50.22 Currently VTA has no intent to construct the BART Alternative tunnel segment to be 
compatible with its light rail operations.  The BART Alternative is designed primarily to 
serve longer commutes outside Santa Clara County with faster travel times.  The VTA 
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light rail system provides transit service within Santa Clara County for shorter trips at 
slower speeds.  

P50.23 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 Regional 
Measure 2 bridge toll, which will provide the Warm Springs Extension 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 Warm Springs Extension Project 
forward.  In addition, BART has recently initiated the preparation of an EIS addressing 
the Warm Springs Extension to enable federal funding should funds become available. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P51 

Boris Landa (May 14, 2004) 

P51.1 The comment is noted and included in the record for review and consideration by the 
decision-makers.  Four public hearings (April 12, 14, and 19, 2004 and May 12, 2004) 
were held to provide the public with ample opportunities to attend and provide 
comments. 

P51.2 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.  Both the BART and FTA criteria 
assess exterior noise levels at the façades of buildings, not interior noise levels.  Where 
noise impact has been identified, mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the 
noise levels to within the appropriate criteria.  The noise analysis is provided in the 
Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration.  Because BART will be constructed in an urban 
environment with a variety of existing noise sources (i.e. traffic from freeways, highways, 
major arterials and local roadways, aircraft overflights, railroad freight and passenger 
service, and other urban sources), BART will not be the dominant noise source a half-
mile away on each side of the alignment.   

P51.3 As stated in Section 3.4.7, BART Alternative Operating Plan, BART train service would 
operate every day from 4:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m.  From 6:00 a.m. to 7:30 p.m., service 
headways would average six minutes (12 minutes on the Richmond-Fremont-San Jose 
line and 12 minutes on the San Francisco-Fremont-San Jose line) between the BART 
Warm Springs Station and Downtown San Jose/Santa Clara.  This represents a reduction 
of three minutes from current BART 15-minute service headways.  After 7:30 p.m. and 
on weekends, the average headways would be 10 minutes (20-minute service headways 
on each BART line). 

P51.4 Freight movements on the UPRR are a function of demand for rail service.  This service 
can vary dramatically, but usage on this line has been infrequent in recent years. 

P51.5 VTA disputes the comment that the City of San Jose does not have any land available for 
the construction of new homes.  On the contrary, according to the Development Activity 
Highlights and Five-Year Forecast (2004-2009) Table on the City of San Jose website, 
since January 1, 2000 and up to November of 2003, approximately 2,056 residential units 
have been completed, 6,730 units are under construction, 4,889 units have been 
approved, and another 5,330 units are pending City approval.  Applications for 
approximately 5,562 residential units have been submitted to the City of San Jose since 
November of 2003.  Therefore, approximately 24,567 new residential units are or will be 
available in the City of San Jose.  As the population of the County of Santa Clara grows, 
the cities in this county must plan to accommodate the housing needs of that growth.  
VTA supports the City of San Jose’s General Plan policies listed under Section 4.12, Land 
Use, subsection 4.12.2.2, Regulatory Setting, that encourage higher densities near transit 
stations to provide residents of San Jose with more transportation options.  However, in 
order for the City of San Jose to implement these policies of infill development and 
increased densities, sites of lower densities must go through several steps such as 
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General Plan amendments and rezonings, as well as detailed environmental review where 
neighbors and interested agencies are informed of the potential environmental impacts of 
the increased densities at these locations. 

P51.6 As stated in Section 4.15, Socioeconomics, subsection 4.15.3.1, Impacts, subheading 
Residential and Non-Residential Relocation and Tunnel Easement Impacts, one to five 
residential units would require relocation due to construction of the BART Alternative.  
The reason residential impacts are so few are a result of selecting an alignment along an 
existing active railroad corridor.  Where the BART Alternative is not on a railroad corridor, 
the facility transitions into a tunnel.  As stated in Section 4.15.3.2, Design Requirements 
and Best Management Practices for the Baseline and BART Alternatives, all displacement 
and relocation activities will be conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970.  Other impacts to residences are 
addressed in the Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
(EIS/EIR) under each topical area and mitigation measures are provided where impacts 
are significant. 

P51.7 The BART Alternative is entirely grade separated at intersections and has no conflicts 
with existing roadways.  Grade separation requires various sections to be either in aerial, 
at-grade, trench or retained cut, or tunnel configurations.  Noise from aerial structures 
has been assessed and mitigation provided where required.  Also refer to response P51.2 
regarding the noise analysis. 

P51.8 Implementation of the BART Alternative does not require any closures of public roads. 

P51.9 Reduction in property value is not considered a significant effect on the environment for 
purposes of CEQA and NEPA. 

P51.10 There are a multitude of reasons why housing prices fluctuate.  The Silicon Valley 
economy and technological innovations have been a major factor.  The BART Alternative 
is not expected to be a major factor is housing prices.  Refer to response P51.9.   

P51.11 The BART Alternative will be primarily funded by Measure A, a ½ cents sales tax 
measure passed in 2000 by the over 70% of the voters of the County of Santa Clara.  
The recent economic decline presents challenges to the financing of this project.  VTA 
staff continues to work with the VTA Board, the State of California, and the FTA to 
resolve the details of the funding plan for this project.  As stated in the 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.  Public transit 
services in the United States are commonly not self-sufficient and are subsidized with 
public funds. 

P51.12 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.  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, the construction costs of underground 
tunnels are exponentially higher than the cost of construction above the surface.  
Therefore it is not cost-effective to include additional tunnel segments in the project 
plans.   
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Regarding the development within the City of San Jose, VTA does not have jurisdiction 
over land use decisions or architectural style of buildings in the downtown area. 

P51.13 Refer to response P51.12 regarding the selection of the BART Alternative as the Locally 
Preferred Alternative.   

P51.14 The 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 Extension 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 BART Extension to Milpitas, San Jose and 
Santa Clara.  The project continues to be a priority of the VTA Board. 

