CHAPTER 2:

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS AND
REPONSES

2.1 LIST OF COMMENTS RECEIVED
Table 2-1: List of Comments by Category
Number

Date of Comment

Commentor

Federal Agencies
F-1

April 16, 2009

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

F-2

April 27, 2009

United States Environmental Protection Agency

S-1

May 8, 2009

California Department of Transportation

S-2

May 8, 2009

California Public Utilities Commission

S-3

May 18, 2009

California Department of Transportation

S-4

May 11, 2009

California State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

State Agencies

Regional Agencies
R-1

May 7, 2009

Santa Clara County, Department of Parks and Recreation

R-2

May 7, 2009

Santa Clara County, Department of Roads and Airport

R-3

May 6, 2009

Alameda County Water District

R-4

May 8, 2009

Santa Clara Valley Water District

R-5

May 11, 2009

Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board

L-1

May 6, 2009

City of Santa Clara, Planning Division

L-2

May 8, 2009

City of Milpitas

L-3

May 8, 2009

City of Fremont, Community Development

L-4

May 15, 2009

City of San Jose, Department of Planning, Building and
Code Enforcement

Local Agencies

Public (Individuals, Organization, Business)
P-1

March 18, 2009

Tom Armstrong

P-2

March 23, 2009

Rob Means

P-3

April 1, 2009

Barbara Hibino

P-4

April 6, 2009

Armen Gabrielian

P-5

April 6, 2009

R.E. Van Cleef

P-6

April 7, 2009

Christopher Frey

P-7

April 7, 2009

Andrew Smith

P-8

April 8, 2009

Gerard Witt

P-9

April 10, 2009

Leif Larson

P-10

April 13, 2009

Ed Mendence

P-11

April 20, 2009

Eric Adler
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Table 2-1: List of Comments by Category
Number

Date of Comment

Commentor

P-12

April 20, 2009

Holly Paquette, President, Brooktree Square, HOA

P-14

April 21, 2009

Jon Ramos

P-13
P-15

April 20, 2009
April 23, 2009

Jerry Witt

Bradley S. Hamilton

P-16

April 24, 2009

Josephine Holmes

P-18

May 1, 2009

John Caporale

P-17

April 27, 2009

Charlie Cameron

P-19

May 3, 2009

Jan Van Bruaene

P-21

May 3, 2009

Dhanendra Jani

P-20

May 3, 2009

David Biagini

P-22

May 3, 2009

Lori Wallace

P-24

May 4, 2009

Henry Zheng

P-23

May 4, 2009

Scott Fillon

P-25

May 4, 2009

KS

P-27

May 4, 2009

Nicole Mueller

P-26

May 4, 2009

Fred and Elma Siemon

P-28

May 4, 2009

Debbie Fonseca

P-30

May 4, 2009

Jean Marlowe

P-29

May 4, 2009

Barbara Hibino

P-31

May 5, 2009

Alberto Oxonian

P-33

May 5, 2009

Albert Reavos

P-32

May 5, 2009

Albert Reavos

P-34

May 6, 2009

Irene Chang, Yih-Feng Chen, Yu-Chiang Chen, Sin Man
Chen Wan, Nolan Chen, Delaney Chen, and Stephen Chen

P-35

May 5, 2009

Rodney Burlison

P-37

May 5, 2009

DeEtte Starr

P-36

May 5, 2009

Michael G. Thornton

P-38

May 5, 2009

Maria Fernandez

P-40

May 6, 2009

Brenda Koehler

P-39

May 5, 2009

Pok Wong

P-41

May 6, 2009

Larry and Rose Whitcomb

P-43

May 7, 2009

Aniobu Yoshimoto

P-42

May 6, 2009

Sean Lui

P-44

May 6, 2009

Wallace S. Gardner

P-46

May 6, 2009

Bill Fellman

P-45
P-47
P-48
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May 6, 2009
May 6, 2009
May 6, 2009

Allan Schwartz
Sita Kern
Yan Lin
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Table 2-1: List of Comments by Category
Number

Date of Comment

Commentor

P-49

May 6, 2009

Mary Larsen

P-50

May 6, 2009

Lily Danbrosia

P-51

May 6, 2009

Kerri Hamilton, CEEJ

P-52

May 6, 2009

Mary Larsen

P-53

May 7, 2009

Chris Morrisey, Executive Director, San Jose Area Authority

P-54

May 7, 2009

Roy Nakadegawa

P-55

May 7, 2009

Carol and Richard Mizgorski

P-56

May 7, 2009

Susan Y. Wong

P-57

May 8, 2009

Rudy Metz

P-58

May 8, 2009

Jarrett Mullen

P-59

May 8, 2009

Noel Tebo

P-60

May 8, 2009

Michael R. Valladao

P-61

May 8, 2009

Jim Goddard, Executive Vice President and General
Manager, San Jose Area Management Corporation

P-62

May 5, 2009

Norman E. Matteoni

P-63

May 8, 2009

David Schonbrunn, President, Transportation Solutions
Defense and Education Fund (TRANSDEF)

P-64

May 8, 2009

Gary and Gloria Zollweg

P-65

May 9, 2009

Frank J. De Smidt

P-66

May 9, 2009

William and Pamela Fellman

P-67

May 11, 2009

Jennifer Valladao

P-68

May 11, 2009

Rosita Amador

P-69

May 11, 2009

Ismael Amador

P-70

May 11, 2009

Lydia Amador

P-71

May 12, 2009

David Cohen

P-72

May 12, 2009

Robert Garneau

P-73

May 12, 2009

Dale Osborn

P-74

May 13, 2009

Beverly Walker

P-75

May 13, 2009

Annie and Pok Wong

P-76

May 14, 2009

Karl Sveinsson, AICP, ASLA

P-77

May 14, 2009

Eleanor Capili

P-78

May 14, 2009

Bert Capili

P-79

May 15, 2009

Roger Gliebe

P-80

May 14, 2009

Mike Flaugher, Berryessa Citizens Advisory Council

P-81

May 15, 2009

Lu Sha

P-82

May 15, 2009

Lara Tran

P-83

May 16, 2009

Thomas J. Diamond, M.D.

P-84

May 7, 2009

Gary Zollweg
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Table 2-1: List of Comments by Category
Number

Date of Comment

Commentor

Transcripts
T-1 City of San Jose Public Hearing April 6, 2008
Jim Fink
Mr. Gabrielian
Christopher Frey
T-2 City of Milpitas Public Hearing April 13, 2008
Ed Mendence
T-3 City of Santa Clara Public Hearing April 20, 2009
Eric Adler
Robert Allen
Ken Sinclaire

2.2

COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) received comments from the public and agencies
on the Draft EIS in a variety of ways:
•

Written (i.e., postal mail, facsimile, or e-mail) comment letters from
public agencies received during the public comment period,

•

Written comment letters from groups or individuals during the public
comment period,

•

Comment cards received during the Public Hearings of April 6, 2009;
April 13, 2009; and April 20, 2009; and

•

Verbal comments recorded during the Public Hearings.

This section presents all written and verbal comments received on the Draft EIS and
VTA’s response to each substantive comment on environmental issues. Each comment
letter is reproduced in its entirety, including any supplemental material, and followed by
VTA’s response to each comment in the letter.
Modifications to the original Draft EIS text are identified in the responses to comments.
Text in standard print is original text from the Draft EIS. Underlined text indicates
additions to the original text, and strikethrough text indicates deletions to the original
text.
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Letter F-1

F1-1

F1-2
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER F-1
F1-1

No response required.

F1-2

Consultation has occurred. In the letter dated July 9, 2009, the Federal
Transit Authority (FTA) informed the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP) of the adverse effects related to the project and
invited the ACHP to participate in the consultations to resolve these
adverse effects. In their response letter dated July 29, 2009, ACHP
concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing
Individual Section 106 Cases, of 36 CFR Part 800, “Protection of Historic
Properties,” does not apply to this undertaking and that their participation
in the consultations is not needed.
FTA consulted with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and
other consulting parties as required under 36 CFR §800.6, Resolution of
adverse effects, and §800.11, Documentation standards, and will file the
Final Programmatic Agreement, which was executed by VTA, FTA, and
SHPO on March 25, 2010, with the ACHP to complete the requirements of
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.
The Final Programmatic Agreement is included in Appendix F. The
consultation letters are included in Appendix H, Agency Letters, of this
Final EIS.
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Letter F-2

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses
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F2-1

F2-2

F2-3

F2-4
F2-5

F2-6

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses
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F2-7

F2-8

F2-9

F2-10

F2-11

F2-12

F2-13

2-10
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F2-14

F2-15

F2-16
F2-17
F2-18

F2-19

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

2-11

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

F2-20

F2-21

F2-22

F2-23

F2-24
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F2-25
F2-26
F2-27

F2-28

F2-29

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses
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F2-30
F2-31
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER F-2
F2-1

At the April 29, 2009 Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor (SVRTC) and
BART Warm Springs Extension Policy Advisory Board meeting, BART
staff reported that BART expects to begin service to Warm Springs in
2014. The most recent project updates of the BART Extension to Warm
Springs will be included in Section 2.6.2 of Chapter 2 (Alternatives). The
text that has been added is as follows:
An extension of BART to Warm Springs (Figure 2-25, #1) is a
prerequisite to the BEP and SVRTP alternatives because the BEP
and SVRTP alternatives would be a continuation of BART facilities
and service south from the approved BART Warm Springs Station.
It is also included within the No Build Alternative. An EIR was
prepared and approved by BART in 1991 for the Warm Springs
Extension Project.
A Supplemental EIR was subsequently
prepared to address changes proposed to the project, including the
BART Irvington Station. On June 26, 2003, the BART Board of
Directors certified the Supplemental EIR and adopted modifications
to and updates of the Warm Springs Extension Project. The
Federal Transit Administration (FTA), as the lead federal agency,
and BART released a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)
for the Warm Springs Extension Project in July 2006, followed by a
Record of Decision (ROD) on October 24, 2006. The project is
currently under construction, and BART expects to begin service in
2014.

