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RESPONSE TO TRANSCRIPT T1 

Rose Zukas 

T1.1 The construction phase of the project will require periodic temporary rerouting of traffic.  
Some of that traffic will be rerouted to San Fernando Street.  Section 4.19.3.1, Vehicular 
Traffic Impacts, discusses traffic detours and Figures 4.19-31 through 4.9-38 depict the 
proposed construction routing. 

Rose Zukas 

T1.2 According to the City of San Jose, Office of the City Manager, Public Outreach 
Coordinator, the new City Hall project continues on schedule.  Construction is expected 
to be complete early/mid-2005, with move-in scheduled for the late summer of 2005.  
Construction of the new Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Library began in July 2000.  The new 
library opened to the public in August 2003. 

Utility relocation for the BART Alternative project is scheduled to begin in mid-2007 and 
will continue for 2½ years (see Figure 4.19-30).  Construction of the full-build BART 
Alternative or the MOS scenarios will follow.  This construction work will not interfere 
with construction of the Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Library, as construction of this facility 
is complete, or the new City Hall, as construction of this facility is scheduled to end at the 
latest in mid-2005.   

Construction of the BART Alternative will continue for several years.  For the tunnel, the 
use of tunnel-boring machines rather than cut-and-cover techniques will reduce 
construction impacts on business and residential communities.  However, construction of 
the stations and the crossover in downtown using cut-and-cover techniques will impact 
vehicular traffic and parking, as well as pedestrians, bicyclists, and bus service.  For 
example, construction of the Civic Plaza/SJSU and Market Street stations will require the 
closure of certain travel lanes along East Santa Clara Street and associated cross streets 
(1st, 5th, 6th, 7th, Market, San Pedro, and Almaden).  Details of lane closures, as well as 
other impacts to vehicular traffic and parking, pedestrians, bicyclists, and bus service 
during construction of the BART Alternative are described in Section 4.19.3.1, Vehicular 
Traffic Impacts. 

To manage traffic during overall project construction, including utility relocation, detailed 
traffic control plans (TCPs) will be prepared addressing traffic control, detours, and 
overall traffic management.  TCPs are implemented during all phases of site preparation, 
grading, construction, materials delivery, and waste hauling (such as excavated material 
[muck] resulting from the use of tunnel-boring machines).  In addition, VTA and the City 
of San Jose are working cooperatively to develop a Construction Impact Mitigation Plan 
prior to construction.  This plan will also address the temporary relocation of displaced 
parking and loading zones along East/West Santa Clara Street.  Details of this plan are 
provided in Section 4.19.2.1, Pre-construction Activities.  VTA will also notify property 
owners, local residents (renters), and businesses in advance of construction activity.   

Access plans for pedestrians and bicyclists will also be implemented during construction.  
Pedestrian movement will be separated from both vehicle traffic and construction 
activity.  Signage will be used to direct pedestrians to safe and convenient pathways 
along existing sidewalks or alternate access routes.  Construction contractors will be 
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required to maintain adequate pedestrian and bicyclist access in construction areas and 
to provide signs to indicate routes of access to businesses and other activities where 
normal access is obscured or impaired. 

A complete discussion of construction impacts related to vehicular traffic and parking, as 
well as pedestrians, bicyclists, and bus service, and measures to avoid or minimize 
impacts is found in Section 4.19.3, Transportation and Transit. 

Claudia Daw 

T1.3 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 have been identified to reduce the noise levels to within the appropriate 
criteria.  Pedestrians on the overcrossing are at least 300 feet away from El Camino Real, 
a major roadway between the overcrossing and residential land uses.  In addition, the 
Santa Clara Caltrain Depot is located between the BART Station and sensitive land uses.  
Therefore, the BART Alternative’s contribution to the existing noise environment would 
be minimal. 

Rose Zukas 

T1.4 Table 4.2-14, 2025 Park-and-Ride Space Requirements, estimates the parking demand at 
the BART Santa Clara Station as 970 spaces.  A total of 1,067 spaces are provided which 
includes a 10% contingency.  As stated in Table 4.2-8, Mode of Access at BART 
Alternative Stations, the BART Santa Clara Station is projected to have only 11% of the 
riders using the park-and-ride.  Other modes of access include bus – 53%, walk/bike – 
13%, airport people mover – 12%, commuter rail – 8%, and kiss-and-ride – 3%.  
Additionally, many of the users would come in and out throughout the day, freeing up 
spaces for those coming later in the day.  Therefore, adequate parking will be provided. 

Andrew Raturmavil 

T1.5 Mitigating improvements were deemed feasible at the intersections along Brokaw Road 
and Coleman Avenue but right-of-way issues preclude implementing mitigating 
improvements at the Monroe Street and Homestead Street locations. 

Andrew Raturmavil 

T1.6 Page 34 of the Santa Clara BART Station Traffic Impact Analysis, May 2003, identifies 
that the addition of a second eastbound left-turn lane is currently identified in the City of 
Santa Clara’s Capitol Improvements Project list.  The BART Alternative does not generate 
additional traffic that would result in additional traffic impacts that would require 
mitigation. 



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

T1-25 

Rose Zukas 

T1.7 There will be two bus transit centers to serve the proposed BART Santa Clara Station.  
An existing bus transit center on the west side of the tracks between the Santa Clara 
Caltrain Station and El Camino Real and a new facility on the east side of the proposed 
BART Santa Clara Station adjacent to Brokaw Road.  As stated in Section 3.4.7, BART 
Alternative Operating Plan, BART would operate 21 hours per day between 4:00 a.m. 
and 1:00 a.m. 

Rose Zukas 

T1.8 Precise service schedules will be determined at a later point in time.  VTA does not 
anticipate a “rush of trains” coming in and turning around since there will be a BART 
maintenance/storage yard near the BART Santa Clara Station.  Therefore BART trains 
would gradually be added and taken out of service throughout the day. 

Rose Zukas 

T1.9 BART Police have exclusive jurisdiction over BART property.  This would include the 
pedestrian walkway.  In addition, the BART Police Department has in the past entered 
into mutual agreements to jointly police areas.  Recognizing that the crossing is adjacent 
to the Santa Clara Police Department, illegal activities would not be anticipated at this 
location. 