Chapter 2, Introduction, subsection 2.4.2, Associated Needs, states that the Silicon Valley 
Rapid Transit Corridor (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% 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% during this same time frame.  From 2000 to 2025, total work trips within the SVRTC 
are projected to grow by 30%.  Given the current level of congestion in the corridor, this 
projected growth emphasizes the need for more transportation capacity in the future. 

The overall purpose 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. Enhance regional 
connectivity through expanded, interconnected rapid transit services between 
BART in Fremont and light rail transit (LRT) and Caltrain in Silicon Valley. 

• Accommodate future travel demand in the corridor by expanding modal options. 

• Alleviate severe and ever-increasing traffic congestion on the I-880 and I-680 
freeways between Alameda County and Santa Clara County. 

• Improve regional air quality by reducing auto emissions. 

• 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. 

• Support local economic and land use plans and goals.  
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As stated in Table 4.2-5, Average Weekday Transit Trips Served by BART Alternative in 
2025, 83,585 total trips will be made on BART on an average weekday in 2025.  Of those 
83,585 trips, 78,119 trips, or 93%, would be new trips on BART as a result of its service 
to and within Santa Clara County.  

P51.15 As stated in Section 4.17, Visual Quality and Aesthetics, subsection 4.17.1, Introduction 
and Methodology, the SVRTC is surrounded by urban and suburban development.  It 
goes on to say that Santa Clara County is a bustling metropolitan area with an expanding 
high-tech industry that attracts workers from around the world.  Also refer to response 
P51.14 regarding support for the project. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P52 

Norman Azevedo (May 11, 2004) 

P52.1 The notification process for the release of the Draft EIS/EIR was extensive.  
Approximately 55,000 property and business owners, including mobile home parks within 
1000 feet from the proposed centerline alignment and one-half mile around the station 
areas were notified of the public release of the EIS/EIR and the public hearings.  

As the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) lead agency for the BART Extension to 
Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) sets the 
schedule for when the Draft EIS/EIR is released for review and comment and when the 
public should be notified of this release.  The 60-day comment period exceeded the 
minimum required by FTA.  VTA held four public hearings during this period.  The 
comment may be referring to a meeting that the City of Milpitas set up outside the 
official EIS/EIR process. 

P52.2 At its May 26, 2004 meeting, the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory 
Board recommended the 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 Option. 

P52.3 Refer to response P52.1. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P53 

Yolanda Lopez (May 13, 2004) 

P53.1 At its May 26, 2004 meeting, the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory 
Board recommended the 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 Option. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P54 

Alex Lopez (May 13, 2004) 

P54.1 At its May 26, 2004 meeting, the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory 
Board recommended the 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 Option. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P55 

Lester Lee (May 20, 2004) 

P55.1 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 the City of Santa Clara 
results in the expenditure of funds for significant maintenance capacity that would be 
throw-away costs once the extension is completed to the City of 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.  Therefore, this alternative was discarded from further 
consideration. 



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

P56-1 

 



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

P56-2 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P56 

Hieke C. Langbroek (June 3, 2004) 

P56.1 At its May 26, 2004 meeting, the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory 
Board recommended the 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 Option. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P57 

Vinay Jivan (June 3, 2004) 

P57.1 The vibration impact assessment was conducted using both Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) and BART vibration criteria.  The assessment procedures meet with 
both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental 
Quality Act (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 recommended.  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 resonance 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 equivalent to the vibration level for the ground at the foundation of the 
building. 

P57.2 The noise impact assessment was conducted using both FTA and BART noise criteria.  
The assessment procedures meet with both NEPA and 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 to reduce the noise levels to within the appropriate criteria have been 
identified.  Table 4.13-12, BART Alternative Noise Barrier Mitigation Treatment for 
Residential Areas, identifies a 12-foot-high sound wall on the west side of the tracks 
beginning just north of Summerwind Drive and continuing southward.  The sound wall is 
also depicted in Figure 4.13-4d, Noise and Vibration Mitigation Locations. 

P57.3 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 
analysis shows that the residences to the north are below the noise impact criteria. 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. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P58 

San Jose Water Company (April 5, 2004) 

P58.1 Both the Diridon/Arena Alignment and Station North and South Options’ tunnel segments 
would be in conflict with the Army Corps of Engineer’s newly installed Guadalupe River 
drilled pier erosion control wall (5-foot diameter drilled piers to depths below the tunnel 
bores).  The North Option would result in one tunnel bore penetrating the drilled pier 
wall, while the South Option would result in both tunnel bores penetrating the pier wall.  
Prior to the tunnel boring machines reaching this location, the drill pier wall(s) would 
need to be removed and relocated.   

On May 26, 2004, the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory Board 
recommended the Diridon/Arena Alignment and Station – South Option as part of the 
Locally Preferred Alternative.  This option was selected because it has better connectivity 
to Diridon Station, light rail transit, buses and the future high sped rail; it has improved 
joint development/value-capture for VTA and Caltrain owned property; it allows better 
integration into high-density development proposed in the Diridon/Arena Strategic 
Development Plan; it provides the greatest flexibility in managing construction impacts to 
the Caltrain tracks; and the station is further from the HP Pavilion allowing better 
dispersal of special event crowds between the HP Pavilion and the BART Diridon/Arena 
Station.  VTA staff also notes that the City of San Jose, which approved the PD Zoning 
approvals, does not believe that the BART Alternative presents significant issues in terms 
of current or future development of the property (reference email dated June 15, 2004 
from Hans Larsen, City of San Jose to Bill Tuttles San Jose Water Company).   

P58.2 VTA will coordinate with the San Jose Water Company during the Preliminary Engineering 
and Final Design phases of the project regarding utility interruption and utility relocation 
during construction to minimize impacts to utilities to the maximum extent practicable.  
VTA will coordinate with Wayne Warren as requested.  Sections 4.19.13.2 Design 
Requirements and Best Management Practices for Utilities Impacts, and 4.19.3.3, 
Mitigation Measures for Utilities Impacts, address utility impacts during construction and 
the commitment to coordinate and work with local businesses to minimize impacts. 