F2-2

A project summary of the High-Speed Rail project has been included in
Section 2.6.2 of the Draft EIS. VTA, Federal Railroad Administration (FRA)
and High Speed Train (HST) are currently coordinating activities on high
speed rail activities, particularly those with impacts to the proposed
Diridon and Santa Clara Stations. The text that has been added is as
follows:
The California High-Speed Rail Project
The statewide high-speed train system (approximately 800-mile
system) intends to provide direct service to Northern California’s
major hub airport at SFO and major transit, business, and tourism
centers at downtown San Francisco. The California High Speed
Rail Authority and Federal Railroad Administration completed a Bay
Area to Central Valley High-Speed Rail Program Final EIS/EIR in
May 2008. However, the project-level EIS/EIR is not expected to be
available for public review until late 2011. Therefore, almost no
information is available on plans for the proposed station in the
Diridon area. VTA will continue to meet and coordinate with the
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California High-Speed Rail Authority regarding future plans for the
area.
F2-3

Chapter 2 Alternatives, Section 2.6.3 Other Related Transportation
Projects has been revised in the Draft EIS to include information about the
BART Core Modifications Study, and how the study will evaluate
increased ridership affecting train, station and system capacity. The text
that has been added is as follows:
Core Modification Study
Beginning in August 2007, VTA and BART initiated an update to a
previously completed Core Modification Study (CMS) to assist both
organizations in evaluating the impact of the proposed BART
Extension on the core BART system. The CMS has not been
completed by the time this EIS was published.
The extension of BART into Santa Clara County will not only
increase mobility in the corridor, but will create new travel
opportunities for BART passengers throughout the system.
Passengers boarding or alighting along the proposed extension will
utilize stations throughout the existing core BART system, and VTA
and BART recognize that these changing ridership patterns will
impact the existing system.
The CMS will provide a planning level estimate of the costs for
improving BART stations and systems to manage both the
additional boarding activity at core stations and the additional line
loading through the system, which may impact core stations during
certain operating conditions.
The CMS will look at conditions on the system as projected in 2030
based on projected SVRTP Alternative ridership. Along with the
addition of riders generated by the SVRTP Alternative, BART
ridership is expected to grow substantially during the same period.
Any analysis of station impacts must therefore differentiate between
the need to improve stations to meet a growing BART core system,
and the additional impacts of growth generated by the SVRTP
Alternative.

F2-4

Section 2.6.2 of Chapter 2 (Alternatives) has been revised to include the
most recent project updates for the BART Extension to Warm Springs.
See response to comment F2-1.

F2-5

VTA, FRA and HST are currently coordinating activities on high speed rail
activities, particularly those with impacts to the Diridon and Santa Clara
Stations. A potential conflict arises in the Diridon area where VTA has an
existing light rail alignment underground and BART is also proposed to be
underground just north of the existing light rail facilities. Therefore, HSR
will need to be at-grade or aerial at this location.

F2-6

See response to comment F2-3.
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F2-7

As described in Section 4.2 and shown in Table 4.2-1, 5.39 of the Draft
EIS, acres of wetlands were delineated in 2006 within the vicinity of the
BEP and SVRTP alternatives. Most of the creeks/drainages included in
this table are addressed in a separate project called the Freight Railroad
Relocation and Lower Berryessa Creek Project – Initial Study with
Mitigated Negative Declaration (September 2007) and addendums (2007
to 2009). This project includes constructing drainage improvements
consisting of upgrading and enlarging box culverts on Toroges Creek/Line
C, unnamed creek/Line B-1, unnamed creek/Line B, Scott Creek/Line A,
Berryessa Creek, and Wrigley Creek to accommodate design flow and
water surface elevations from a 100-year flood event. The BEP and
SVRTP alternatives would not adversely affect these creeks/drainages, as
the drainage improvements will be in place prior to the construction of the
BART extension. In fact, construction of the Freight Railroad Relocation
and Lower Berryessa Creek Project including the drainage improvements
is currently underway. Similarly, the drainage improvements at Agua
Fria/Line D will be being constructed prior to the construction of the BART
extension. The BART tracks under either the BEP or SVRTP alternatives
would cross over these creeks/drainages on the new culverts. No
additional creek work would be necessary and no adverse effects to the
creeks are anticipated.
Coyote Creek, the Guadalupe River, and Los Gatos Creek include
palustrine forested, temporarily flooded wetlands. However, the SVRTP
Alternative (the only alternative to cross these creeks) would be
constructed in a deep subway tunnel and any potential adverse effects to
these creeks and river would be avoided.
What remains as potential adverse effects to wetlands and waters of the
U.S. is included in Table 5.2-1 in the Draft EIS. The alignment of the BEP
or SVRT alternatives as it connects with the terminus of the BART Warm
Springs Project is such that effects to seasonal wetlands north of Agua
Caliente Creek can not be avoided (0.04 acres). The seasonal wetlands
south of Dixon Landing Road (0.37 acres) and Montague Expressway
(0.15 acres) are found in non-functioning earthen drainage ditches that are
located within the railroad ROW adjacent to the BART alignment. During
construction of the BEP or SVRT alternatives these ditches will be
eliminated or updated to serve as functioning drainages. Therefore,
adverse effects to these ditches can not be avoided. It should be noted
that Berryessa Station Way, a new street on the east side of the railroad
ROW that crosses over Upper Penitencia Creek to/from Berryessa Road,
and the BART aerial guideway over Upper Penitencia Creek will span the
creek therefore, no adverse impacts to wetlands or waters of the U.S. are
anticipated due to these structures.
As described in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIS, potential adverse effects to
up to 1.4 acres of Central Coast cottonwood-sycamore riparian forest
along Upper Penitencia Creek could occur due to the design of the
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Berryessa Station. This is the only riparian area along the BEP or SVRTP
alignment that would be adversely effected by the project. As the
comment noted, the station area includes either a 150-foot setback from
the near bank of this creek or a 100-foot setback from the riparian tree
dripline (outer edges of the tree canopy), whichever is greater. The
riparian setback, agreed to by various agencies (including the U.S. Army
Corp of Engineers (ACOE), California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG), Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and Santa
Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD)), enables VTA to avoid much of the
adverse effects to the riparian corridor except where Berryessa Station
Way crosses over Upper Penitencia Creek to provide access to the station
from the north. There is no alternative design to avoid encroachment into
the riparian setback at this location. In addition, the BART aerial guideway
for the trackway will span Upper Penitencia Creek at the location of the
existing UPRR railroad crossing. This new structure will also result in an
adverse effect to the riparian corridor.
VTA has been in discussion with the ACOE, National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), CDFG, SCVWD, and RWQCB to potentially offset any
adverse effects to the riparian corridor due to the Berryessa Station by
designing and implementing onsite mitigation that will improve existing
conditions at Upper Penitencia Creek (see response to comment P62-7).
This site may also be appropriate to offset the adverse effects to wetlands
and waters of the U.S. This effort is preliminary and coordination will
continue in subsequent engineering phases as the design of the station
and potential adverse effects to the riparian corridor and wetlands and
waters of the U.S. are better defined.
F2-8

As mentioned in response to comment F2-7 the separate Freight Railroad
Relocation and Lower Berryessa Creek Project includes constructing
drainage improvements consisting of upgrading and enlarging box culverts
on Toroges Creek/Line C, unnamed creek/Line B-1, unnamed creek/Line
B, Scott Creek/Line A, Berryessa Creek, and Wrigley Creek. This project
also includes removing the freight tracks on the east side of the railroad
ROW within VTA’s ROW and relocating them to the west within UPRR’s
ROW. At some of the creek crossings where box culverts are being
extended, the work is outside the VTA ROW, with ROW issues addressed
under this project. The BART trackway under the BEP or SVRTP
alternatives would be within the VTA ROW.
Under the BEP and SVRTP alternatives, the BART aerial guideway and
the Berryessa Station Way bridge would be constructed over Upper
Penitencia Creek. Under the SVRTP Alternative only, the subway tunnel
would be constructed under Lower Silver Creek, Coyote Creek,
Guadalupe River, and Los Gatos Creek. There are no other structures
being constructed at creek crossings.
Adverse effects to Upper
Penitencia Creek and long-term and short-term water quality issues are
addressed in the responses to comments F2-7 and F2-9.
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F2-9

In the project area, Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) pursuant to the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, as
amended by the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-267),
is identified for Chinook salmon and the Coyote Watershed (USGS
hydrologic unit 18050003). The Act does not identify EFH for steelhead in
the project area.
Chinook salmon are reported to be present in Upper Penitencia Creek as
well as other creeks in the project area (see Section 4.2.3 in the Draft
EIS). The project avoids other creeks as described in response to
comment F2-7.
There are no long-term adverse effects identified for Chinook salmon (or
steelhead) or for Upper Penitencia Creek (or Coyote Creek) due to the
Berryessa Station. Avoidance measures are described in Section 6.3.3 in
the Draft EIS, and also discussed in the response to comment F2-7.
Mitigation measures are also described in Section 6.3.3 in the Draft EIS.
Additionally, the design and operation of the Berryessa Station, and other
BART facilities, will incorporate features and best management practices
to address storm water runoff and water quality issues. These are
described in Section 5.15 in the Draft EIS. It should also be noted that
VTA is also looking into incorporating green strategies in the design of
Berryessa Station and other project facilities. These strategies include
features to address ways to reduce stormwater runoff and improve water
quality (see Section 2.4.3 in the Draft EIS).
For short-term effects during construction, the design of the stream
diversion and falsework in Upper Penitencia Creek will allow aquatic
species to migrate around the work area (see Section 6.3.3 in the Draft
EIS). These designs will be subject to approval from the regulatory
agencies issuing permits or authorizations for in-stream work including the
ACOE, NMFS, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), CDFG, and
the RWQCB. These permits or authorizations may include additional
requirements for the protection of steelhead, Chinook salmon, and other
aquatic species. VTA will ensure that such requirements are implemented
during construction. Also, a Storm Water Pollution Protection Plan will be
developed and implemented pursuant the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit to control
runoff from the construction site (See Section 6.3.16 in the Draft EIS).
The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act,
requires all federal agencies to consult with the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries on all actions or proposed
actions that may adversely affect EFH. VTA is currently preparing a
Biological Assessment on behalf of FTA that will address federal special
status fish species, critical habitat as defined by the federal Endangered
Species Act, and EFH. This report will be reviewed by NOAA Fisheries
and any conditions imposed on the project by NOAA Fisheries to protect

2-20

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

fish species and their habitat will be implemented by VTA as part of the
project.
F2-10