Toby McPheeters 

T1.10 The BART Alternative will pass beneath the Guadalupe River, near West Santa Clara 
Street in two tunnels.  The distance between the top of the tunnels and the bed of the 
river is approximately 24 feet.  Each tunnel is approximately 20 feet in diameter.  The 
two tunnels are approximately 20 feet apart.  Therefore, the total width passing beneath 
the Guadalupe River (tunnels and width in between) is approximately 60 feet.  A 
graphical representation of the “twin-bore tunnel” is shown in Figure 4.19-7, Conceptual 
Cross Section for BART Alternative Tunnel.  

The tunnels will be excavated using a closed-face tunnel boring machine, as described in 
Section 4.19.2.3, Location and Construction of Guideway Types, Stations, and Other 
Facilities, that controls ground movements so there will be no discernable surface effects.  
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.  This will prevent ingress of water so there are no impacts on 
groundwater levels or surface water levels in the river.   

The tunnel structures will be designed for loading due to water pressure corresponding 
with maximum flood levels plus a factor of safety.  Potential water ingress points, such as 
station entrances and vent shafts, will be designed taking flood levels into account.  As 
mentioned above, the tunnels will be designed to be watertight; therefore, seepage due 
to flood levels will not occur. 

With the construction of the BART Alternative at the Guadalupe River occurring under the 
ground surface and utilizing a methodology that does not adversely affect groundwater 



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

T1-26 

levels or surface water levels in the river, there will be no impacts to biological resources 
(plants and wildlife, including fish) in the riparian, wetland, and/or aquatic habitats. 

Toby McPheeters 

T1.11 The BART vehicles are substantially lighter and would be quieter than the existing freight 
and passenger movements that occur currently in the yard.  This is a result of the slower 
speeds and less force involved with coupling BART cars compared to freight and 
passenger heavy rail vehicles.  BART coupliers are not designed to “free align” for 
coupling like the louder universal knuckle couplier design of freight cars.  BART cars are 
also moved under their own power or a diesel hi-rail vehicle compared to a louder 
locomotive for the freight cars.  In addition, the BART guideway is maintained more 
frequently than the track for freight and passenger trains also reducing noise levels.  The 
BART maintenance activities would not exceed the FTA and BART noise criteria. 

Claudia Daw 

T1.12 The BART trains are designed to have operator cabs at both ends of the trains.  At the 
end of the line, the operator exits the cab at one end of the train and enters the cab at 
the opposite end of the train to drive the train in the opposite direction from which it 
came.  BART does use a turntable in the yards for turning cars as required for 
maintenance or operational needs.  However, the turntable is operated infrequently and 
the noise related to turntable operation is minimal. 

Claudia Daw 

T1.13 The noise impact assessment was conducted using both FTA and BART noise criteria.  
The assessment procedures meet with both National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines for assessing noise impact 
from transit operations.  The FTA noise criteria are based on the existing noise levels in 
determining impact and take into account changes in noise level due to the introduction 
of the project.  Where noise impact has been identified, mitigation measures have been 
identified to reduce the noise levels to within the appropriate criteria.  No impact was 
identified in Segment 5 of the BART Alternative, which includes the BART Santa Clara 
Station.  Also refer to response T1.11. 

Heinz Bodeker 

T1.14 Section 4.19.2.3, Location and Construction of Guideway Types, Stations and Other 
Facilities, provides text and graphics depicting the construction activities.  Construction 
traffic impacts along Santa Clara Street would be significant and unavoidable because of 
the duration and magnitude of activities and the need for cut-and-cover construction for 
the two downtown stations.  As stated in Section 4.19.3.1, Vehicular Traffic Impacts, the 
construction of the cut-and-cover stations and crossover section in Downtown San Jose 
would require that one lane in each direction on East/West Santa Clara Street be closed 
periodically for up to 3½ years as construction material is removed from or placed within 
the station and crossover locations.  In addition, at the start and completion of the 
construction, Santa Clara Street would need to be closed for one to three months to 
place or remove the temporary vehicle travel deck.  Section 4.19.2.1, Pre-construction 
Activities, describes the Traffic Control Plans, Construction Impact Mitigation Plan, Pre-
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Construction Business Survey, and other activities designed to minimize disruption to 
businesses.   

Heinz Bodeker 

T1.15 Santa Clara Street would be closed for up to three months at the start and end of 
construction of cut-and-cover sections.  Cut-and-cover stations and cross-over sections 
would require periodic one-lane closures in each direction on Santa Clara Street during 
the 3½ year construction period. 

Ken Sinclair 

T1.16 The BART Station is proposed to be east of the railroad tracks to avoid significant 
impacts to the historic structures and residential neighborhoods on the west side.  
Furthermore, the east side has better opportunities for higher density, mixed-use, and 
transit-oriented developments, as well as integration with the future Automated People 
Mover.   

Ken Sinclair 

T1.17 Refer to response T1.16. 

Richard Preston 

T1.18 On May 26, 2004, the SVRTC Policy Advisory Board recommended the Aerial Walkway 
South Option as part of the Locally Preferred Alternative.  This option best meets the 
needs of the transferring passengers.  VTA staff proposes moving the historic Tower to 
the location south of the aerial walkway, which would preserve the visual continuity 
between the historic Tower and Depot.  VTA staff will work with the historic resource 
stakeholders to resolve the location concerns and the design for the aerial walkway.  The 
design would also comply with Americans with Disabilities Act guidelines, accommodate 
bicyclists, and provide adequate protection from the elements. 

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

Richard Preston 

T1.19 The 2000 Measure A Program identified funding for an Automated People Mover (APM) 
connection between BART Santa Clara Station and Norman Y. Mineta San Jose 
International Airport.  However, the VTA Board has determined that the APM project is 
not a priority at this time.  When VTA’s financial situation improves, this project may be 
reprioritized.  The comment to “cut the People Mover in the short-term” is noted and 
included in the record for consideration by the decision-makers. 
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Minh Thai 

T1.20 Chapter 8, Financial Considerations, includes a complete discussion of the costs and 
funding for the project in combination with the EIS/EIR Recommended Project 
Description.  In 2000, the voters of Santa Clara County passed Measure A, a ½-cent 
sales tax to support this and other transit projects in Santa Clara County.  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.” 