P58.3 Utility relocations are of concern and are addressed in several locations in the EIS/EIR 
including Section 4.19.2.5, Utility Relocations; Section 4.19.13.2 Design Requirements 
and Best Management Practices for Utilities Impacts, and Section 4.19.13.3, Mitigation 
Measures for Utilities Impacts.  VTA will coordinate with the San Jose Water Company 
and other utility providers during the Preliminary Engineering and Final Design phases of 
the project regarding utility interruption and relocation during construction to minimize 
impacts to utilities to the maximum extent practicable.   

P58.4 Tunnel boring machines will be used to mine the BART Alternative tunnels.  These 
machines excavate the tunnel face using a wheel or cutter-head that cuts the full tunnel 
diameter in a rotary fashion.  These machines typically operate at speeds in the range of 
3 to 5 revolutions per minute and hence do not produce vibrations that represent a risk 
to underground facilities.  In addition, the depth of the tunnels (depth of cover) will be 
selected to provide an adequate clearance between such facilities and the tunnel 
alignment.  Where this is not possible due to the depth of the facility or alignment 
requirements, site-specific vibration reduction techniques will be developed, proposed, 
and discussed with the facility owner and implemented as appropriate.  Also refer to 
response P58.2. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P59 

Preservation Action Council of San Jose (May 12, 2004) 

P59.1 In the Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER), the technical report prepared for 
this project and submitted to the state Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), JRP 
Historical Consulting Services (JRP) evaluated the potential historic significance of all 250 
buildings, structures, objects, sites, and districts that were located within the Area of 
Potential Effects (APE) and that dated to 1962 or before.  The evaluations addressed 
each resource by applying the significance criteria of both the California Register of 
Historical Resources (CRHR), and National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  Both 
programs recognize local, state, and national levels of significance, and JRP included 
review of local inventories of historic resources to identify local historic status, if any.  
(Also refer to response to Comment L5.2).  The evaluations submitted in the HRER and 
summarized in the EIS/EIR are, therefore, legally adequate and are presented below to 
help clarify the CEQA analysis. 

Section 4.6, Cultural and Historic Resources, correctly states that there are 21 historic 
properties within the APE.  All 21 of these properties are historic properties under the 
NEPA.  These properties are also considered historical resources for the purposes of 
CEQA and are treated as such in the EIS/EIR.  These 21 properties include 19 individual 
buildings, as well as a multi-component property (the Santa Clara Station Depot (also 
referred to as the Santa Clara Caltrain Station), which is considered to be a district 
property at the local level), and a district (the San Jose Downtown Commercial Historic 
District). 

At the time the Draft EIS/EIR was prepared, four buildings appeared to be eligible for the 
CRHR but not the NRHP.  The Final EIS/EIR, Section 4.6.4.1, Existing Conditions, under 
the subheading Baseline and BART Alternatives, and Table 4.6-4, Historic Properties That 
Do Not Appear Eligible for Listing in the NRHP, but Appear Eligible to be Considered 
Historic Resources Under CEQA, have been revised to reflect that at least eight buildings 
appear to be eligible for the CRHR but not the NRHP.  This correction will capture the 
current status of the resources, namely, that these resources appear to be eligible for the 
CRHR, and that the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) found that these 
properties did not appear to be eligible for the NRHP.  These buildings, therefore, are 
considered to be historical resources for the purposes of CEQA, but are not historic 
properties under NEPA. 

More than 200 of the surveyed properties did not appear to meet the eligibility criteria for 
either the CRHR or NRHP.  As such, they are not subject to impacts analysis under CEQA, 
or effects analysis under NEPA.  JRP presented explicit conclusions that demonstrated 
that the preponderance of evidence showed that these resources did not meet the 
significance criteria for the CRHR and the NRHP, and/or did not retain historic integrity, 
and thus could not be considered historical resources for the purposes of CEQA.  The 
evaluations and conclusions were presented on Department of Parks and Recreation 
Form 523 (DPR523 forms) that document the evidence and analysis.  The DPR523 forms 
are included in the HRER.  The conclusions of the evaluations were summarized and 
presented in the EIS/EIR.   

P59.2 The information provided for the 250 buildings and structures documented on DPR523 
forms and itemized in the tables in the HRER is based on various sources of information, 
many of which conflict with each other.  JRP compared all known property identifiers and 
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reported the most inclusive street numbers, the most recent parcel numbers, and the 
most recent historic status.  JRP assigned a resource number and provided the address 
and parcel number information for every recorded property, and included the resource 
name, if appropriate, and other location information required on a DPR523 form.  A 
response to each of the 14 specific comments are provided in the table below.  The most 
common causes of variation between the information on the DPR523 forms and the 
tabulated lists of surveyed properties are as follows: 

• The street numbers posted on a given building often do not match the legal “situs” 
address in the records of the County Assessor.   

• Identifying information often changes over time and this is especially true for street 
numbers and assessor parcel numbers (APN).  JRP included information wherever 
possible from previous surveys, county records, city directories, or other sources to 
document these changes. 

• Other agencies and consultants had surveyed several of the buildings in the five 
years before the current survey.  JRP reproduced those forms for the current survey.  
It would be inappropriate to alter the property information provided in these recent 
forms that were authored by others.  If information in addition to that on the 
previous form was available, JRP reported the inclusive range of information (street 
numbers, building names, parcel numbers, historic status). 

A few of these comments are related to differing historic status reported on the forms 
and in the tables of the HRER prepared by JRP.  The HRER was dated January 2003 and 
the SHPO concurred with its conclusions in two letters dated June 9, and July 9, 2003 
(see Appendix C).  Because the SHPO concurred with nearly all of JRP’s conclusions 
regarding the 250 resources surveyed (including many of the evaluation conclusions 
recently prepared by other consultants), the historic status of these properties can be 
correctly reported in subsequent environmental documents and the Final EIS/EIR.  
Specific concurrence or non-concurrence is detailed in the table below.  It is possible that 
the local status of surveyed properties may have changed since the date of the HRER.  
Changes in this status, specifically designation of properties as a City of San Jose 
Landmark (and therefore historical resources under CEQA), will be reported in any 
subsequent references to these resources. 