The Draft EIS includes information regarding effects to wetlands and
waters of the U.S. and riparian habitat, and how such affects would be
avoided. The Draft EIS is revised to provide clarification of the scope of
the Freight Railroad Relocation and Lower Berryessa Creek Project and
information about coordination with resources agencies in Sections 4.2
and 5.2. (Also see response to comment P62-8).
Section 4.2.2 in the Draft EIS under the subheading “Waters of the U.S.
Including Seasonal and Freshwater Emergent Wetlands,” third paragraph,
is revised as follows:
As outlined in Table 4.2-1, a total of 5.39 acres of wetlands were
delineated in 2006 within the vicinity of the BEP and SVRTP
alternatives (Jones and Stokes, 2006).
Most of the
creeks/drainages included in this table are addressed in a separate
project called the Freight Railroad Relocation and Lower Berryessa
Creek Project – Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration
(September 2007) and addendums (2007 to 2009). This project
includes constructing drainage improvements consisting of
upgrading and enlarging box culverts on Toroges Creek/Line C,
unnamed creek/Line B-1, unnamed creek/Line B, Scott Creek/Line
A, Berryessa Creek, and Wrigley Creek to accommodate design
flow and water surface elevations from a 100-year flood event. This
includes 1.92 acres of wetlands at Wrigley Creek, parallel to the
railroad corridor on the west and 0.87 acres of wetlands at
Berryessa Creek.
The total acreage of wetlands, including
seasonal and freshwater emergent wetlands, is also discussed
below under Waters of the U.S. Including Wetlands.”
Section 5.2.2 in the Draft EIS under the subheading “Wetlands and
Waters of the U.S.,” second paragraph, has been revised as follows:
Adverse effects associated with several creeks/drainage structures
that cross the BEP and SVRTP alternative alignments are
discussed in the Freight Railroad Relocation and Lower Berryessa
Creek Project – Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration
(September 2007). This project includes drainage improvements
on Toroges Creek/Line C,1 unnamed creek/Line B-1, unnamed
creek/Line B, Scott Creek/Line A, Berryessa Creek, and Wrigley
Creek to accommodate design flow and water surface elevations
from a 100-year flood event. These improvements are planned and
programmed for construction in 2009 and 2010, prior to
construction of either the BEP or SVRTP alternative. Similarly, the
drainage improvements at Agua Fria/Line D are being constructed
prior to construction of either the BEP or SVRTP alternative. The
BEP and SVRTP alternatives will not adversely affect these
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creeks/drainages, as the drainage improvements will be in place
prior to the construction of the BART extension.
In fact,
construction of the Freight Railroad Relocation and Lower
Berryessa Creek Project including the drainage improvements is
currently underway (2009). Similarly, the drainage improvements
at Agua Fria/Line D will be being constructed prior to the
construction of the BART extension. (See Section 5.15, Water
Resources and the initial study and biological reports listed in the
Chapter 14, References, for further information on these
creeks/drainage structures). The following discussion includes
creeks where no planned improvements are scheduled by other
agencies, but are included in the BEP and SVRTP alternatives.
Section 5.2.2 in the Draft EIS under the subheading “Vegetation
Communities,” following Mitigation Measure BIO-2 – Compensation for
Adverse Effects to Riparian Habitat, the following text has been added:
It should be noted that VTA has been in discussion with the Army
Corp of Engineers, National Marine Fisheries Service, California
Department of Fish and Game, Santa Clara Valley Water District,
and Regional Water Quality Control Board to potentially offset any
adverse effects to the riparian corridor due to the Berryessa Station
by designing and implementing onsite mitigation that will improve
existing conditions at Upper Penitencia Creek. This effort is
preliminary and coordination will continue in subsequent
engineering phases as the design of the station and potential
adverse effects to the riparian corridor are better defined.
Similarly, Section 5.2.2 in the Draft EIS under the subheading “Wetlands
and Waters of the U.S.,” following Mitigation Measure BIO-2 – BIO-4 –
Compensation for Adverse Effects to Wetland Habitat, the following text
has been added:
VTA has been in discussion with the Army Corp of Engineers,
National Marine Fisheries Service, California Department of Fish
and Game, Santa Clara Valley Water District, and Regional Water
Quality Control Board to potentially offset any adverse effects to
wetlands and waters of the U.S. due to the Berryessa Station by
designing and implementing onsite mitigation that will improve
existing conditions at Upper Penitencia Creek. This effort is
preliminary and coordination will continue in subsequent
engineering phases as the design of the station and potential
adverse effects wetlands and waters of the U.S. are better defined.
F2-11
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As described in response to comment F2-7 and included in Table 5.2-1 in
the Draft EIS, the project may adversely effect up to 0.56 acres of
wetlands and waters of the U.S. The Compensatory Mitigation Rule
describes the most preferred options for mitigation is though: 1) use of
credits from a mitigation bank; 2) use of credits from an in-lieu fee
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program; and 3) permittee-responsible compensatory mitigation. At this
time and in the foreseeable future, there is no mitigation bank or in-lieu fee
program approved in the project area. As mentioned in response to
Comment F2-7, VTA has been in discussion with the ACOE, NMFS,
CDFG, SCVWD, and RWQCB to potentially offset any adverse effects to
the riparian corridor due to the Berryessa Station by designing and
implementing onsite mitigation that will improve existing conditions at
Upper Penitencia Creek. This site may also be appropriate to offset the
adverse effects to wetlands and waters of the U.S. This effort is
preliminary and coordination will continue in subsequent engineering
phases as the design of the station and potential adverse effects to the
riparian corridor and wetlands and waters of the U.S. are better defined.
During final engineering, VTA will apply for a Clean Water Act Section 404
permit and will work with the ACOE and other agencies to determine the
most appropriate mitigation. Whether the mitigation site is determined to
be at Upper Penitencia Creek or another location approved by the
agencies, VTA will develop a mitigation plan that includes objectives; site
selection criteria; site protection instruments (e.g., conservation
easements); baseline information (for impact and compensation sites);
credit determination methodology; a mitigation work plan; a maintenance
plan; ecological performance standards; monitoring requirements; a
long-term management plan; an adaptive management plan; and financial
assurances.
Information about the Compensatory Mitigation Rule has been added to
Section 5.2 of the Draft EIS.
Section 5.2.2 under the subheading “Wetlands and Waters of the U.S.,”
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 – BIO-4 – Compensation for Adverse Effects to
Wetland Habitat, second paragraph, is revised as follows:
A qualified biologist, in coordination with resource agency
personnel, will prepare a mitigation and monitoring plan for adverse
effects to wetlands and waters of the U.S. due to the project. This
plan will comply with the March 2008 Compensatory Mitigation Rule
published by EPA and the ACOE and will include objectives; site
selection criteria; site protection instruments (e.g., conservation
easements); baseline information (for impact and compensation
sites); credit determination methodology; a mitigation work plan; a
maintenance plan; ecological performance standards; monitoring
requirements; a long-term management plan; an adaptive
management plan; and financial assurances.
The following text has been added to Section 5.2.2 under the subheading
“Wetlands and Waters of the U.S.,” following Mitigation Measure BIO-2 –
BIO-4 – Compensation for Adverse Effects to Wetland Habitat:
The Compensatory Mitigation Rule describes the most preferred
options for mitigation are: 1) use of credits from a mitigation bank;
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2) use of credits from an in-lieu fee program; and 3) permitteeresponsible compensatory mitigation. At this time and in the
foreseeable future, there is no mitigation bank or in-lieu fee
program approved in the project area.
F2-12

See responses to comments F2-8 and F2-9. Most of this information is
already included in the Draft EIS. Clarification of the scope of the Freight
Railroad Relocation and Lower Berryessa Creek Project has been added
to the Draft EIS, as described in the response to comment F-10.

F2-13

VTA is coordinating closely with SCVWD on the planned Upper Penitencia
Creek Flood Protection Project and with the ACOE for Upper Penitencia
Creek from Coyote Creek to Dorel Drive. The SCVWD’s bypass channel
alternative included in this project is compatible with the design of the BEP
and SVRTP alternatives for the Berryessa Station area, and is aligned
below Berryessa Station Way where the road crosses under the BART
aerial guideway.
The BEP and SVRTP alternatives are also compatible with SCVWD’s
preferred alternative for the flood protection project. The preferred
alternative widens the existing creek channel by approximately 150 feet
and includes a new bench section, which increases the overall creek width
to approximately 200 feet. The SCVWD has provided VTA with ACOE’s
hydraulic model and the plan and profile for the future improved channel.
The BEP and SVRTP alternatives include an aerial guideway over Upper
Penitencia Creek with support columns located within the bench section
designed specifically for the new 100-year flood criterion and in
accordance with the SCVWD’s Guidelines and Standards. The Berryessa
Station Way crossing of Upper Penitencia Creek also clears the 100-year
flood event.
For the Berryessa Station area, VTA will be preparing additional
hydrologic and hydraulic studies during subsequent engineering phases to
provide updated information for both the BART project and the Upper
Penitencia Creek Flood Protection Project.
Section 5.15.2 in the Draft EIS, under the subheading “Floodplains,” the
first and second paragraphs after the bullet labeled “Mid-Coyote Creek
Flood Protection Project” is revised as follows:
VTA will coordinate with appropriate agencies to obtain updated
information on the progress of these projects. For example, VTA is
coordinating closely with the Santa Clara Valley Water District
(SCVWD) on the planned Upper Penitencia Creek Flood Protection
Project with the Army Corps of Engineers for Upper Penitencia
Creek from Coyote Creek to Dorel Drive. The SCVWD’s bypass
channel alternative included in this project is compatible with the
design of the BEP and SVRTP alternatives for the Berryessa
Station area.
The BEP and SVRTP alternatives are also
compatible with SCVWD’s preferred alternative for the flood
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protection project. The preferred alternative widens the existing
creek channel by approximately 150 feet and includes a new bench
section, which increases the overall creek width to approximately
200 feet. The SCVWD has provided VTA with the Army Corps of
Engineers hydraulic model and the plan and profile for the future
improved channel. The BEP and SVRTP alternatives include an
aerial guideway over Upper Penitencia Creek with support columns
located within the bench section designed specifically for the new
100-year flood criterion and in accordance with the SCVWD’s
Guidelines and Standards. The Berryessa Station Way crossing of
Upper Penitencia Creek also clears the 100-year flood event. For
the Berryessa Station area, VTA will be preparing additional
hydrologic and hydraulic studies during subsequent engineering
phases to provide updated information for both the BART project
and the Upper Penitencia Creek Flood Protection Project.
In the event that any of the other flood protection projects, which
eliminate the 100-year floodplains within the BEP and SVRTP
alternative areas, is not implemented on schedule, additional
hydrologic and hydraulic studies will be prepared during
subsequent engineering phases…
F2-14

See response to comment F2-13.