Anthony Smrdeli 

T1.21 The walkway would be covered.  Also refer to response T1.18. 

Anthony Smrdeli 

T1.22 The pedestrian walkway would be designed to accommodate both bicyclists and the 
disabled.  This includes sufficient space for bicycles and tire grooves or other features to 
enable transporting bicycles up and down stairs.  The project will also be required to 
comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

Greg McPheeters 

T1.23 As stated in Section 4.19.3.11, Design Requirements and Best Management Practices for 
Pedestrians and Bicyclists Impacts, “Contractors will be required to maintain adequate 
pedestrians and bicyclists access in construction areas to minimize impacts to non-
motorized traffic.”  Regarding intersections where construction traffic would result in 
significant impacts, bicyclists would be accommodated but not necessarily in separate 
bike lanes. 

Greg McPheeters 

T1.24 At roadway intersections, the BART Alternative is entirely grade separated so there would 
be no conflicts with cyclists.    

Greg McPheeters 

T1.25 On May 26, 2004, the SVRTC Policy Advisory Board recommended the Aerial Walkway 
South Option as part of the Locally Preferred Alternative.  This option best meets the 
needs of the transferring passengers.  The walkway would have stairs on either end and 
elevators to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act.  The walkway is depicted in 
Appendix B, Figure B-42, and shows a landing at the BART Station on the east and a 
landing near the end of Benton Street on the west. 

Rose Zukas 

T1.26 The BART Police Department maintains a “grave yard” shift of officers that patrol stations 
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and facilities late at night.  In addition, as stated in response T1.9, recognizing that the 
crossing is adjacent to the Santa Clara Police Department, illegal activities would not be 
anticipated at this location.  Prior to initiating revenue service, BART Police and local 
police jurisdictions will implement an agreement regarding jurisdiction.  BART police are 
typically responsible for issues within BART right-of-way and the local police jurisdictions 
are responsible for the local neighborhoods. 

Ken Sinclair 

T1.27 Escalators on not proposed.  The aerial walkway would have stairs on either end and 
elevators to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act.  Your preference for the 
north option for the station is noted.  On May 26, 2004, the SVRTC Policy Advisory Board 
recommended the Parking Structure North Option at the BART Santa Clara Station as 
part of the Locally Preferred Alternative.   

Richard Preston 

T1.28 On May 26, 2004, the SVRTC Policy Advisory Board recommended the Aerial Walkway 
South Option and the Parking Structure North Option as parts of the Locally Preferred 
Alternative.  Refer to Responses T1.18 and R5.1 for additional information about the 
recommendation.  Security will be provided at each of the BART Alternative stations.   

Richard Preston 

T1.29 The primary reason the BART Santa Clara Station was selected as a BART station was 
because it is a key intermodal transit center.  The Aerial Walkway South Option would 
provide convenient transfer and access between BART and the future Automated People 
Mover to Caltrain, ACE, Capitols, and VTA Bus.  Bus service will be modified as necessary 
to support BART connections. 
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RESPONSE TO TRANSCRIPT T2 

Henry Bender 

T2.1 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.  These alternatives were consistent with the 
goals of the MIS/AA.  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.  Although there are those that say we should stop the project in 
Milpitas or Northeast San Jose, 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 preferable located at the end of the extension, since 
midline maintenance facilities result in significant increases in annual operating costs 
associated with ”deadheading” trains at the start and end of service.  Terminating the 
project before Santa Clara results in the expenditure of funds for significant maintenance 
capacity improvements 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. 

Boris Landa 

T2.2 As described in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, noise impacts for this project are 
based on both Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and BART criteria.  FTA criteria are 
defined in the FTA guidance manual, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
(FTA Report DOT-T-95-16, April 1995).  The FTA Noise Impact Criteria are founded on 
well-documented research on community reaction to noise and are based on change in 
noise exposure using a sliding scale.  The criteria are summarized in Table 4.13-1, FTA 
Noise Impact Criteria.  BART’s operational noise criteria are based on the criteria adopted 
in the 1992 BART Extensions Program System Design Criteria (BART Design Criteria 
[Report]).  Table 4.13-3, BART Design Criteria for Operational Noise, presents BART 
Design Criteria for project-induced noise levels.   

As stated in Section 4.13.3.3, Mitigation Measures, under the subheading, BART 
Alternative, the primary mitigation measure for noise impacts would be the construction 
of sound walls along the BART Alternative alignment where impacts are projected.  Table 
4.13-12, BART Alternative Noise Barrier Mitigation Treatment for Residential Areas, 
indicates the approximate noise barrier locations, lengths, heights, and side of track, as 
well as the number of moderate impacts and severe impacts that would be reduced to 
below the FTA and BART criteria thresholds.  With the implementation of the mitigation 
measures listed in Section 4.13.3.3, all potential noise impacts will be reduced to below 
the FTA and BART criteria thresholds.  The frequency of BART trains was one of the key 
parameters used in the noise analysis. 

Also, refer to written comment letter P51 from the commentor and the responses.   
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Boris Landa 

T2.3 Two minutes is the typical time VTA allows for interested citizens to comment on 
environmental documents at public hearings.  However, individuals were allowed to 
speak again after all others in attendance had an opportunity to express their comments 
for the first time.  Also, refer to written comment letter P51 from the commentor and the 
responses. 

Boris Landa 

T2.4 Contrary to the comment, UPRR does currently operate approximately once a week along 
the SVRTC in the vicinity of the commentor’s residence.  At other locations to the north 
UPRR operates on a much more frequent level.  However, UPRR does have full rights in 
this corridor to operate trains at any time, 7 days a week, 24 hours a day.  Also, the 
current operating schedule can change at any time.  As the environmental document 
states, there are many fences on both sides of the tracks along the entire length of the 
SVRTC.  While this is not a comment that addresses an environmental issue, the 
comment is noted and included in the record for consideration by the decision-makers.   