Production of revised DPR523 forms to reflect the minor changes suggested in this 
comment does not appear to be necessary.  However, the corrected identifiers should be 
used in all references to these properties in subsequent environmental documents. 

Comment Response 

Difference in street numbers on forms 
and tables 

(64-66 or 62-66) W. Santa Clara Street 

This building has historically been known as 64-66 W. 
Santa Clara and county property records carry it as 62 W. 
Santa Clara.  This building should be referred to as 62-66 
W. Santa Clara to reconcile these references.   
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Comment Response 

Difference in street numbers on forms 
and tables 

(184-198 or 184-194) W. Santa Clara 
Street and 14-16 S. Almaden Avenue 

The 3 buildings on this parcel have historically been known 
as 184 W. Santa Clara, and 190-198 W. Santa Clara, and 
14-16 S. Almaden.  County property records show the 
parcel collectively as 18 S. Almaden.  These buildings 
should be referred to in the most inclusive manner: 184-
198 W. Santa Clara and 14-18 S. Almaden. 

Difference in addresses on forms and 
tables 

(40 S. Montgomery St and 55 S. Autumn 
Street vs. 40 S. Montgomery St.) 

This comment is incorrect because both addresses are 
listed in both the form and the table.  (The resource 
consists of a complex of buildings located on 3 legal 
parcels.)   

Difference in street numbers on forms 
and tables 

(656 or 656-664) Stockton Avenue 

This comment is incorrect because the full address range is 
listed on both the form and the table.  The form reports 
the unit letters (664A-664G and 664H-664M), in addition to 
the building at 656 Stockton, but this is additional, not 
conflicting, information about the 3 buildings on the lot.   

Difference in street numbers on forms 
and tables 

(690 or 690-698) Stockton Avenue 

This comment is incorrect because the full address range is 
listed on both the form and the table.  The two buildings 
on this parcel have carried either 690 or 698 Stockton 
Avenue as their address over the years.  County records 
show only “Stockton Ave,” with no number.  The buildings 
were vacant at the time of survey.  The inclusive range of 
“690-698” shown on the tables, and the additional 
information on the form (“690 and/or 698 Stockton Ave”) is 
not in conflict. 

Difference in street numbers on forms 
and tables 

(1325 & 1347  or  1325-1347) E. Julian 
St. 

Neither reference is incorrect, however, for consistency the 
more inclusive address (1325-1347 E. Julian St.) should be 
used to refer to this resource.   

Difference in street numbers on forms 
and tables 

(262-270 or 262, 264, 270) N. 27th St. 

Neither reference is incorrect, however, for consistency the 
more inclusive address (262-270 N. 27th St.) should be 
used to refer to this resource. 

Difference in street numbers on forms 
and tables 

(872, 874, 876 or 872-876) E. Santa 
Clara St. 

The form correctly reports both the range of addresses and 
the individual historic addresses.  The more inclusive 
address (872-876 E. Santa Clara St.) should be used to 
refer to this resource. 



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

P59-8 

Comment Response 

Difference in historic status code for 17-
25 E. Santa Clara Street. 

Primary Record shows property classified 
as a code 6.  Tables show property is 
eligible for the National Registry. 

SHPO stated on July 9, 2003 that this building is not 
eligible for the NRHP; this concurrence is included in 
Appendix C of the EIS/EIR.  The City of San Jose considers 
its City Landmark properties to be historical resources 
under CEQA, but this building is not a City Landmark.  This 
building is, however, identified by the City as a Structure of 
Merit and as a locally significant historic building.  This 
building is considered a historic resource for the purposes 
of CEQA and should be referred to as status code “5S3.”  
Table 4.6-4:  Historic Properties that do not Appear Eligible 
for Listing in the NRHP, But Appear Eligible to be 
Considered Historic Resources under CEQA, in the EIS/EIR 
has been updated to include this property.   

Difference in historic status code for 81 
W. Santa Clara Street. 

Primary Record shows property classified 
as a code 4S.  Tables show it classified 
as a code 3S. 

SHPO stated on June 9, 2003 that this building is eligible 
for the NRHP under Criterion C (architecture).  This 
concurrence is included in Appendix C of the EIS/EIR.  The 
Final EIS/EIR will refer to this property as “determined 
eligible” for the NRHP, or status code “2.”  Table 4.6-3:  
Historic Properties Listed in the NRHP, Eligible for Listing in 
the NRHP, or Appearing Eligible for Listing in the NRHP, in 
the EIS/EIR has been revised to update the NR Status 
Code for this property. 

Difference in historic status code for 15 
S.  First Street. 

Primary Record shows property classified 
as a code 4S7.  Tables show it classified 
as a code 6. 

SHPO concurred on June 9, 2003 with JRP’s conclusion that 
this building does not retain enough integrity to meet the 
criteria for listing on the NRHP; this concurrence was 
included in Appendix C of the EIS/EIR.  The updated 
evaluation prepared by JRP in 2002 determined that this 
building does not appear to be eligible for listing in the 
NRHP nor does it appear to be a historical resource for the 
purposes of CEQA.  The updated evaluation form is 
included in the HRER.  The City of San Jose considers its 
City Landmark properties to be historical resources under 
CEQA, but this building is not a City Landmark.  Both the 
CRHR and NRHP programs require that current integrity 
(not possible future restoration) be considered in 
evaluating eligibility.  This building should be referred to as 
a “found not eligible for NRHP, CRHR or local designation 
through survey evaluation,” or status code “6Z.” 
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Comment Response 

Difference in historic status code for 301 
E. Santa Clara Street. 

Primary Record shows property classified 
as a code 5S1.  Tables show it classified 
as a code 6. 