F2-15

The noise impacts will be mitigated with sound walls either on the SVRT
ROW near the tracks or at the edge of the ROW. Where a practical height
sound wall will not mitigate impacts to second story and higher
residences, additional mitigation will be implemented in the form of
improved building noise insulation where necessary. This will primarily be
accomplished by replacing and upgrading the existing windows facing the
SVRT alignment. The Castilleja subdivision residential development was
the only receptor with remaining “Severe Impacts” after implementation of
noise mitigation measures (see Tables 5.10-3 and 5.10-9 in the Draft EIS).
Subsequent noise analysis indicates that two options are available to
reduce noise impacts at this location to a less than “Severe” level (refer to
Memorandum: Castilleja Residential Development Noise Mitigation,
Wilson, Ihrig and Associates, Inc., July 17, 2009 that is attached). VTA
will either construct a new sound wall or increase the height of sound wall
proposed by the developer. The VTA sound wall would be 7 feet high,
and in combination with the 10-foot-high wall, constructed by the
developer, would mitigate the “Severe Impact” to the Castilleja subdivision
residential development. The developer’s sound wall would be increased
in height from 10 up to 15 feet depending on the track or ground
elevations. The preferred option is for the developer to increase the
height of the sound wall and agree on a cost agreement. However, if an
agreement cannot be reached, then VTA will construct a sound wall on its
own property to mitigate the impact.
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As a result of the above information, the text changes listed below have
been made to the Draft EIS.
The Executive Summary, Table ES-1 Summary of Impacts and Proposed
Mitigation Measures, Noise and Vibration, BEP and SVRTP Alternatives,
Mitigation Measures, Noise is revised as follows:
As shown in Table 5.10-4, (Section 5.10, Noise and Vibration) all
severe ground level noise impacts from the BEP Alternative can be
mitigated below the applicable FTA threshold. except for 4 units at
the Castilleja Subdivision in the City of Fremont
Tables 5.10-3 and 5.10-9 BEP and SVRTP Alternative Summary of Noise
Impacts to Ground Floor Residential Units Before and After Mitigation in
the Draft EIS are revised as follows:
Table 5.10-3: BEP Alternative Summary of Noise Impacts to Ground Floor Residential
Units Before and After Mitigation
Number of
Severe Impacts
to Sensitive
Receptors
Before
Mitigation

Alignment
Features
Total in BEP
Alignment
Excluding Options

66

Number of
Moderate
Impacts* to
Sensitive
Receptors
Before
Mitigation
130

Number of
Severe
Impacts to
Sensitive
Receptors
After
Mitigation
40

Number of
Moderate
Impacts* to
Sensitive
Receptors
After
Mitigation
39

Mitigation Measure NV-2 in Section 5.10.2 of the Draft EIS is revised as
follows:
…Individual residence specific analysis of residual adverse noise
effects would be conducted during final design to determine the
noise attenuation provided by the existing windows and exterior
walls of each affected residence and the specific upgrades required
to achieve an interior noise level of 45 Ldn. The developer's
proposed window design will mitigate noise impacts to all living
spaces above the ground floorTable 5.10-9:
SVRTP Alternative
Noise Impacts to Ground Floor Residential Units North of the
Tunnel Before and After Mitigation
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Table 5.10-9: SVRTP Alternative Summary of Noise Impacts to Ground Floor Residential
Units Before and After Mitigation
Number of
Severe Impacts
to Sensitive
Receptors
Before
Mitigation

Alignment
Features
Total in SVRTP
Alignment
Excluding Options

Number of
Moderate
Impacts* to
Sensitive
Receptors
Before
Mitigation

90

Number of
Severe
Impacts to
Sensitive
Receptors
After
Mitigation

130

Number of
Moderate
Impacts* to
Sensitive
Receptors
After
Mitigation

40

39

Table 5.10-4 BEP Alternative Projected Severe Impacts, first row, and the
last three columns and footnote Mitigation #1 in the Draft EIS are revised
as shown below.
Table 5.10-6 Noise: Noise Wall Mitigation for the BEP Alternative, first
row, column one and four and five are revised as follows:
Table 5.10-6: Noise Wall Mitigation for the BEP Alternative

Option
N/A

Beginning
Civil Station
Number

Ending Civil
Station
Number

169+50168+20

176+50

Side of
Track
S2

Height
(feet)
914-15

Length
(feet)
700830

Figure 5.10-3A: Noise and Vibration Mitigation Locations, sound wall
location is revised to extend the sound wall, to the north, to station
168+20.
The Draft EIS identified 10 vibration impacts at the Terrace Gardens
Senior Housing residential development. This was based on vibration
levels at the closest façade of the buildings. Subsequent more detailed
investigations of the site indicated that the outer walls of living units
closest to the alignment were actually farther away. Prior to a site review,
a large common area washroom on the west end of the building was
considered a living area (refer to Memorandum: Terrace Gardens Senior
Housing – Vibration Impacts, Wilson, Ihrig and Associates, Inc., August 8,
2009 that is attached).
Table 5.10-10 Ground-Borne Vibration Impacts for BEP Alternative
Alignment, civil station 281 +00, number of impacts with mitigation is
revised as shown below:
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Table 5.10-4: BEP Alternative Projected Severe Impacts

Option

N/A

Civil
Station

Receiver Location
Address (# and Type)

Track
Speed
Direction (MPH)

170+00
Castilleja Subdivision
to
(4 Single-family)
172+40

NB

Distance
Existing
From
Track Ambient
Near
Track
Type Ldn

6762
XO

58

FST

Noise
Noise
Levels
Levels
Without
With
Mitigation Mitigation Mitigation
(Total Ldn) Number
(Total Ldn)

61

67

1

67

Noise
Level
Increase Impact
with
Type after
Mitigation Mitigation

6.11.0

SNI

Mitigation:
1. A sound wall on the northbound side of the BART track, 13 feet from track centerline, and 914-15 feet above top of rail would partially mitigate
ground level receptors. As an option, increasing the developer’s 10 foot sound wall to 14-15 feet would also mitigate Severe Impacts.

Table 5.10-10:

Option

N/A
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Ground-Borne Vibration Impacts for BEP Alternative Alignment

Civil
Station

Receiver
Location

Track
Direction

Speed
(MPH)

Distance
to Near
Track
CL.
(feet)

281+00

Terrace
Gardens
Senior
Housing

NB

67

100

Depth
to
Top
of
Rail
(feet)

Track
Type

N/A

AG

FTA
Detailed
Criteria

Maximum
⅓ Octave
Band
Without
Mitigation

Number
of
Impacts
Without
Mitigation

72

79

10

Preliminary
Mitigation

Maximum
⅓ Octave
Band
With
Mitigation

Number
of
Impacts
With
Mitigation

FST

73

100
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PROPOSED PRELIMINARY
ENGINEERING ALIGNMENT

FLOATING SLAB

SOUND WALL

TIRE DERIVED AGGREGATE

BEP ALTERNATIVE
AND SVRTP ALTERNATIVE
REVISION DATE 9/28/07
PLAN AND PROFILE
STA 162+00 TO STA 192+00

Source: Wilson Ihrig and VTA, 2008.

Figure 5.10-3A: Noise and Vibration Mitigation Locations
5.10-27
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Table ES-1 Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures, impact category
Noise and Vibration, vibration heading text for both the BEP and SVRTP alternatives is
revised as shown below.
See response to comment F2-18 regarding construction noise.
F2-16

As stated in response to comment F2-15, all “Severe Impacts” from
increases in noise levels have been mitigated. Mitigation Measure NV-3
in the Draft EIS addresses noise mitigation, including noise insulation, for
second floors and higher and identifies a performance criterion of 45 Ldn
where feasible.

F2-17

Practicable vibration mitigation has been assessed where FTA criteria
would be exceeded. Vibration mitigation has been proposed to reduce
impacts to less than the FTA criteria as noted in response to comment F215.
One of the strategies for vibration mitigation was the use of tire derived
aggregate (TDA). As discussed in Section 5.10, Noise and Vibration,
Mitigation Measure NV-4, VTA was requested to perform further testing on
TDA underlayment at its Vasona Light Rail Transit Line to support its
vibration attenuation effectiveness and durability. Subsequent studies
supported the use of TDA as an effective vibration mitigation measure.
The Draft EIS has been revised to include this new information by adding
the following paragraph after Mitigation Measure NV-4:
As discussed in Section 5.10, Noise and Vibration, Mitigation
Measure NV-4, VTA was requested to perform further testing on
TDA underlayment at its Vasona Light Rail Transit Line to support
its vibration attenuation effectiveness and durability. Appendix K
provides the results of this study (Final Report, Evaluation of Tire
Derived Aggregate as Installed Beneath Ballast and Tie Light Rail
Track, Wilson, Ihrig & Associates, Inc., 2009). The conclusion of
this study were similar to tests in 2005 and 2006 and were that the
use of TDA as an underlayment beneath ballast and tie track as a
means for reducing wayside groundborne vibration was both
practical and viable. The overall performance from the three sets of
tests was that the reduction of wayside groundborne vibration due
to transit train passbys was generally superior to that of ballast mat,
but not as effective as floating slab trackbed. A peer review was
also conducted and included in Appendix K (Peer Review of TDA
Vibration Tests at VTA, Harris Miller Miller & Hanson, Inc., 2009).
The peer review concluded that the results of the WIA reports
support their conclusion that the TDA installations at VTA are
effective in reducing ground-borne vibration.
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Table ES-1:

Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

Impact
Category

No Build
Alternative

BEP
Alternative

SVRTP
Alternative

Noise and
Vibration

Impacts:
Noise and vibration impacts
typically associated with
transit, facilities, and roadway
projects.
Projects would undergo their
own environmental review to
define noise and vibration
impacts and mitigation
measures.
Where state and federal
criteria are exceeded,
mitigation measures could
include sound barriers, noise
insulation, trackway vibration
dampening techniques, and
construction restriction
(including limiting the hours of
certain activities like pile
driving) among other
measures.

Impacts:
Noise
…Table 5.10-10 (Section 5.10, Noise
and Vibration) summarizes impacts from
ground-borne vibration associated with
this alternative. A total of 157 to 172
single family residences and 36 to 40
multi family buildings with 150 to 171
residences would be impacted without
mitigation along the alignment. Near the
Kato Crossover, 29 residences would be
impacted without mitigation and along
the retained cut alignment options, 32
multifamily residences in 4 buildings
would be impacted regardless of the
option selected. The Dixon Landing At
Grade Option impacts 60 residences as
compared to 24 residences impacted
with the Dixon Landing Retained Cut
Option. Even after mitigation, 10
residencies along the retained cut
alignment options would exceed FTA
criteria by 1VdB. After mitigation, no
residences would exceed the FTA
criteria.

Impacts:
Noise
…Tables 5.10-10 and 5.10-12 (Section 5.10, Noise
and Vibration) summarizes some of the impacts from
ground-borne vibration associated with this alternative.
A total of 157 to 172 single family residences and 36
to 40 multi family buildings with 150 to 171 residences
would be impacted without mitigation along the
alignment. Near the Kato Crossover, 29 residences
would be impacted without mitigation and along the
retained cut alignment options, 32 multifamily
residences in 4 buildings would be impacted
regardless of the option selected. The Dixon Landing
At Grade Option impacts 60 residences as compared
to 24 residences impacted with the Dixon Landing
Retained Cut Option. Even after mitigation, 10
residencies along the retained cut alignment options
would exceed FTA criteria by 1VdB.After mitigation, no
residences would exceed the FTA criteria.
In addition, 84 residences and other sensitive uses
would be impacted by ground-borne vibration south of
the BEP Alternative as shown in Table 5.10-12
(Section 5.10, Noise and Vibration).
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F2-18

Chapter 6 Construction, subheading Noise and Vibration Mitigation
Measures C in the Draft EIS discusses construction noise and includes
24-hour noise mitigation measures. Mitigation Measure CNST-NV-3
addresses temporary noise barriers and identifies reductions of 5-15
decibel (Acoustic) (dBA) depending on the height and placement of the
barrier. Table 6-7 Summary of BEP Alternative and Portion of SVRTP
Alternative Construction Noise Effects and Mitigation in the Draft EIS
addresses receptors, projected noise levels, applicable noise limit, dBA
above the limit and recommended noise mitigation. The greatest
exceedance of the limit during the day is 9 dBA and within the range of
reduction expected from mitigation. The greatest exceedance of the limit
during the nighttime is 13 dBA. This is near the upper range of mitigation
and therefore, restricting nighttime work hours may be required.