Boris Landa 

T2.5 Reduction in property value is not considered a significant effect on the environment for 
purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act and the National Environmental 
Protection Act.  

Boris Landa 

T2.6 Most heavy rail systems (including WMATA and New York MTA) have subways in 
downtown areas but are at-grade or elevated or in a retained trench as they move away 
from downtown areas.  This is similar to the BART system where major portions of the 
system are above ground, while portions in San Francisco and Oakland are underground. 

Danny Garza 

T2.7 Properties within 1,000 feet on either side of the BART alignment and within one-half 
mile of the stations were notified of any public meetings.  This included the Scoping 
Meetings, four meeting on the Minimum Operating Segment, and four public hearings on 
the Draft EIS/EIR.  They will also be notified when the Final EIS/EIR will be presented to 
the VTA Board of Directors. 

The vibration impact assessment was conducted using both FTA and BART vibration 
criteria.  The assessment procedures meet with both National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and 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.  The strictest 
damage criteria are around 100 VdB for historic buildings that are typically more sensitive 
to vibration damage than homes because of construction techniques and materials.  
Tables 4.13-17, BART Alternative Residential Vibration Impacts Without Mitigation Using 
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FTA Criteria, and 4.13-18, BART Alternative Residential Vibration Impact Without 
Mitigation Using BART Design Criteria, provide the projected vibration levels for sensitive 
uses along the BART alignment.  The highest vibration level is 85 VdB at 26 feet from the 
near track.  This is well below the 100 VdB damage criteria.  However, the analysis did 
conclude that 12 residences located adjacent to the alignment and north of Berryessa 
Road would experience vibration levels that exceeded the annoyance criteria.  These 
residences were considered to have significant and unavoidable vibration impacts 
because mitigation measures have not yet been identified that could guarantee the 
impacts would be reduced to levels below the criteria. 

Danny Garza 

T2.8 The BART Police Department’s goal is to build a more community-oriented police force 
that is tough on crime and strong on customer service.  Zone commanders and their 
personnel form working partnerships with BART riders, fellow employees, community 
groups, schools, and business owners.  Together the goal is to ensure that personal 
safety, quality of life, and the protection of property remain among BART’s top priorities.  
The BART Police Department’s officers have full police powers that extend throughout 
the state, have exclusive jurisdiction over all BART stations and facilities and provide the 
full range of law enforcement services.  The BART Police Department is also signatory to 
the Bay Area’s mutual-aid pacts that can draw upon county and city support.  The BART 
Police Department service area will extend to the BART Alternative facilities.  Therefore, 
security measures will be in place to ensure a safe environment around station locations. 

Margaret Okuzumi 

T2.9 The Public Hearing presentation was uploaded to the project website upon receipt of this 
comment. 

Margaret Okuzumi 

T2.10 Construction of the BART Alternative will continue for up to three and a half years as 
described in Section 4.19.3.1, Vehicular Traffic Impacts, under the subheading, Station 
and Cut-and-Cover Impacts within Downtown San Jose.  For the tunnel, the use of 
tunnel-boring machines rather than cut-and-cover techniques will reduce construction 
impacts on business and residential communities.  However, construction of the stations 
and the crossover in downtown using cut-and-cover techniques will impact vehicular 
traffic and parking, as well as pedestrians, bicyclists, and bus service.  For example, 
construction of the Civic Plaza/SJSU and Market Street stations will require the closure of 
certain travel lanes along East Santa Clara Street and associated cross streets (1st, 5th, 
6th, 7th, Market, San Pedro, and Almaden).  Details of lane closures, as well as other 
impacts to vehicular traffic and parking, pedestrians, bicyclists, and bus service during 
construction of the BART Alternative are described in Section 4.19.3.1, Vehicular Traffic 
Impacts. 

To manage traffic during overall project construction, including utility relocation, detailed 
traffic control plans (TCPs) will be prepared addressing traffic control, detours, and 
overall traffic management.  TCPs are implemented during all phases of site preparation, 
grading, construction, materials delivery, and waste hauling (such as excavated material 
[muck] resulting from the use of tunnel-boring machines).  In addition, VTA and the City 
of San Jose are working cooperatively to develop a Construction Impact Mitigation Plan 
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prior to construction.  This plan will also address the temporary relocation of displaced 
parking and loading zones along East/West Santa Clara Street.  Details of this plan are 
provided in Section 4.19.2.1, Pre-construction Activities.  VTA will also notify property 
owners, local residents (renters), and businesses in advance of construction activity.   

Access plans for pedestrians and bicyclists will also be implemented during construction.  
Pedestrian movement will be separated from both vehicle traffic and construction 
activity.  Signage will be used to direct pedestrians to safe and convenient pathways 
along existing sidewalks or alternate access routes.  Construction contractors will be 
required to maintain adequate pedestrians and bicyclists access in construction areas and 
to provide signs to indicate routes of access to businesses and other activities where 
normal access is obscured or impaired. 

Section 4.19.2.8, Construction Staging Sites, discusses and provides figures of potential 
staging sites.  Impacts from the construction staging sites are addressed in Section 4.19, 
Construction.   

A complete discussion of construction impacts related vehicular traffic and parking, as 
well as pedestrians, bicyclists, and bus service, and measures to avoid or minimize 
impacts is found in Construction, Section 4.19.3, Transportation and Transit. 

Margaret Okuzumi 

T2.11 Refer to response T2.10. 

Margaret Okuzumi 

T2.12 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 have been identified to reduce the noise levels to within the appropriate 
criteria.  Both the FTA and BART noise criteria are expressed in terms of “A” weighted 
sound levels, which take into account human perception of noise levels at various 
frequencies.  The frequencies at which human hearing is most sensitive are emphasized 
with the “A” weighting. 

Margaret Okuzumi 

T2.13 Refer to response T2.10. 