SHPO concurred on June 9, 2003 with JRP’s conclusion that 
this building does not meet the criteria for listing on the 
NRHP; this concurrence was included in Appendix C of the 
EIS/EIR.  The updated evaluation prepared by JRP in 2002 
determined that this building does not appear to be eligible 
for listing in the NRHP nor does it appear to be a historical 
resource for the purposes of CEQA.  The updated 
evaluation form is included in the HRER.  The City of San 
Jose considers its City Landmark properties to be historical 
resources under CEQA, but this building is not a City 
Landmark.  This building should be referred to as a “found 
not eligible for NRHP, CRHR or local designation through 
survey evaluation,” or status code “6Z.” 

Difference in historic status code for 304 
E. Santa Clara Street. 

Primary Record shows property classified 
as a code 5S1.  Tables show it classified 
as a code 6. 

SHPO concurred on June 9, 2003 with JRP’s conclusion that 
this building does not meet the criteria for listing on the 
NRHP; this concurrence was included in Appendix C of the 
EIS/EIR.  The updated evaluation prepared by JRP in 2002 
determined that this building does not appear to be eligible 
for listing in the NRHP nor does it appear to be a historical 
resource for the purposes of CEQA.  The updated 
evaluation form is included in the HRER.  The City of San 
Jose considers its City Landmark properties to be historical 
resources under CEQA, but this building is not a City 
Landmark.  This building should be referred to as a “found 
not eligible for NRHP, CRHR or local designation through 
survey evaluation,” or status code “6Z.” 

Difference in historic status code for 19 
S.  First St. 

Primary Record shows property classified 
as a code 5S1.  Tables show it classified 
as a code 6.   

SHPO concurred on June 9, 2003 with JRP’s conclusion that 
this building does not meet the criteria for listing on the 
NRHP; this concurrence was included in Appendix C of the 
EIS/EIR.  The updated evaluation prepared by JRP in 2002 
determined that this building does not appear to be eligible 
for listing in the NRHP nor does it appear to be a historical 
resource for the purposes of CEQA.  The updated 
evaluation form is included in the HRER.  The City of San 
Jose considers its City Landmark properties to be historical 
resources under CEQA, but this building is not a City 
Landmark.  This building should be referred to as a “found 
not eligible for NRHP, CRHR or local designation through 
survey evaluation,” or status code “6Z.” 

  

P59.3 None of the examples listed in this comment were omitted from the historic architectural 
survey for this project.  JRP included each of these properties in this survey, identified 
the past and current evaluation status for each property, and provided an explicit 
conclusion regarding each property’s apparent historic significance.  JRP also described 
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its inventory and research methodology in the HRER.  This effort included careful and 
thorough review of city and county government inventories and previous surveys 
throughout the project area.  JRP Historical Consulting Services (JRP) reviewed existing 
information from local, state, and federal inventories and surveys as part of the historic 
resources identification process for the SVRTC project.  JRP reviewed the NRHP, the 
CRHR, the California Historical Landmarks, and the California Points of Historic Interest 
lists to identify known historic properties within the architectural Area of Potential Effects 
(APE).  JRP also examined previous historic resource inventory and evaluation surveys 
and reports, including the City of San Jose’s historic resources inventory and landmark 
listings.  There has long been a strong historic preservation presence in San Jose, as well 
as Santa Clara County, and JRP found many historic resource inventory and evaluation 
records for properties within the APE, particularly those located in or near downtown San 
Jose.  JRP principals and staff also met and corresponded with Courtney Damkroger, San 
Jose Historic Preservation Officer, and her staff to discuss the identification of historical 
resources in the city.  JRP located many previous studies at the City of San Jose Public 
Library, the City of San Jose Planning Department Historic Preservation Office, and the 
archives of “History San Jose” at Kelly Park.  Most of the properties outside San Jose had 
not been previously surveyed, although JRP did contact each city and county within the 
project area as part of the identification and data collection process.  JRP also reviewed 
previously conducted cultural resources reports for areas in and near the APE on file with 
the California Historical Resources Information System Northwest Information Center at 
Sonoma State University. 

The information related to the historic status and significance analysis of the three 
properties listed in this comment is re-stated below for clarity. 

91 E. Santa Clara St. (APN 467-21-005).  F. Maggi and C. Duval surveyed this building in 
2000 and JRP prepared an update of the DPR523 form in 2002 as part of this project.  
The 2000 form recognized that the building had potential significance, but also had lost 
historic integrity.  JRP prepared an update of this form to provide a conclusion regarding 
both NRHP and CRHR eligibility status.  JRP’s update noted that the City of San Jose 
listed the building as a “Structure of Merit” and that it was eligible for CRHR as of 
October 2002.  Nevertheless, it does not appear that this building retains sufficient 
integrity for eligibility on the NRHP.  Half of the building was demolished in the 1960s 
and the original exterior finish has been covered in stucco.  The SHPO concurred with 
JRP’s findings on June 9, 2003.  This concurrence was included in Appendix C of the 
EIS/EIR. 

101-109 E. Santa Clara St. (APN 467-20-072).  W. Hill and G. Laffey surveyed this 
building in 1998 and JRP prepared an update of the DPR523 form in 2002 as part of this 
project.  The 1998 form recognized that the building was probably not eligible for the 
CRHR.  JRP prepared an update of this form to provide a conclusion regarding both 
NRHP and CRHR eligibility status.  JRP concluded in its update that the building lacked 
historic significance under all criteria of the NRHP and CRHR.  The SHPO concurred with 
JRP’s findings on June 9, 2003.  This concurrence was included in Appendix C of the 
EIS/EIR. 

142-150 E. Santa Clara St. (APN 467-23-035).  The comment states that the record for 
this building was not included, however, this is incorrect.  This building is a contributing 
element of the San Jose Downtown Commercial Historic District, which is listed on the 
NRHP.  The property appears as Map Reference #12-10 in the HRER.  A copy of the 
entire district nomination form is also included in the HRER.  The SHPO concurred that 
this building remained listed on the NRHP.  This concurrence was included in Appendix C 
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of the EIS/EIR. 