F2-19

Throughout the project development process, beginning with the Major
Investment Study and continuing through the 2008 Draft EIS, VTA has
continued to involve the public through a variety of means, as described in
Chapters 2 and 11 of the 2008 Draft EIS.
Because the majority of the alignment is located within a minority and/or
low-income community, the concerns brought up during the public
outreach process were likely representative of environmental justice
communities. Figure 4.12-1 shows the location of the environmental
justice communities along the alignment and within the project study area
(approximately ½ mile to one-mile on each side of the corridor).
Approximately 72 percent of study area residents are members of minority
groups and approximately 10 percent of the households in the study area
are under the poverty level.
Major Investment Study
Prior to the preparation of the 2004 Draft EIS/EIR, VTA conducted
extensive public involvement as part of the Major Investment Study/
Alternatives Analysis (MIS/AA). Three rounds of public outreach meetings
were held in May, July, and October 2001, which provided important input
to the MIS/AA. Each round of meetings consisted of the following events:
five Community Working Group (CWG) meetings (Fremont, Milpitas,
Hostetter/Berryessa, Downtown San Jose, and Santa Clara), four public
open house meetings (Fremont, Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara), and
additional stakeholder meetings with various interest groups.
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Goals and objectives of this process included:
Goal 8: Community and Stakeholder
Acceptance

 Provide Opportunity for the General Public,


Goal 9: Environmental Justice /
Socioeconomic and Geographic Equity





Organized Community Groups, and Stakeholder
Agencies to Provide Comments on the Alternatives
Considered
Ensure Equitable Distribution of Transportation
Investments and Benefits to all Communities in the
Corridor Regardless of Socioeconomic Status
Ensure that the Burdens of Project Construction and
Operation do not Fall Primarily on Low-Income and
Minority Communities, as well as Other Transit
Dependents
Provide Balance Geographically in Terms of
Investment in Transit Infrastructure

This outreach effort resulted in more than 1,000 public comments.
Overall, the public showed support for the BART Alternative and was
generally not supportive of adding a new mode or technology in the
corridor. VTA considered the public’s input when recommending the
BART Alternative as the Preferred Investment Strategy/Locally Preferred
Alternative. The light-rail alternative was eliminated from consideration
due to community concerns.
The planning studies, informed by the public involvement process,
developed a long list of possible improvement strategies, which were
screened to provide 11 public transit improvement alternatives that
potentially would address corridor transportation needs.
These
alternatives were evaluated against study goals and objectives and a
number of evaluation criteria/performance objectives, which included
community concerns) summarized in Table 2-1 of the Final EIS.
Six of the 11 alternatives were further refined and subjected to additional
technical analyses, including comparative-level assessment of potential
environmental effects.
Each was evaluated against the adopted
evaluation criteria. The public involvement process was used to obtain
public and agency input on the alternatives, their design details, and
potential impacts.
2004 Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR
Twelve Station and Urban Design Workshops
From April to October 2002, VTA conducted three rounds of community
workshops in four areas: Milpitas, Hostetter/Alum Rock, downtown San
Jose, and Santa Clara. The twelve workshops were designed to provide
information and receive public input to refine station and urban design
concepts for the BART stations. The CWGs, the general public and
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surrounding communities were invited
approximately 340 people participated.

to

the

workshops

and

The community addressed a wide range of comments, including facility
layout, station access, intermodal connectivity, impacts, and land use
issues. Community members emphasized the importance of multi-modal
access to the stations and efficient connections with other transit modes.
Many stressed the need for cooperative development efforts with the cities
and neighborhood land use plans.
Others requested a thorough
evaluation of the station impacts on traffic and circulation, as well as on
residences and businesses. The public also recommended that station
facility designs complement the unique style of the surrounding
community.
In response to these comments the VTA worked with the cities and
neighborhoods to ensure that the stations were designed with efficient
multi-modal access, that station designs were consistent with the
architecture of the surrounding community, and impacts to surrounding
land uses was minimized.
Public Meetings on Project Description for the EIR
In May 2002, VTA conducted community meetings and presentations to
provide project information and receive public input to further refine the
project definition for the EIS/EIR. The public meetings were announced
through a media release, a general notification mailer, display
advertisements, and the SVRTC project website.
Comments were received from three public and CWG meetings, as
follows:
Santa Clara CWG/public meeting on May 13, 2002;
Hostetter/Alum Rock/Downtown San Jose CWG/San Jose public meeting
on May 15, 2002; and Milpitas CWG/public meeting on May 16, 2002.
Community input from the project definition meetings for the 2007
Supplemental EIR focused on station and alignment options for the BART
Alternative.
Community members asked for studies regarding
construction impacts on the surrounding community. Others expressed
the need for thorough public information regarding construction staging
locations, hours of construction, emergency vehicle access, and parking
and traffic impacts. Some members of the public recommended analysis
of tunnel construction impacts on residences, businesses, and the
environment in downtown San Jose.
These studies were undertaken as part of the 2007 Supplemental EIR
resulting in detailed descriptions of construction activities and impacts,
locations of staging areas, and construction hours. Detailed traffic
analyses were prepared including approximately 62 intersections and
numerous roadways. Tunnel construction impacts were also detailed and
VTA worked closely with the community to develop an acceptable
alignment for the Coyote Creek segment.
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Project Update Community Open Houses
In December 2002, VTA held three community open houses and three
CWG meetings to provide project information and receive further public
input on the alignment and station concepts for the BART Alternative:
Milpitas CWG/community open house on December 4, 2002;
Hostetter/Alum Rock/Downtown San Jose CWG/San Jose community
open house on December 5, 2002; and Santa Clara CWG/community
open house on December 9, 2002.
The community open houses were announced through a media release, a
general notification mailer, display advertisements, and the SVRTC project
website. The public meeting announcement mailer was produced in four
languages (English, Spanish, Chinese, and Vietnamese) and was mailed
to the study mailing list of approximately 76,600 interested organizations,
businesses, and residents.
Additional CWG meetings were held in May to present updated project
characteristics and preliminary environmental information. The meetings
were held in: Milpitas on May 12, 2003; Hostetter/Alum Rock on May 14,
2003; downtown San Jose on May 15, 2003; and Santa Clara on May 19,
2003.
Comments from the 2002 and 2003 community open houses addressed
station and alignment options and areas of environmental analysis for the
BART Alternative. Community members asked for a thorough evaluation
of noise and vibration impacts on residences and businesses along the
alignment; impacts to cultural resources, the visual and aesthetic
environment, traffic and parking, and property values; and impacts due to
construction. Many supported strong intermodal connectivity with light rail
and Caltrain. Coordination with local land use plans and development
opportunities also was expressed. Some emphasized the importance of
access to stations for bicycles, pedestrians, buses, and automobiles.
These comments were incorporated into the EIR through detailed studies
of noise and vibration along the alignment, in particular impacts to
residences and businesses along the alignment, extensive cultural
resources studies and a Section 4(f) Evaluation to identify impacts to
these resources, and detailed visual studies, including visual simulations.
VTA continued coordination with the local communities to ensure that the
station designs fit into the context of local planning for the area. Bicycle,
pedestrian, bus and automobile access to stations was provided.
Revised Draft EIS
Outreach efforts for the 2008 EIS included three formal scoping meetings
advertised in four languages (English, Spanish, Chinese, and Vietnamese)
that were held in Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. The public
meetings were announced through a public mailer, display
advertisements, a media release and the VTA web site. The public notice
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mailer was sent to the study mailing list of approximately 5, 508 interested
businesses and residents. The three scoping meetings drew
approximately 86 public attendees and 13 speakers. No alternative
language services were requested at the scoping meetings.
The community concerns regarding the project identified during the
scoping meetings included many of the previously stated issues, including
traffic and parking impacts, operational and construction impacts to
businesses and residences adjacent to stations and along the tunnel
alignment, the location of the Coyote Creek alignment through downtown
San Jose, the location of vent structures along the Coyote Creek
alignment, increased noise and vibration, and the potential for decreased
local bus service as an indirect impact of the project and the
disproportionate impact, such as reduction in bus service; it would have on
low-income and minority populations.
To address these concerns VTA established four Community Working
Groups (CWGs) when the environmental process was originally initiated.
The purpose of the CWGs was to communicate project information to key
members of the community and facilitate community input and
participation. CWGs were established for the City of Milpitas, the San
Jose Hostetter/Alum Rock neighborhood, the Downtown San Jose area,
and the City of Santa Clara. A fifth CWG was established to introduce and
educate the public, and more specifically City of San Jose’s District 3
community, on the tunnel design options and ventilation facility locations
at Coyote Creek.
Group members include the leaders of neighborhood and business
associations, community organizations, advocacy groups, major property
owners, and planning commissioners. Numerous CWG meetings were
held during the project time frame as listed in Chapter 11 of the Final EIS
on pages 11-17 through 11-22.
The consultation between the VTA and the local communities through
these meetings influenced the layout and design of the Milpitas and
Berryessa stations to ensure minimal disruption to the surrounding
communities from increased traffic congestion, noise, and displacements.
Community sound walls will be provided around the portions of the
Milpitas and Berryessa stations adjacent to residential neighborhoods.
The northern option for the Coyote Creek alignment as supported by the
community was selected as the preferred option and an acceptable
location for the vent structures was identified. Extensive noise and
vibration studies were conducted to ensure minimal impacts to the
affected communities and construction staging areas were selected so as
to avoid any displacement of residential structures. A construction
education and outreach plan was developed as described in Chapter 6 of
the 2008 Draft EIS.
F2-20
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F2-21

The SVRT project passes through areas with high concentrations of low
income households (defined as households with incomes less than 1.5
times the federal poverty level) and ethnic minority populations. The
proposed Berryessa BART stations and express/feeder services to
downtown San Jose will serve many of the lowest income and highest
minority’s communities in Santa Clara County. Areas in East San Jose,
for example, will have high frequency connections to BART at the
Berryessa Station.
Rather than reducing service in the BART extension corridor, VTA will be
increasing service options to improve BART-to-bus connections and
relieve parking demand at BART stations. Only where service is
duplicated by BART would bus service be evaluated for reduction or
removal.
Funding shortfalls could result in limits being placed on any of VTA's
operated or supported transit service. With respect to bus service,
however, the findings and recommendations of a recent comprehensive
operations analysis call for VTA to focus services in areas where ridership
potential is highest, which tend to be low income communities. These
areas would be among the last to experience any service cutbacks.
See also Section 1.2.2 Associated Needs, Limited Travel Options for Low
Income and Transit Dependent Populations in the Draft EIS. Figures 1-9,
SVRTC Low Income Populations and 1-10, Ethnic Minority Populations
depict the higher concentrations of these populations that are served by
the BART extension.