Bob Van Cleef 

T2.14 On May 26, 2004, the Policy Advisory Board (PAB) recommended the U.S. 101 Diagonal 
Option for inclusion in the locally preferred project.  This decision considered the public 
opposition to the Railroad/28th Street Option.  However, the noise and vibration impacts 
for the Railroad/28th Street Option that was not selected by the PAB were addressed in 
Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration.  
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Grant Bentley 

T2.15 Section 3.4.7, BART Alternative Operating Plan, discusses the BART Alternative service 
plan.  A critical factor is integrating the BART Alternative with the existing regional BART 
service in a cost-effective efficient manner.  The plan includes 12-minute headways on 
the Richmond-Fremont-San Jose line and 12 minute headways on the San Francisco-
Fremont-San Jose line.  This results in an overall six-minute headway, or in other words, 
BART trains passing through each station every six minutes in each direction.  Thirty-
minute headways would result in Santa Clara County receiving less frequent service than 
the BART system causing scheduling problems.  Noise concerns under the recommended 
operating plan are addressed in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration.  With the proposed 
sound walls, noise impacts have been reduced to below the FTA and BART criteria. 

Grant Bentley 

T2.16 The support for BART and compatible land development is noted and included in the 
record for consideration by the decision-makers.   

Denise Hohman 

T2.17 Since residential areas are a major element of the downtown area and the planned 
alignment, it will not be possible to entirely prohibit construction vehicles from passing 
through the residential neighborhoods.  VTA will attempt to limit their intrusiveness and 
limit the hours in which construction vehicles will be used.  Section 4.19, Construction, 
provides a discussion of the construction techniques and detour plans. 

Denise Hohman 

T2.18 The State Route (SR) 87 High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lane Project involves the 
construction of HOV lanes in both the northbound and southbound directions on SR 87 
between Chynoweth Avenue and just north of Julian Street in the City of San Jose.  The 
purpose of the project is to increase the capacity of SR 87 and to alleviate existing 
congestion.  

The HOV lane construction is divided into two projects:  the SR 87 HOV Lane North 
project, which is being constructed by VTA, includes the construction of HOV lanes from 
Julian Street to just north of Virginia Street; and the SR 87 HOV Lane South project, 
which is being constructed by Caltrans, includes the construction of HOV lanes between 
Chynoweth Avenue and just north of Virginia Street.  Construction of the SR 87 HOV 
Lane North project is scheduled to begin in October 2004 and be completed in late 2006.  
Construction of the SR 87 HOV Lane South project is scheduled to begin in early 2005 
and end in late 2006.  Utility relocation for the BART Alternative project is scheduled to 
begin in mid-2007 and will continue for 2½ years (see Figure 4.19-30, Project Schedule 
for the BART Alternative).  Construction of the full-build BART Alternative or the MOS 
scenarios will follow.  Therefore, no overlap of construction activities would occur.   

The Initial Study/Environmental Assessment for the SR 87 HOV Lane Project (November 
2003) states that the SR 87 HOV Lane Project is not expected to divert any traffic to the 
residential streets.  In addition, during final design of the project, detailed traffic control 
plans (TCPs) will be prepared addressing traffic control, detours, and management 
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during all phases of site preparation, grading, construction, materials delivery, and waste 
hauling, resulting in less than adverse effects.  Similarly, work on the BART Alternative 
project will require TCPs.  For the BART Alternative project, VTA and the City of San Jose 
will work cooperatively to develop a Construction Impact Mitigation Plan prior to 
construction.  Details of this plan are provided in Section 4.19.2.1, Pre-construction 
Activities.  VTA will also notify property owners, local residents (renters), and businesses 
in advance of construction activity.   

Danny Garza 

T2.19 The support for the Berryessa Station is noted and included in the record for 
consideration by the decision–makers. 

Edward Mason 

T2.20 The ridership models for the SVRTC EIS/EIR were develop using industry standard 
methodologies and are based on the regional travel demand models developed by the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  The forecasts also use the regionally 
adopted growth forecasts prepared by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) 
for the forecast year 2025.  One way the models are tested to ensure that they are 
producing reasonable forecasts is that the models are first calibrated to existing traffic 
and transit travel and conditions for a base year, with the model results being compared 
to actual counts of vehicle traffic and transit boardings by operator.  Once the model has 
been properly validated, then the model is ready to produce future forecasts.  All input 
assumptions regarding growth and the costs of transportation (i.e., gasoline, transit 
fares, tolls) are consistent with values used by MTC in that agency’s long range forecast 
models.  The BART SFO extension ridership forecasts were made several years ago and 
since that time FTA has undertaken greater scrutiny of the assumptions going into the 
modeling efforts.  In addition, updated ABAG population projections have been used in 
the SVRTC Project.  As a result the forecasts are more conservative than they had been 
previously. 

Edward Mason 

T2.21 The air quality analysis addresses criteria pollutants that are regulated by the state and 
federal governments.  The air quality analysis looks at how the proposed project would 
increase or decrease air pollution in the region, as well as in the local area.  As trees 
would not emit air pollution that would adversely affect the environment, the air quality 
analysis does not discuss pollens that are released by male trees.  However, this 
comment will be forwarded to the Preliminary Engineering teams for their consideration. 

Edward Mason 

T2.22 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 at nearby 
land uses due to the introduction of the project.  Where noise impact has been identified, 
mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the noise levels to within the 
appropriate criteria.  Noise in tunnels does not affect the surrounding community, as it is 



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

T2-29 

reduced by the tunnel structure and ground.  Noise inside the trains is not included in a 
noise impact assessment.  However, the BART train passenger noise levels would need 
to comply with any federal and state regulations pertaining to passenger noise exposure. 

Edward Mason 

T2.23 The BART Alternative, as well as the MOS scenarios, is a transportation improvement 
project, not a redevelopment project.  However, any environmental impacts due to the 
redevelopment of an area by the City of San Jose or a private developer would be 
addressed under separate environmental review.  It should be noted that redevelopment 
must be consistent with the San Jose 2020 General Plan (as amended through May 6, 
2004).  For example, Chapter 4 of the General Plan discusses the goals and polices 
related to sanitary sewer systems and sewage treatment demand and capacity.  The 
adequacy of water supply and quality of water resources are also addressed in this 
chapter.  The San Jose 2020 General Plan is available for viewing at the following URL: 

http://www.ci.san-jose.ca.us/planning/sjplan/gp/2020_text/index_pdf.htm 

The goals and policies of the General Plan are applicable to construction and operation of 
the BART Alternative and MOS scenarios.  The BART Alternative is also consistent with 
the General Plan in that it promotes transit-oriented development around station 
locations.  Transit-oriented development associated with BART is covered in Chapter 5 of 
the General Plan.  This type of intensive development must also meet the goals and 
policies of the general plan related to sanitary sewer systems and sewage treatment 
demand and the adequacy of water supply and quality of water resources. 