P59.4 The Section 106 monitor will be selected through VTA’s procurement process.  To 
register as a Prospective Vendor, go to www.VTA.org, click on “Procurement,” and follow 
the instructions on “How to Become a Vendor.”  VTA publishes all solicitation information 
in the online Procurement site.  Companies or individuals wishing to receive notification 
of relevant solicitations, or to subscribe as Prospective Vendor for solicitations can do so 
through this online system.  Most support documents are available for download through 
this system, making this the most convenient way to subscribe to and track VTA 
solicitations.  Another way to become a Prospective Vendor for work you are interested 
in bidding or proposing on is to look in the Mercury News for "Notice to 
Bidders/Proposers" advertisements.  Prospective Vendors may also attend pre-bid 
conferences to meet with and explore opportunities to team with other consultants. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P60 

San Jose Downtown Association (May 14, 2004) 

P60.1 Table 6.2.2, Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the SVRTC Baseline and 
BART Alternatives, actually states that, “Temporary full closures and long-term partial 
street closures for cut-and-cover construction and grade separations would cause 
unavoidable adverse traffic impacts during construction.”  While design requirements and 
best management practices provide substantial mitigation, these impacts are still 
identified as significant and unavoidable because of the duration and magnitude of the 
construction activities in the downtown area.  VTA will work closely with the San Jose 
Downtown Association throughout the Preliminary Engineering, Final Design, and 
construction phases of the project to address the concerns and minimize traffic and 
parking impacts during the construction of the BART Alternative.  Prior to construction, 
VTA will prepare a detailed Traffic Control Plan and Construction Impact Mitigation Plan 
(CIMP) to reduce impacts during construction.  

Section 4.19.2.1, Pre-construction Activities, identifies a comprehensive program of pre-
construction and construction period activities including the components of the CIMP to 
address the concerns of the business community and other stakeholders with the 
construction effort.  These activities are a part of the project description and are 
therefore a requirement of the project.  In addition, the City of San Jose requires, by 
ordinance, the development of a CIMP for their review and approval for a construction 
project of this magnitude.  The San Jose Downtown Association, as a key stakeholder, 
will have input into the CIMP.   

P60.2 The CIMP is discussed and described in Section 4.19.2.1, Pre-construction Activities.  All 
of the activities described are part of the project and there do not need to be listed as 
mitigation measures.  Also refer to response P60.1. 

P60.3 Construction noise and vibration varies greatly depending on the construction process, 
type and condition of equipment used, and layout of the construction site.  Many of these 
factors are traditionally left to the contractor's discretion, which makes it difficult to 
accurately estimate levels of construction noise.  At this stage of a project, guidelines are 
given on controlling noise and vibration from construction.  Because detailed construction 
plans are not available and specific construction equipment types and scenarios for 
construction have not been determined, only a general assessment of impacts and 
mitigation measures can be given.  A number of mitigation measures are outlined in the 
document and shall be incorporated into the construction process to help minimize the 
noise impacts during construction.  These will be refined during Preliminary Engineering 
and Final Design as more information is made available regarding construction processes 
and types of equipment to be used on the project. 

P60.4 The text in Table 1.5-2, Summary of Construction Impacts, Design Requirements/Best 
Management Practices, and Proposed Mitigation Measures, under the impact category of 
Utilities, has been revised to delete the word “possible.”  VTA will coordinate with the 
San Jose Downtown Association the during Preliminary Engineering and Final Design 
phases of the project so as to minimize impacts to utilities during construction to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

P60.5 Unlike some other environmental documents, this EIS/EIR has taken a more proactive 
approach to reducing environmental impacts.  Section 4.19.2.1, Pre-construction 
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Activities, under the subheading Pre-Construction Business Survey, states:  “The survey 
would assist in:  (a) the identification of possible techniques for use during construction 
to maintain critical business activities, (b) the analysis of alternative access routes for 
customers and deliveries to these businesses, (c) the development of traffic and detour 
plans, and (d) the final determination of construction practices.”  Section 4.19.3.11, 
Design Requirements and Best Management Practices for Pedestrians and Bicyclists 
Impacts, states that “Data gathered from these interviews will be used to develop 
worksite traffic control and pedestrian and bicyclist access plans.  Among other elements, 
these plans will identify alternate access to maintain critical business activities.”  The 
worksite traffic control and pedestrian and bicycle access plans will be incorporated by 
reference into the CIMP. 

In addition, Section 4.19.3.11 describes several specific design requirements and best 
management practices that will be implemented to address the needs of pedestrians and 
bicyclists.  These include requiring contractors to maintain adequate pedestrian and 
bicyclist access in construction areas and providing additional signage.  VTA will include 
these actions in the CIMP for the project. 

P60.6 According to the Diridon/Arena Strategic Development Plan, the City of San Jose and the 
San Jose Arena Management (Arena management) have an agreement under which “the 
City will actively pursue best efforts to achieve and maintain at least 6,350 off-site 
parking spaces within one-half mile of the West Santa Clara entrance of the Arena, of 
which approximately one-half of such spaces will be within one-third mile of the West 
Santa Clara entrance of the Arena.  Such off-site parking spaces will be available to 
Arena patrons after 6:30 p.m. on weekdays and a reasonable time before, during and 
after events on weekends.  The current parking inventory within one-half mile is 11,032 
spaces.”  

VTA will work with the City of San Jose, the Arena management, Peninsula Corridor Joint 
Powers Board (JPB) for Caltrain, landowners in the area, and others to ensure that 
parking spaces displaced by the BART construction during the construction period do not 
result in the provision of fewer than 6,350 off-site parking spaces within one-half mile of 
the Arena (now named HP Pavilion), with no less that 3,175 spaces within one-third mile 
of the Arena after 6:30 p.m. on weekdays and a reasonable time before, during and after 
events on the weekend.   

Parking displacement during construction would include approximately 450 spaces west 
of the Arena to accommodate the construction of 2,200 parking spaces to address the 
park-and-ride demand associated with the proposed BART Diridon/Arena Station.  Once 
completed, it is estimated that at least 70% of those spaces would be vacant after 6:30 
PM weekdays.  Those spaces could be made available to the Arena.  The specific 
arrangement for the use of those spaces and any resulting parking fees would be 
negotiated between VTA, the City of San Jose, and the Arena management at a later 
date. 