F2-22

The passage of Measure B (one-eight-cent sales tax for BART operations)
in November 2008 by over a two-thirds majority of Santa Clara County
voters has placed VTA on a stronger financial footing. Measure B was
explicitly intended to ensure VTA has adequate operating funds to support
a BART extension into the county and not need to divert significant sales
taxes that would otherwise be used to support VTA bus and light rail
operations. The additional operating funds also reduce pressures to raise
fares to support a BART extension. VTA is committed to maintaining
adequate service levels on other modes when a BART extension
becomes operational. This is not to say, for instance, that no bus services
would be adjusted or eliminated. Adjustments would be made to provide
convenient, high-frequency BART express/feeder routes. Bus service
along the BART extension that is duplicated by BART or for which BART
is a better alternative could be eliminated. This is prudent to ensure
efficient use of limited transit resources. Overall, however, VTA projects a
total net increase in bus, light rail, and BART rail service hours and miles
in the project corridor compared to the No-Build condition.
For various reasons, including the impacts of business cycles, sales taxes
for transit can vary considerably. Also, ridership can change due to
economic conditions and this affects fare revenues. These factors could
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require, independent of a BART extension, VTA to adjust bus and light rail
fares and service levels in the future.
In addition, not all origin-destination pairs in the study corridor would
experience substantial time savings from the project. VTA has revised
Chapter 3, Transportation, Tables 3-12 and 3-21 to expand the number of
origin-destination pairs and provide a larger perspective on who benefits
from the project. Areas in which a BART extension does not offer travel
benefits would be targeted for evaluation and be candidates for other
transit services.
See also response to comment F2-21.
F2-23

See response to comments F2-21 and F-22. In addition, in response to
current fiscal challenges, on June 4, 2009 the VTA Board of Directors
adopted fare increases to be implemented October 2009. This decision
was made independent of any future decisions regarding a BART
extension to Santa Clara County.

F2-24

New figures have been created show the locations along the alignment of
the substantially adverse impacts associated with each alternative. The
census blocks along the proposed alignment that qualified for
environmental justice criteria and the portion of these census blocks within
the project study area are also indicated. Please see Figures 4.12-1,
5.12-1, 5.12-2, 6-49, and 6-50.
As shown in the figures, the majority of the alignment is bordered by lowincome and minority communities.1 Therefore, substantial adverse effects
from the alternatives would affect communities meeting the environmental
justice criteria.
The majority of the alignment follows the existing railroad corridor. This
location was selected because following an existing rail line would
minimize adverse effects and not substantially change the existing
character or divide an existing community. The environmental effects
along the alignment would be similar to continued operation of rail along
the existing corridor.
Pages 5.12-11 to 5.12-15 of the 2008 Draft EIS have been edited as
follows to identify the geographic locations of substantially adverse
impacts and their relationship to environmental justice communities.
Following this discussion is an environmental justice discussion of
construction impacts that has been added to Chapter 6 of the DEIS.
BEP Alternative
The geographic area of concern for the BEP Alternative includes
areas adjacent to the proposed alignment and around the proposed
Milpitas and Berryessa station areas. The area between the