The BART Alternative and the MOS scenarios do not place substantial demands on 
sewage treatment since the primary sources would be restrooms at stations.  Design 
requirements, best management practices, and mitigation measures are included to 
ensure that groundwater and surface water are protected.  These are described in 
Section 4.18, Water Resources, Water Quality and Floodplains, and Section 4.19 
Construction (for the construction phase).  With implementation of these requirements, 
the BART Alternative is not excepted result in any detectable changes to groundwater 
supply or surface water quality. 

It should be noted that the commentor may refer to the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District’s website for additional information on water resources at: 

http://www.heynoah.com/Water/Where_Your_Water_Comes_From/index.shtm 

Edward Mason 

T2.24 Section 4.8, Energy, provides a detailed analysis of the present-day setting for energy 
and the long-term energy requirements of the BART Alternative.  The analysis includes 
the existing and future electricity generation and demand in California, the existing and 
future outlook for transmission capacity, and the existing and future setting for natural 
gas and other petroleum-based fuels.  

The BART Alternative includes electrically powered, multiple-car trains, which draw 
electric power from the third rail for both traction motors and auxiliary power needs 
(lighting, heating/air conditioning, communications, etc.).  BART’s administrative and 
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related facilities would also use electric power as the main form of energy.  As explained 
in Section 4.8.3.1, Impacts, under the subheading, Electricity Generation Capacity, the 
rate of electricity use by the BART Alternative during peak-periods of electricity demand 
(3:00 to 7:00 p.m.) would be on the order of 11 MW.  By comparison, this is a rate 
equivalent of approximately 11,000 homes.  As a percentage of the furthest available 
projection of surplus, 11 MW is on the order of 0.2% of the 2008 surplus.  In terms of 
the percentage of expected demand rates, 11 MW is on the order of 0.001% of the 
projected total 2025 California electricity demand.  The MOS scenarios would use slightly 
less peak period energy since the number of cars per train would be less than for the 
BART Alternative.  Therefore, while the BART Alternative would increase the peak 
demand on the power generation system, the impact would be limited due to surplus 
capacity and the relatively small percentage of that surplus that the additional load from 
the BART Alternative represents.  In terms of transmission capacity, improvements are 
underway or planned.  Therefore, the increased demand on the electrical transmission 
grid in the future due to the BART Alternative would not be adverse.   

It should also be noted that for the BART Alternative, as well as the MOS scenarios, 
facilities and equipment will be designed and specified to ensure energy efficiency, 
thereby helping to reduce long-term energy requirements. 

Edward Mason 

T2.25 The fare box recovery ratio is defined as the fare revenue divided by the operating costs.  
The fare revenue for the BART Alternative 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 59%. 

Edward Mason 

T2.26 The number of parking spaces for each of the BART Alternative stations is provided in 
Table 4.2.14, 2025 Park-and-Ride Space Requirements.  These parking spaces are 
included in the cost projections.  Table 4.2.8, Mode of Access at BART Alternative 
Stations, indicates that over 50% of the riders, except for the Alum Rock Station, will 
access BART by another transit mode besides auto. 

Edward Mason 

T2.27 Each station for the BART Alternative will be designed to include passenger amenities, 
such as bicycle lockers, park-and-ride parking spaces, and kiss-and-ride and bus 
passenger drop-off locations.  In addition, as quantified in Table 4.2.14, 2025 Park-and-
Ride Space Requirements, a 10% contingency has been added to ensure adequate 
parking spaces at each station.  Transit ridership will be encouraged through supporting 
bus connections and transit-oriented development at the stations. 
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Edward Mason 

T2.28 Table 8.4-1, Cost Effectiveness of Alternatives, 2025, quantifies performance measures.  
The cost per new rider is $32.83 compared to the No-Action Alternative.  Capitol 
construction costs for the project are not included in annual operating and maintenance 
costs.  As described in Section 3.4.7, BART Alternative Operating Plan, BART service 
would operate on the weekends at an average headway of 10 minutes (20 minutes per 
route) from 4:00 am to 1:00 am. 

Bob Van Cleef 

T2.29 Section 4.2.6.6, 2025 BART Alternative Traffic Level of Service, Impacts, and Mitigation 
Measures, addresses traffic impacts for each station and provides mitigation measures 
where feasible.  Table 4.2-7, BART Alternative Average Weekday Boardings and 
Alightings in 2025, provides ridership projections for each of the stations.  Table 4.2-8, 
Mode of Access at BART Alternative Stations, identifies the mode of travel used to access 
these stations.  The modeling shows 52% of the Alum Rock Station ridership arriving by 
automobile and 19% by kiss-and-ride.  To accommodate this demand, drop-off areas 
and parking are required.  However, as stated in Table 4.2-14, 2025 Park-and-Ride 
Space Requirements, 1,000 parking spaces were shifted from the Alum Rock Station to 
the Berryessa Station to decrease traffic in the Alum Rock area.  Diverting traffic off 
Taylor (Mabury) from the Berryessa Station to the Montague/Capitol Station would result 
in longer travel distances by BART ridership from South County and increased traffic on 
U.S. 101 and I-880 and Montague Expressway, roadways that are already congested.  
For these reasons, parking needs to be shared among the three stations.  Mitigation 
measures are proposed for the intersections of Julian Street and U.S. 101 and for Julian 
Street and 28th Street.  A significant unavoidable impact was identified at McKee Road 
and King Road.  Right-of-way constraints prohibit the widening to four lanes in each 
direction to mitigate this impact. 