Currently, through an agreement with the JPB, the Arena also has permission to use the 
spaces on the south side of West Santa Clara Street on property owned by the JPB and 
VTA for Arena events.  The parking charges collected from these spaces are shared, in 
accordance with that agreement, between the JPB, VTA, and the Arena management.  
VTA and the JPB are under contractual requirement to have these spaces available to the 
Arena in the longer term. 

The need for replacement Cahill lot parking south of West Santa Clara Street during 



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

P60-8 

construction is addressed by building the South Parking Structure on property south of 
San Fernando Street.  This structure would accommodate up to 1,000 spaces.  These 
spaces would be within approximately 1,400 feet of the Arena, with a substantial number 
of them available after 6:30 PM on weekdays.  Once the BART Diridon/Arena Station and 
North Parking Structure are completed, this parking would address the long-term needs 
of the Diridon/Arena Strategic Plan development.  Preliminary Engineering and Final 
Design will continue to refine these plans. 

 As described in the EIS/EIR, VTA will work with the City of San Jose to develop a 
comprehensive CIMP for the BART construction.  As noted in Section 4.19.2.1, Pre-
construction Activities, the CIMP will include a pre-construction business survey to ensure 
an understanding of the delivery, vehicle and pedestrian access needs of all businesses in 
Downtown San Jose including the Arena.  At that time detailed plans to address the 
vehicle, pedestrian, and parking needs of the Arena will be developed in coordination 
with the City of San Jose and Arena management.  Additional design requirements and 
best management practices and mitigations to address vehicular, pedestrian, and parking 
concerns associated with the construction are described in Sections 4.19.3.2 through 
4.19.3.12. 

P60.7 As described in Section 4.19.2.1, Pre-construction Activities, a Pre-Construction Building 
Data Survey will be completed.  As a part of this, a comprehensive Basement Survey will 
be completed during Preliminary Engineering.  This information will feed into the 
development of the CIMP to address the needs of businesses and property owners, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists.   

Potential vent structure, station entrance, and equipment locations are described in 
Section 3.4.4.2, Station Locations, and Section 3.4.6.1, BART Alternative Ancillary 
Facilities.  In addition, the locations are shown on alignment and station graphics 
included in Appendices A and B of the EIS/EIR.  The construction of those various 
elements is discussed in Section 4.19.2.3, Location and Construction of Guideway Types, 
Stations, and Other Facilities.    

P60.8 BART Standards require a crossover within the tunnel segment to provide for single-
tracking capability during emergency situations.  Emergency conditions may include, but 
not be limited to: 

• An emergency medical situation on a train or on the trackway, 

• A train breakdown, 

• A police action on a train or in a station, 

• Emergency maintenance on the trackway, or 

• Other events that may require shut down of operations on a portion of the BART 
trackway within the tunnel segment. 

The crossover facilitates trains alternating use of the one remaining operating track 
(single-tracking).  To ensure consistent operations throughout the BART system, the 
operating train headways in the downtown San Jose segment must be addressed.  
During normal operations, the downtown San Jose segment will have six-minute average 
headways in each direction.  The emergency operating plan for the downtown San Jose 
segment includes turning all of the Richmond-San Jose Trains at Berryessa Station, and 
reducing the downtown headways and the required passing capacity by one-half.  The 
remaining trains must be able to pass the single-track segment in no more than six 
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minutes to maintain the 12 minute overall headway (e.g., six minutes for the east bound 
train to pass, six minutes for the westbound train to pass, six minutes for the next east 
bound train, six minutes for the next west bound train, etc.).  In order for this to occur, 
the crossover location must allow the travel time between crossovers to be six minutes or 
less.  The crossover location in the tunnel that facilitates this operating requirement is 
the West of Civic Plaza/SJSU Station Crossover Option location.  The West of Market 
Street Station Crossover Option location does not meet these operational requirements.  
In addition, crossovers can’t be placed in a curved track section.  Placement of the 
crossover west of the Market Street Station in combination with the recommended 
Diridon/Arena Alignment and Station South Option would put the crossover in a curved 
track segment in violation of BART Standards.  Crossover locations east of Civic 
Plaza/SJSU Station do not meet the six-minute operational requirement.  Crossover 
locations west of the Diridon/Arena Station do not meet the six-minute operational 
requirement, and include significant curved trackway segments.  

P60.9 As quantified in Section 4.3.3.1, Noise Impacts, none of the ventilation shafts generate 
noise levels in excess of 50 dBA and they all meet the FTA and BART noise criteria.  
Therefore, noise levels would be no greater than for vehicles traveling on Santa Clara 
Street.  The downtown traction power substation would be located underground in the 
tunnel portion of the BART Alternative.  Therefore, noise from this source would not 
impact the future Symphony Hall site.  A building such as a symphony hall would be 
designed to keep outside noises from intruding into the performance areas.  If the 
building is designed appropriately to provide insulation from noise from a downtown 
urban area, noise from vent shafts and traction power substations will also be properly 
mitigated.  No additional mitigation would be required for this site. 

P60.10 Acquisition of property needed for the project will not begin until after the EIR is certified 
by VTA’s Board of Directors if only local funds are used.  If federal funds are to be used, 
acquisition could not occur until after FTA issues the Record of Decision on the EIS.  At 
this time, no constraints have been placed on property proposed for acquisition by the 
project.  

P60.11 If the currently identified staging areas were not available at the time of construction, 
alternative locations would need to be investigated.  Also refer to response P60-10. 

P60.12 Analysis of the potential impacts of vent structures is included in Sections 4.13.3.1, Noise 
Impacts, subheading Tunnel Ventilation Shafts; Section 4.14, Security and System 
Safety, subsection 4.14.3.2, Design Requirements and Best Management Practices; and 
Section 4.17, Visual Quality and Aesthetics, subsection 4.17.3.1, Impacts, subheading 
Landscape Unit 6 – East Santa Clara Street to I-880. 