1

Minority and low-income communities are census blocks which meet the environmental justice criteria
outlined in Section 4.12.
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planned BART Warm Springs Station and the Berryessa Station
These areas consist of vacant, industrial, and residential land uses,
which meet the environmental justice criteria. The BEP Alternative
alignment follows an existing rail corridor.
Displacements,
substantially adverse hazards and traffic impacts would occur at
several locations along the proposed alignment as described in
more detail below. The environmental justice study area, location
of low-income and minority populations (by census block), and
substantial adverse environmental effects relative to the BEP
Alternative are shown on Figure 5.12-1.
Because the alignment is bordered by low-income and minority
communities, the substantially adverse affects associated with the
BEP Alternative would impact these communities. All substantially
adverse environmental effects would be mitigated where feasible,
ensuring that affects to low-income and minority communities would
not be substantially adverse. The BEP Alternative would therefore
not have disproportionate effects on minority or low-income
neighborhoods along the alignment.
The types of effects on low-income and minority populations, and
the mitigation that will be implemented to reduce these effects is
discussed in more detail below. The Overall, neighborhoods and
businesses along the alignment will benefit from the improved
transit services for the surrounding area. By providing more
convenient access to regional rapid transit and improving
connectivity to other transit services, members of the community
who may not have access to a private automobile or prefer to use
transit will be better served, with improved access to employment,
recreation, shopping, and public services, facilities, and other
opportunities.
Displacement/Relocation
Under the BEP Alternative approximately 47 to 55 49 to 54
businesses, two one residential units, up to three community
facilities, 0 to 80 flea market vendor stalls, 1,050 to 1,075 915
rental storage tenants, up to three advertising signs, and one cell
phone tower would be displaced. The locations of these
displacements along the alignment are shown in Figure 5.12-1.
Although many of these displacements would occur in low-income
and/or minority communities, Ddisplacement and relocation
activities would be conducted in accordance with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970,
as described in Section 5.12.3. This would minimize any adverse
effects of the necessary property acquisition associated with the
BEP Alternative upon low-income and minority communities.
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Displacements necessary for construction staging areas and their
affects on low-income and minority communities are discussed in
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.
Air Quality
Operation of the BEP Alternative would reduce the amount of air
emissions generated in the region. This benefit is directly related to
a projected reduction in the number of vehicle miles traveled once
the BART trains are operating. Since air quality effects of the BEP
Alternative are beneficial, adverse effects to low-income or minority
populations would not occur.
Vehicular trips to BART stations would produce localized air
emissions (principally CO) in the station areas, but the addition of
these trips would not produce air emissions exceeding the federal
or state ambient air quality standards, as described in Section 5.1,
Air Quality. As a result, localized air emissions would not result in a
substantial adverse effect to low-income or minority communities.
Adverse effects related to air quality would occur during
construction. Construction of the BEP Alternative would generate
dust and other pollutant emissions associated with construction and
earthmoving activities. These potential effects will be reduced by
actions outlined in Chapter 6, Construction.
Electromagnetic Fields
Because EMF intensities and exposures from BART operations are
below thresholds indicating potential health risks, they would not
result in a substantial adverse affect to low-income or minority
populations.
Hazards
As shown in Figure 5.12-1, contaminated soil and water is located
in minority and low-income communities along the alignment.
During operations of the BEP Alternative, the potential for human
exposure to existing contaminated soil would occur mainly during
maintenance procedures, including dewatering retained cut
segments. In accordance with best management practices, any
contaminated soil encountered during BART operations will be
segregated from clean material, covered while on-site to prevent
dust generation or contaminated surface water runoff, and properly
disposed off-site in compliance with all pertinent rules and
regulations.
Furthermore, as required by Mitigation Measure HM-1, prior to
construction of the BEP Alternative, additional site-specific
information will be collected and documented regarding hazardous
materials use and hazardous waste generation for properties that
would be acquired for ROW or support facilities for inspections of
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properties that would be acquired. As required by Mitigation
Measure HM-2, Phase Two Site Investigations will be completed for
the acquired properties as necessary.
Additionally, to avoid the spread of harmful levels of contamination,
prior to starting regular discharges from each pump station, the
chemical content of the water will be tested and National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits or industrial
wastewater discharge permits will be obtained and waste discharge
requirements established. In conclusion, as a result of compliance
with these best management practices, mitigation, and applicable
regulations, BART maintenance procedures would not have a
substantial adverse effect on minority or low-income populations.
Effects from construction period hazards and their proximity to lowincome and minority populations are discussed in Chapter 6.
Division of a Community
As discussed in Section 5.09, since the BEP Alternative is fully
grade separated and located along an existing rail corridor, it would
not physically divide a community.
Noise/Vibration
The BEP Alternative would result in effects from noise and vibration
associated with construction equipment, and would also result in
noise generated by operation of the BART trains once construction
is complete. These effects will be mitigated by noise and vibration
measures identified in Section 5.10, Noise and Vibration. However,
as discussed in Section 5.10, no noise and vibration effects would
be considered substantially adverse. Since substantially adverse
noise and vibration effects would not occur, low-income or minority
populations would not be adversely affected. Construction period
effects will be mitigated through measures identified in Chapter 6,
Construction. These mitigation measures will reduce adverse noise
and vibration effects.
Noise and vibration construction activities, and their relationship to
environmental justice, are discussed in Chapter 6, Construction.
Traffic Transportation and Transit
The BEP Alternative would reduce the number of vehicles on the
roadways, which would be a beneficial effect. However, this
alternative would also contribute to traffic congestion on local
streets and highways in BART station areas, as discussed in
Chapter 3, Transportation and Transit. The location of these
effects in relation to low-income and minority communities are
shown in Figure 5.12-1.
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Fourteen (14) intersections would experience adverse effects due
to additional station traffic associated with the BEP Alternative.
These intersections are listed on pages 3-108 and 3-109 of the
Draft EIS. In 10 of these 14 cases, cost effective mitigation is not
feasible given physical limitations at the intersections. In addition to
the affected intersections. a A total of four directional freeway
segments in the vicinity of the Berryessa Station would be affected.
(Refer to Chapter 3, Transportation and Transit, for additional
discussion; however, in most cases where the mitigation is not
feasible, it is because the necessary improvements would be
outside of the roadway ROW necessitating displacement of
businesses/residences and would require the demolition of major
structures.)
These adverse effects would affect traffic conditions in minority and
low-income communities, as shown in Figure 5.12-1. Fourteen out
of 66 intersections studied would be adversely affected and 2 out of
14 intersections affected would be mitigated. Feasible mitigation is
not available for 10 out of 14 intersections adversely affected by the
project. Since the BEP Alternative would also result in increased
transit benefits in these same low-income and minority
communities, overall the transportation effects to minority and lowincome communities would not be disproportionately high or
adverse.
SVRTP Alternative
The geographic area of concern for the SVRTP Alternative includes
the area for the BEP Alternative and extends through downtown
San Jose via tunnel to Santa Clara. Displacements, substantially
adverse hazards and traffic impacts would occur at several
locations along the proposed alignment as described below. The
environmental justice study area, location of low-income and
minority populations (by census tract), and substantial adverse
environmental effects relative to the SVRTP Alternative are shown
in Figure 5.12-2.
Because the alignment travels through and is bordered by lowincome and minority communities, the substantially adverse effects
associated with the SVRTP Alternative would impact these
communities. All substantially adverse environmental effects would
be mitigated, where feasible, ensuring that affects to low-income
and minority communities would not be substantially adverse. The
SVRTP Alternative would therefore not have disproportionate
effects on minority or low-income communities along the alignment.
The types of effects on low-income and minority populations, and
the mitigations that will be implemented to reduce these impacts is
discussed in more detail below. Overall, Ooperation of the SVRTP
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Alternative would provide a direct and positive benefit to the
adjoining communities. By providing more convenient access to
regional rapid transit and improving connectivity to other transit
services, members of the community who may not have access to
a private automobile or prefer to use transit will be better served,
with improved access to employment, recreation, shopping, and
public services, facilities, and other opportunities.
Displacement/Relocation
Construction of the The SVRTP Alternative would displace
approximately 77 to 104 76 to 103 businesses, 3-20 2 to 22
residential units, one community facility, 0 to 80 flea market vendor
stalls, 1,050 to 1,075 915 rental storage tenants, 4-6 advertising
signs, and four cell towers. The locations of these displacements
along the alignment are shown in Figure 5.12-2. Although many
displacements would occur in low-income and/or minority
communities, all displacement and relocation activities would be
conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970 and VTA’s Relocation
Program, as described in Section 5.12.3. This would , to minimize
adverse effects of the property acquisitions associated with the
SVRTP Alternative on low-income or minority populations.
Displacements necessary for construction staging areas and their
affects on low-income and minority communities are discussed in
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.
Air Quality
When compared to the No Build and BEP alternatives, the SVRTP
Alternative would provide a greater reduction in the number of
vehicle miles traveled in the region resulting in overall air quality
improvements. This is a beneficial effect for the entire region,
including the environmental justice communities. Since the effects
are beneficial, adverse effects to low-income or minority
populations would not occur.
Vehicular trips to BART stations would produce localized air
emissions (principally CO) in the station areas, but the addition of
these trips would not produce air emissions exceeding the federal
or state ambient air quality standards, as described in Section 5.1,
Air Quality. As a result, localized air emissions would not result in a
substantial adverse effect to low-income or minority communities.
Construction of the SVRTP Alternative would generate dust and
other pollutant emissions associated with construction and
earthmoving activities. These adverse effects and their proximity to
minority and low-income communities are discussed will be
reduced by actions outlined in Chapter 6, Construction.
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Implementation of these measures will reduce adverse air quality
effects on environmental justice communities during construction.
Electromagnetic Fields
Because EMF intensities and exposures from BART operations are
below thresholds indicating potential health risks, they would not
result in a substantial adverse affect to low-income or minority
populations.
Hazards
During operations of the SVRTP Alternative, the potential for
human exposure to existing contaminated soil would occur mainly
during maintenance procedures, including dewatering retained cut
and tunnel segments. Places with known contaminated soil and
groundwater are shown in Figure 5.12-2. The effects from
contaminated soil and water would be similar to those discussed for
the BEP, except that the tunnel would require more frequent
dewatering. In accordance with best management practices, any
contaminated soil encountered during BART operations will be
segregated from clean material, covered while on-site to prevent
dust generation or contaminated surface water runoff, and properly
disposed off-site in compliance with all pertinent rules and
regulations.
Furthermore, as required by Mitigation Measure HM-1, prior to
construction of the SVRTP Alternative, additional site-specific
information will be collected and documented regarding hazardous
materials use and hazardous waste generation for properties that
would be acquired for ROW or support facilities for inspections of
properties that would be acquired. As required by Mitigation
Measure HM-2, Phase Two Site Investigations will be completed for
the acquired properties as necessary.
Additionally, to avoid the spread of harmful levels of contamination,
prior to starting regular discharges from each pump station, the
chemical content of the water will be tested and National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits or industrial
wastewater discharge permits will be obtained and waste discharge
requirements established.
Compliance with these best
management practices, mitigation measures, and applicable
regulations, will ensure that BART maintenance procedures would
not have a substantial adverse effect on minority or low-income
populations.
Effects from construction period hazards and their proximity to lowincome and minority populations are discussed in Chapter 6.
Division of a Community
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As discussed in Section 5.09, since the SVRTP Alternative is fully
grade separated and located along an existing rail corridor or
underground, it would not physically divide a community.
Noise/Vibration
The SVRTP Alternative would result in adverse effects from noise
and vibration construction equipment and generated by associated
with operation of the BART trains once the project is complete.
These effects will be reduced by the use of specialized construction
equipment to reduce construction vibration effects (vibratory pile
placement) and the construction of noise barriers and other noise
and vibration mitigation measures as identified in Section 5.10,
Noise and Vibration and Chapter 6, Construction. Implementation
of these measures will reduce adverse noise and vibration effects.
However, as discussed in Section 5.10, noise and vibration effects
have been mitigated to below FTA thresholds, and therefore, would
not be considered substantially adverse.
Since substantially
adverse noise and vibration effects would not occur, low-income or
minority populations would not be adversely affected.
Noise and vibration effects resulting from construction activities,
and their relationship to environmental justice, are discussed in
Chapter 6 of this Final EIS.
Traffic Transportation and Transit
The SVRTP Alternative would reduce overall vehicle miles traveled
in the region, which would be a beneficial impact. However, this
alternative would also contribute to traffic congestion on local
streets and highways in station areas, as discussed in Chapter 3,
Transportation and Transit. The location of these effects in relation
to low-income and minority communities are shown in Figure 5.122.
Thirty-one (31) intersections would experience adverse effects due
to additional station traffic associated with the SVRTP Alternative.
These intersections are listed on pages 142 to 145 of the Draft EIS.
In 22 of these 31 cases, mitigation is not practicable feasible given
physical ROW limitations at the intersections. A total of 9
directional freeway segments (2 in the vicinity of the Berryessa
Station and 7 in the vicinity of the Alum Rock Station) would also be
affected. (Refer to Chapter 3, Transportation and Transit, for
additional discussion; however, in most cases where mitigation is
not practicable feasible, it is most often because necessary
mitigating improvements would be required outside the roadway
ROW necessitating displacement of businesses and/or residences
or require the and demolition of major structures.)
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These adverse effects would affect traffic conditions in minority and
low-income communities, as shown in Figure 5.12-2. However, 32
out of 127 intersections studied would be adversely affected and 5
out of 32 intersections affected would be mitigated. Feasible
mitigation is not available for 22 out of 32 intersections adversely
affected by the project. Also, since the SVRTP Alternative would
also result in increased transit benefits in these same low-income
and minority communities, overall the transportation effects to
minority
and
low-income
communities
would
not
be
disproportionately high and adverse.
It should be noted that the SVRTP Alternative’s contribution to
effects on traffic at these intersections represents only a small
percentage of the anticipated street traffic level increases that are
projected to occur from anticipated growth by the year 2030.
The discussion of environmental justice effects during construction has
also been expanded to better describe the geographic location of the
effects. Pages 131 to 136 of the Draft EIS have been revised as follows:
BEP and SVRTP Alternatives
The construction staging areas outside of and in addition to the
permanent footprint of the project (see Section 6.2.11 of this
chapter) would result in the following displacements of businesses
and/or residences for the BEP and SVRTP alternatives. Figure 6-49
shows substantial adverse construction period effects common to
both the BEP and SVRTP Alternatives. Figure 6-49 also shows if
the effect is within a low-income or minority community. As shown
in the figure, most of the alignment passes through low-income and
minority populations.
Displacement/Relocation
The construction staging areas outside of and in addition to the
permanent footprint of the project (see Section 6.2.11 of this
chapter) would result in the following displacements of businesses
and/or residences for the BEP and SVRTP alternatives. As shown
on Figure 6-49, these businesses or residences are located within
low-income and minority areas.
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■

Mission Falls Court. There would be no displacements of
businesses or residences.

■

Calaveras Boulevard. There would be no displacements of
businesses or residences.

■

Capitol Avenue.
Two industrial businesses would be
displaced. No residences would be displaced.

■

Trade Zone Boulevard. This construction staging area would
result in the displacement of 110 parking spaces from a
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business for two to three years; however, the business could
continue the use onsite. Therefore, there would be no
displacements of businesses or residences.
■

Berryessa Road. Up to 6 industrial businesses would be
displaced. No residences would be displaced.

Although displacements at the CSAs would occur in low-income
and/or minority communities, displacement and relocation activities
would be conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970, as described
in Section 5.12.3. This would minimize any adverse effects of the
necessary property acquisition upon low-income or minority
populations.
Air Quality
Construction associated with the BEP and SVRTP alternatives
would generate pollutant emissions from the following construction
activities: (1) site preparation/excavation, (2) demolition of existing
roadways, (3) construction workers traveling to and from
construction sites, (4) delivery of construction supplies to
construction sites and hauling of debris from construction sites, and
(5) fuel combustion by onsite construction equipment. These
construction activities would create emissions of dust (particulate
matter), fumes, equipment exhaust, and other air contaminants.
However, since the project will implement Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) construction control measures,
the BEP and SVRTP alternatives would not result in adverse air
quality effects during construction. The minority and low-income
populations along the alignment would therefore not be exposed to
substantial adverse air quality effects.
Electromagnetic Fields
Because EMF intensities and exposures from BART operations are
below thresholds indicating potential health risks, they would not
result in a substantial adverse affect to low-income or minority
populations.
Hazards
As shown in Figure 6-49, contaminated soil and water is located
along the BEP and SVRTP alignment. During construction of the
BEP or SVRTP Alternative, the potential for human exposure to
existing contaminated soil would occur mainly during dewatering
and grading/earth moving.
During the construction process,
contaminated soil could be carried by the wind or by runoff water
into neighboring low-income and minority communities. Likewise, if
improperly disposed of, contaminated groundwater could affect
nearby properties. However, Mitigation Measure CNST-HAZ-1 will
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ensure that the project-wide Contaminant Management Plan, which
was approved by the RWQCB will be implemented during
construction. The measures within this plan will protect the
surrounding low-income and minority communities from hazards
associated with contaminated groundwater and soil during
construction.
In addition to the requirements included in the Contaminant
Management Plan, the “Site Management Plan – Former Ford
Automobile Assembly Plant Formerly 1100 South Main Street,
Milpitas, California” (March 1997) addresses soil and groundwater
conditions specifically on the Great Mall property. The Plan
includes measures that must be followed for redevelopment
activities at this property including measures for notification and
disclosure, construction safety, soil management, and use of
shallow groundwater.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure
CNST-HAZ-2 will ensure that the “Site Management Plan – Former
Ford Automobile Assembly Plant Formerly 1100 South Main Street,
Milpitas, California” (March 1997) will be implemented during
construction of either the BEP or SVRTP Alternative.
Implementation of this plan will minimize hazards from soil and
groundwater contamination at the Former Ford Automobile
Assembly Plant.
Since mitigation measures CNST-HAZ-1 and CNST-HAZ-2 would
minimize effects from hazardous materials, no substantially
adverse impacts to minority or low-income populations would occur.
Noise and Vibration
Construction of either the BEP or SVRTP alternatives has the
potential to generate high levels of noise and vibration that may
adversely affect nearby residential, commercial, and institutional
land uses, within the environmental justice communities. In
addition, some construction activities may generate vibration levels
that could damage nearby structures. Effects from construction
noise would be temporary and minimized by mitigation measures
CNST-NV-1 through CNST-NV-27, which would require the use of
temporary noise barriers or noise control curtains. In certain
locations nighttime work hours would be restricted to further
minimize adverse noise effects. Adverse effects from vibration
would be mitigated by the use of “resonant-free pile drivers” and
vibration monitoring where necessary. However, since substantial
adverse effects would still occur after the mitigation measures are
implemented, the alternatives would result in temporary
disproportionately high affects to minority or low-income
communities.
Transportation and Transit
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As shown in Figure 6-49, the common portion of the BEP and
SVRTP alternatives alignment would result in temporary
construction period impacts from road closures and disruptions to
transit service (see Section 6.3.1 for a detailed discussion of these
impacts). These effects would be located in environmental justice
communities. However these temporary impacts would be reduced
through the implementation of mitigation measures CNST-TR-1 to
CNST-4. No substantially adverse impacts would occur in minority
or low-income communities after mitigation.
SVRTP Alternative Only
Figure 6-50 shows substantial adverse construction period effects
related to the SVRTP Alternative. Figure 6-50 also shows if the
effect is within a low-income or minority community. Minority and
low-income communities make up the majority of the study area.
Displacement/Relocation
The construction staging areas outside of and in addition to the
permanent footprint of the project (see Section 6.2.11 of this
chapter) would result in the following displacements of businesses
and/or residences for SVRTP Alternatives. As shown on Figure 650, these businesses or residences are located within low-income
and minority areas.
■