Danny Garza 

T2.30 The clarification of his earlier comment is acknowledged. 
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RESPONSE TO TRANSCRIPT T3 

Jeff Gao 

T3.1 The noise and vibration impact assessment was conducted using both FTA and BART 
noise and vibration criteria for impact.  The assessment procedures meet with both 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) guidelines for assessing noise and vibration impact from transit operations.  The 
FTA noise criteria are based on the existing noise levels in determining impact and take 
into account changes in noise level due to the introduction of the project.  Where noise 
impact has been identified, mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the noise 
levels to within the appropriate criteria.  Since an address was not provided, the 
mitigation requirements for the commentor’s location cannot be specifically identified.  
However, Figures 4.13-4c through 4.13-4h identify the locations of sound walls that 
would reduce noise impacts to acceptable levels.  For vibration impact assessment, both 
the BART and FTA vibration criteria are based on human response and perception to 
vibration.  The vibration impact criteria are well below the thresholds for even minor 
cosmetic damage to residences.  Where vibration impact has been identified, mitigation 
measures have been identified.  Figures 4.13-4c through 4.13-4h also identify the 
locations of vibration mitigation that would reduce vibration impacts to acceptable levels.  
Both the noise and vibration mitigation measures identified will be refined during 
Preliminary Engineering. 

Jeff Gao 

T3.2 Train derailment is not a common occurrence.  The UPRR, as all railroad operators, are 
subject to federal safety requirements to reduce safety hazards outside their right-of-
way.  BART is also concerned about train derailments and the potential for injuries.  
Potential causes of BART train derailments include:  

1. Broken rail, 

2. Misaligned track switch points, and  

3. Improper maintenance of vehicle undercarriage. 

The BART train control system can automatically detect broken rail and misaligned track 
switch points.  When these events occur, the train control system will safely stop the 
vehicle well short of the problem area.  BART also applies "best management practices" 
when maintaining their vehicles.  These proactive measures reduce the potential for 
BART train derailments.  Additional discussion regarding safety issues is provided in 
Section 4.14, Security and System Safety, where a list of additional federal and state 
safety codes is provided along with BART programs and criteria. 

Jeff Gao 

T3.3 Reduction in property value is not considered a significant effect on the environment for 
purposes of the CEQA and NEPA. 
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William Connor 

T3.4 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 Alternative were far 
greater than those of any of the other alternatives and selected it as the Locally 
Preferred Alternative in November 2001.  Early on in the determination of alternatives to 
evaluate, LEV X was reviewed and not considered a viable option since the technology 
has not been proven by a transit agency in the United States.  A high degree of risk and 
potential costs would be a burden of the first application.  Because of this and VTA’s 
funding ability, this alternative was determined not to be fiscally responsible and the 
alternative was eliminated from further consideration.  

Rudy Metz 

T3.5 The notification process for the public was extensive.  Approximately 55,000 properties 
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 Draft EIS/EIR and the public hearings.  Also refer to Section 9.4, 
Summary of Public Outreach, for a discussion of the public involvement process. 

Rajeev Balla 

T3.6 The noise and vibration impact assessment was conducted using both FTA and BART 
noise and vibration criteria.  The assessment procedures meet with both NEPA and CEQA 
guidelines for assessing noise and vibration impact from transit operations.  The FTA 
noise criteria are based on the existing noise levels in determining impact and take into 
account changes in noise level due to the introduction of the project.  Where noise 
impact has been identified, mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the noise 
levels to within the appropriate criteria.  Should a property owner believe that the 
projected noise impacts do not accurately reflect the noise levels that occur when the 
system is in operation, they can request VTA to reassess the noise impact analysis and 
mitigation measures.  If the noise levels were to exceed the criteria, VTA would be 
required to mitigate the noise levels or prepare subsequent environmental 
documentation that supported a conclusion that it was not feasible to mitigate the 
impact. 

Rajeev Balla 

T3.7 The Future South Calaveras Station is currently unfunded.  That station would be 
completed when funding is available.  The EIS/EIR does address the environmental 
impacts from the future station.  The impacts are discussed in Section 4.2.6.6, 2025 
BART Alternative Traffic Level of Service, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, under the 
subheading, City of Milpitas, and shown in Figure 4.17-21, BART South Calaveras Future 
Station (visual simulation).  Depending on length of time and project changes between 
the approval of this EIS/EIR and the decision to go forward with the future station, 
additional environmental evaluation may be needed to supplement the existing studies. 
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Megan Thompson 

T3.8 Typical transit operations, such as BART, have vibration levels well below that of freight 
and commuter trains, even when the transit is traveling at higher speeds.  The BART 
vehicles have a smaller mass and better suspension and the wheels and tracks are kept 
in much better condition than for freight operations.  This results in less vibration than 
with freight trains.  As compared to MUNI, the BART trains are much longer and travel 
faster.  Therefore, the noise levels would be greater but for a shorter duration. 

Megan Thompson 

T3.9 Reduction in property value is not considered a significant effect on the environment for 
purposes of CEQA and NEPA. 

T3.10 The Policy Advisory Board recommended the BART Retained Cut Option at Dixon Landing 
Road at their May 26, 2004 meeting.  That is the preferred alignment alternative included 
in the Final EIS/EIR and will result in less noise than the At-Grade or Aerial options.  The 
trench in the vicinity of the Great Mall is necessary to pass under Montague Expressway 
to the south. 

Rob Means 

T3.11 Decreases in local bus services are not proposed as a part of the implementation of the 
BART Alternative 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 
Forecast Report, 2003. 

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% only accounting for fare revenues, not other 
rail system revenues. 

Rob Means 

T3.12 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 Alternative were far greater than those of any of the other 
alternatives and selected it as the Locally Preferred Alternative in November 2001.  Early 
on in the determination of alternatives to evaluate, PRT and LEV X were not considered 
viable options that would best serve ridership in this corridor.   
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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 to “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. 

Also refer to response T3.4 regarding LEV X.  

Zachary Cribari 

T3.13 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 Federal 
Transit Administration 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 description. 

Zachary Cribari 

T3.14 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 Alternative were far greater than those of any of the other 
alternatives and selected it as the Locally Preferred Alternative in November 2001.  The 
BART Alternative services north San Jose at the Montague/Capitol Station.  From this 
station, connections are provided to light rail and bus service. 