P60.13 The ventilation structures for the downtown San Jose segment are shown in Appendix B, 
BART Alternative Station Design Options.  Figures B-28 and B-29 show the site plan and 
longitudinal section for the Civic Plaza/SJSU Station and Figures B-31 and B-32 show the 
site plan and longitudinal section for the Market Street Station.   

Descriptions of the ventilation structures and the related urban streetscape for the two 
downtown stations are provided in Section 4.17, Visual Quality and Aesthetics, 
subheading Landscape Unit 6 - East Santa Clara Street to I-880. 

For the Civic Plaza/SJSU and Market Street Stations, the ventilation structures’ footprint 
areas will be approximately 20 x 35 feet, and approximately 10 to 15 feet in height.  
However, the final configuration and size of each ventilation structure will be a function 
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of the specific design issues at each site.  The following text has been added to Section 
3.4.6.1, BART Alternative Ancillary Facilities, subheadings Subway Support Facilities and 
Ventilation Structures, after the first sentence. 

Ventilation structures would typically be approximately 20 x 35 
feet in size and 10 to 15 feet in height.  However, each ventilation 
structure's final configuration and size would be a function of the 
specific design issues at each site. 

P60.14 Refer to response P60.6 regarding parking impact to the HP Pavilion.  

Construction noise and vibration are addressed in Section 4.19.11, Noise and Vibration.  
The HP Pavilion events are held within the arena that, in itself, provides substantial 
exterior to interior noise reduction.  In addition, most of the events occur during the 
evenings when construction activities would not take place.  Therefore, the activities 
within the arena would not be exposed to significant noise or vibration impacts from 
construction or long-term operation of the BART Alternative. 

P60.15 Station entrances are discussed in Section 4.14, Security and System Safety, subsection 
4.14.3.1, Impacts; Section 4.15, Socioeconomics, subheading Residential and Non-
Residential Relocation and Tunnel Easement Impacts; Section 4.17, Visual Quality and 
Aesthetics, subsection 4.17.3.1, Impacts, Landscape Unit 6 – East Santa Clara Street to 
I-880; and Section 7.4, Affected Section 4(f) Properties.  Also, see Figure 4.17-28 for a 
view of the BART Civic Center/SJSU Station from the corner of East Santa Clara Street 
and 4th Street.  The decisions on the final station entrance locations will be made during 
Preliminary Engineering.  Meetings with key stakeholders, including the Downtown 
Business Association, downtown business and property owners, and other concerned 
parties will be held prior to the selection of the final station entrance locations. 

P60.16 Refer to response P60.5.  No mitigation is required because of the design requirements 
and best management practices that are incorporated as part of the project.  In addition, 
the CIMP referenced is also a requirement of the project. 

P60.17 Refer to response P60.1 regarding the CIMP.  A CIMP will be developed for the City of 
San Jose that will address and also focus on the downtown area.  A separate CIMP is not 
necessary.  VTA will work with the various stakeholders in Downtown San Jose to 
minimize effects on the businesses during construction.  As stated in Section 4.15, 
Socioeconomics, subsection 4.15.3.2, Design Requirements and Best Management 
Practices, VTA will comply with the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970 in terms of financial compensation.  Section 
4.19.11.2, Design Requirements and Best Management Practices for Noise Impacts, 
addresses noise related construction impact of the project.  In addition, the project will 
comply with the construction time limits placed by each jurisdiction unless waived.  

P60.18 VTA intends to have a field office in the downtown area.  The specific location will reflect 
the needs of the project. 

P60.19 At its May 26, 2004 meeting, the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory 
Board eliminated station entrance option M-1A from further consideration due to the 
historic classification of the existing structure.  Although still in the San Jose Downtown 
Commercial Historic District, entrance M-1B will continue to be considered through 
Preliminary Engineering and Final Design unless a decision is made to drop this portal 
from further consideration. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P61 

The League of Women Voters of the Bay Area (May 13, 2004) 

P61.1 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.  The results of the MIS/AA are summarized in 
Section 3.6.1, Alternatives Evaluated During Major Investment Study/Alternatives 
Analysis.  The original 11 alternatives were narrowed to six alternatives including; 
Alternative 1, Baseline Alternative; Alternative 2, Busway on the former UPRR Alignment; 
Alternative 3, Commuter Rail Alternative on the Alviso Alignment; Alternative 5, 
Commuter Rail Alternative on the former UPRR Alignment; Alternative 9, LRT (light rail 
transit) on the former UPRR Alignment; and Alternative 11, BART on the former UPRR 
Alignment.  The pros and cons of each of these alternatives were identified and 
considered.  The MIS/AA quantified the differences among these alternatives and 
provided composite ratings of the overall goal achievement.  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, 
Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn, regarding the alternatives evaluated in the 
MIS/AA and eliminated from further consideration. 

P61.2 The MIS/AA addressed standard/commuter rail alternatives (Alternative 3, Commuter Rail 
Alternative on the Alviso Alignment; Alternative 4, Commuter Rail Alternative on the 
former Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) Alignment; and Alternative 5; Commuter Rail 
Alternative on the former UPRR Alignment), light rail alternatives (Alternative 6, Diesel 
Light Rail Alternative on the former SPRR Alignment; Alternative 7, Diesel Light Rail 
Alternative on the former UPRR Alignment; Alternative 8, Light Rail (electric-powered) 
Alternative on the former SPRR Alignment; and Alternative 9 Light Rail (electric-powered) 
Alternative on the former UPRR Alignment). and a commuter bus alternative (Alternative 
2, Busway Alternative on the former UPRR Alignment).  The MIS/AA provided a 
preliminary screening of these alternatives and a more detailed analysis of the six 
alternatives mentioned in response P61.1.  The decision process to select the Locally 
Preferred Alternative is described in Section 3.6.1, Alternatives Evaluated During Major 
Investment Study/Alternatives Analysis, and Section 3.6.2, Alternatives Carried Forward 
into the Draft EIS/EIR.  Additional supporting background information is found in the 
MIS/AA.  
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