Zachary Cribari 

T3.15 The Automated People Mover (APM) at the proposed BART Santa Clara Station would 
have a number of advantages over a direct BART connection to Norman Y. Mineta San 
Jose International Airport (SJIA): 

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

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

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

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

5. Spatial constraints at the airport would make BART difficult and costly to 
accommodate; 
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6. Finally, a direct BART connection would make only one airport stop, so a passenger 
transfer is still required on the APM to other parts of the airport.  Meanwhile, the 
APM would serve multiple stops along its route. 

Kevin Kim 

T3.16 Caltrans is the lead agency for the I-680 project and they should be contacted regarding 
any questions concerning that project.  VTA has committed to constructing any sound 
walls identified in the EIS/EIR.  A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan will be 
prepared as part of the environmental documentation.  This is a requirement of CEQA 
and is a tracking mechanism to ensure that mitigation measures such as sound walls are 
constructed. 

Kevin Kim 

T3.17 Judging from the BART crime statistics from the last three years, crime has not risen 
significantly at the Fremont BART Station (BART, Commander Gibson email of June 17, 
2004).  The City of Fremont was not able to provide crime statistics that would enable a 
comparison of crime in the vicinity of the Fremont Station versus other locations within 
the City.  Section 4.14, Security and System Safety, discusses the security and safety 
measures that have been applied throughout the BART system and that will be applied to 
the BART Alternative. 

Kevin Kim 

T3.18 The BART Alternative has stations in both the Cities of Milpitas and Santa Clara.  The 
comment does not raise an environmental issue that needs to be addressed.   

William Connor 

T3.19 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 Alternative were far greater than those of any of the other 
alternatives and selected it as the Locally Preferred Alternative in November 2001.  Early 
on in the determination of alternatives to evaluate, LEV X was not considered a viable 
option that would best serve ridership in this corridor.  Also refer to response T3.4. 

William Connor 

T3.20 The baby bullet would provide express Caltrain service between San Francisco and Gilroy.  
While this is a much-needed service, it does not serve many of the purposes of the BART 
Alternative including “alleviate severe and ever-increasing traffic congestion on I-880 and 
I-680 between Alameda County and Silicon Valley” and “maximize transit usage and 
ridership”.   

Frabrizio Corno 

T3.21 The photographs were taken during the summer of 2002 when baseline environmental 
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studies were being conducted.  Since that time redevelopment of the areas around the 
Great Mall has continued, changing areas from a primarily industrial and warehousing 
aesthetic to residential and mixed use.  However, this redevelopment has not occurred 
within the proposed BART Alternative corridor and was anticipated in the EIS/EIR 
analysis.  As discussed in Section 4.12, Land Use, subsection 4.12.2.1, Existing Setting, 
the Milpitas General Plan contains policies that are supportive of the proposed BART 
Alternative and construction of a station in the Montague Expressway area. 

Rob Means 

T3.22 Refer to response T3.12. 

Donald Stewart 

T3.23 As quantified in Table 4.2-5, Average Weekday Transit Trips Served by BART Alternative 
in 2025, almost 84,000 trips would be taken on BART each weekday.  The comment 
about not serving your needs is noted and included in the record for review and 
consideration by the decision-makers. 

Zachary Cribari 

T3.24 As quantified in Table 4.2-5, Average Weekday Transit Trips Served by BART Alternative 
in 2025, almost 84,000 trips would be taken on BART each weekday.  The comment is 
noted and included in the record for review and consideration by the decision-makers. 

Monty Britton 

T3.25 At their May 26, 2004 meeting, the Policy Advisory Board recommended the BART 
Retained Cut Option at Dixon Landing Road and not the At-Grade or Aerial options.  
Therefore, the recommended option reduces visual and noise impact to north Milpitas 
residents.   

William Connor 

T3.26 Refer to response T3.4. 
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RESPONSE TO TRANSCRIPT T4  

Eugene Bradley 

T4.1 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 the 
Preliminary Engineering and Final Design phases of the project and for 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. 

Eugene Bradley 

T4.2 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 
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.  

If not reused within the construction site, all project-excavated materials will be delivered 
to approved disposal sites following all applicable regulatory requirements. 

Eugene Bradley 

T4.3 Existing transit ridership in the corridor is well over a thousand bus riders a day.  Total 
daily transit ridership on the VTA Route 180 alone was approximately 1,700 daily 
boardings in FY2004.  If ACE train ridership of 2,700 daily boardings is added, existing 
corridor ridership is approaching 4,500 boardings per day.  This does not include trips 
made on the Capitols or other express and local bus services in the corridor.  In addition, 
the project will tap into a significant regional transit system (BART) that serves San 
Francisco, northern San Mateo, and the entire East Bay providing a new rail transit 
market that was previously served by local and express bus service.  

The ridership numbers were estimated using a regional travel demand model developed 
using industry standard methodologies and, as such, are not politically motivated.  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 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG).  Continued growth in population and 
employment from the year 2000 and 2025 would indicate that already congested 
roadway facilities would continue to be congested, which in turn would impact bus 
operating speeds.  Transit travel for trips in the corridor under current and future 
conditions under the No-Action and Baseline Alternative conditions are not optimal for 
longer distanced travel, as travelers have to transfer to travel on buses operating in 
congested traffic conditions.  The BART Alternative, due to operation in an exclusive 
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right-of-way that is grade-separated at intersections, would provide a reliable alternative 
to auto and bus travel for trips made in the project corridor. 

Ryan Leaderman 

T4.4 Refer to responses to P30.1 through P30.41 regarding the letter that was delivered to 
VTA staff. 

Donald Stewart 

T4.5 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.  These alternatives were consistent with the 
goals of the MIS/AA.  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.  Several other alternatives have been considered either during the 
MIS/AA or following the MIS/AA including 25 KV electric standard gauge railroad (refer to 
response P32.1), Personal Rapid Transit (refer to response P43.1), and LEV X (refer to 
response T3.4).  All of these alternatives were eliminated from further consideration 
because they did achieve the project’s purpose to the same degree as the BART 
Alternative, and/or involved undue schedule and cost risk because they were untested by 
a public transit agency in the United States. 

Eric England 

T4.6 Refer to response T4.5. 
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