Mabury Road and US 101. Approximately 7 light industrial
businesses would be impacted by the added CSA. The
affected properties include an asphalt/concrete paving and
sealing business, media and printing services, several
job/career training centers, a small grocery, and a family
shelter. The property between Lenfest Road and Nicora
Avenue is listed for sale at the time of writing. Up to 3
industrial businesses and 1 One advertising sign would be
displaced. No residences would be displaced.
Use of the rail spur leading from the CSA along the east and
west of the alignment to the parcels bordered by Lenfest Road
and Nicora Avenue would not result in discontinued rail
services, as these services are associated with business
relocations that are already planned.

■

Alum Rock. There would be no displacements of businesses
or residences.

■

17th Street. There would be no displacements of businesses
or residences.

■

Downtown San Jose. The downtown construction staging
area would include three separate sites. The first site would be
located north of West Santa Clara Street between Market and
1st street and would cause the displacement of four
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businesses, approximately 430 parking spaces, and 2
advertising signs. The second site would be located north of
Santa Clara Street between 2nd and 3rd streets and would
cause no displacements.
There are three alternate locations for the third site. The first
alternative site is located north of East Santa Clara Street
between 3rd and 4th and would cause the displacement of 1
business. The second alternative site is located south of East
Santa Clara Street between 1st and 2nd streets and would
cause the displacement of 4 businesses and approximately
170 parking spaces. The third alternative site is located south
of East Santa Clara Street between 3rd and 4th streets. This
site would cause the displacement of approximately 50 parking
spaces; however, no businesses would be displaced.
■

SR 87. There would be no displacements of businesses or
residences.

■

Diridon/Arena Station. Two parking lot vendors and up to
635 parking spaces south of West Santa Clara Street between
Autumn Street and the railroad tracks would be displaced. Not
all 635 parking spaces would be displaced at once.
Construction activities in the Diridon/Arena Station Area would
occur over a six to eight year period, and would include the
phased use of existing parking lots for construction staging,
based on phase and type of construction activity.

■

Santa Clara Station. There would be no displacements of
businesses or residences.

Although displacements at the CSAs would occur in low-income
and/or minority communities, displacement and relocation activities
would be conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970, as described
in Section 5.12.3. This would minimize any adverse effects of the
necessary property acquisition upon low-income or minority
populations.
The provisions of VTA’s Relocation Program will minimize any
adverse effects of the business and residential displacements
associated with the construction of the BEP or SVRTP alternatives;
therefore, no mitigation is required.
Air Quality
Although more dust would be generated from construction of the
tunnel, air quality effects under the SVRTP only portion of the
alignment would be similar to those previously discussed for the
portion of the alignment common to both the BEP and the SVRTP
alternatives. Since the project will implement Bay Area Air Quality
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Management District (BAAQMD) construction control measures,
the SVRTP Alternatives would not result in an adverse affect to air
quality during construction. Because substantial adverse effects
would not occur, the minority and low-income populations along the
alignment would not be adversely affected by substantial air quality
impacts.
Electromagnetic Fields
Because EMF intensities and exposures from BART operations are
below thresholds indicating potential health risks, they would not
result in a substantial adverse affect to low-income or minority
populations.
Hazards
As shown in Figure 6-50, contaminated soil and water is located
along the alignment. During construction of the SVRTP Alternative,
the potential for human exposure to existing contaminated soil
would occur mainly during dewatering and grading/earth moving
associated with the tunnel and retained cuts.
During the
construction process, contaminated soil could be carried by the
wind or by runoff water into neighboring low-income or minority
communities. Likewise, if improperly disposed of, contaminated
groundwater could affect nearby properties. However, Mitigation
Measure CNST-HAZ-1 will ensure that the project-wide
Contaminant Management Plan, which was approved by the
RWQCB will be implemented during construction. The measures
within this plan will protect the surrounding low-income and minority
communities from hazards associated with contaminated
groundwater and soil during construction.
Since mitigation measure CNST-HAZ-1 would minimize effects
from hazardous materials, there would be no substantially adverse
impacts to minority or low-income populations.
Noise and Vibration
Construction of the SVRTP alternative has the potential to generate
high levels of noise and vibration that may adversely affect nearby
residential, commercial, and institutional land uses within
environmental justice communities. In addition, some construction
activities may generate vibration levels that could damage nearby
structures. Effects from construction noise would be temporary and
minimized by mitigation measures CNST-NV-1 through CNST-NV27, which would require the use of temporary noise barriers or
noise control curtains. In certain locations nighttime work hours
would be restricted to further minimize adverse noise effects.
Adverse effects from vibration would be mitigated by the use of
“resonant-free pile drivers” and vibration monitoring where
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necessary. However, since substantial adverse effects would still
occur after the mitigation measures are implemented, construction
activities would result in temporary disproportionately high affects to
minority or low-income residences.
Transportation and Transit
As shown in Figure 6-50, the SVRTP Alternative would result in
temporary construction period impacts from road closures and
disruptions to transit service (see Section 6.3.1 for a detailed
discussion of these impacts). These road closures and disruptions
to transit would be located in environmental justice communities.
The implementation of mitigation measures CNST-TR-1 to CNST-4
would minimize these impacts upon the affected minority or lowincome communities.
F2-25

See response to comment F2-24.

F2-26

See response to comment F2-24.

F2-27

As required by the U.S. Department of Transportation Order on
Environmental Justice, the environmental analysis has been revised to
show the location of environmental justice communities in relation to
substantial adverse effects identified by the Draft EIS along the project
alignment. A more detailed discussion of the type of environmental effects
in environmental justice communities has been provided. Although the
majority of the study area is within low-income and/or minority populations,
a disproportionately high and adverse effect would not take place on
minority and/or low-income populations, since, as discussed in response
F2-24, sufficient mitigation will be provided where feasible to reduce
effects in these locations. Although it is not feasible to provide cost
effective mitigation for all traffic impacts, the available mitigation, when
combined with increased access to regional mass transit and reduction in
air pollutant emissions will compensate for the adverse impacts. No
disproportionately high and adverse effects on environmental justice
communities would occur as a result of the BEP or SVRTP alternatives.

F2-28

Air Quality, Section 5.1.2 Impact Discussion, Compliance with
Transportation Conformity Guidelines, SVRTP Alternative in the Draft EIS
has been updated as requested. The first four paragraphs have been
deleted and replaced with the following text.
The Transportation 2030 Plan (T2030) was found to conform to the
SIP by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) on
February 23, 2005.
The FHWA and the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) adopted the air quality conformity finding on
March 17, 2005.
While the SVRTP Alternative is included in T2030, not all elements
of the SVRTP Alternative are included in the fiscally constrained
T2030 program. The fiscally constrained T2030 program is the part
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of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for which conformity was
determined. The fiscally constrained element includes the following
phases: (1) Preliminary Engineering and Environmental (2) Final
Design (3) Right-of-Way Acquisition and (4) Capital Construction
Reserve. VTA was unable to demonstrate financial capacity to
operate the SVRTP Alternative upon completion. The SVRTP
Alternative was therefore excluded from the RTP Air Quality
conformity model runs, so final construction and operations are not
included in the conforming RTP.
MTC is in the process of updating the RTP, with final adoption of,
and a conformity determination for, the new plan expected in March
2009. Before that date, VTA anticipates being able to demonstrate
operating capacity and that the SVRTP Alternative will be fully
included in a conforming plan at that time.
The Preliminary Engineering and Environmental phase of the
SVRTP Alternative is included in MTC’s financially constrained
2007 Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP). The
MTC FTIP was found to conform by FHWA and FTA on October 2,
2006. The SVRTP Alternative does not currently comply with
transportation conformity guidelines, although it is anticipated that it
will comply upon adoption of the 2009 RTP in March 2009.
The Transportation 2035 Plan (T2035) was found to conform to the
State Implementation Plan by the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) on April 22, 2009.
The United States
Department of Transportation (US DOT) adopted the air quality
conformity finding on May 29, 2009. All elements of the project,
including the BEP and SVRTP Alternatives are included in the
fiscally constrained T2035 program. The fiscally constrained T2035
program is the part of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for
which conformity was determined.
F2-29

The Programmatic Agreement (PA), with attached Cultural Resources
Treatment Plan (CRTP), was executed on March 25, 2010, prior to the
issuance of the Record of Decision (ROD).

F2-30

Climate change is defined by the Intergovernmental Panel for Climate
Change (IPCC) Fourth Assessment Report2, as “a change in the state of
the climate that can be identified (e.g., by using statistical tests) by
changes in the mean and/or the variability of its properties, and that
persists for an extended period, typically decades or longer. Climate
change may be due to natural internal processes or external forces or to
persistent anthropogenic changes in the composition of the atmosphere or
in land use.

2

“Climate Change 2007 – Synthesis Report.” Intergovernmental Panel for Climate Change (IPCC) Fourth
Assessment Report, November 2007.
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The Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), in its Article
13, defines climate change as: “a change of climate which is attributed
directly or indirectly to human activity that alters the composition of the
global atmosphere and which is in addition to natural climate variability
observed over comparable time periods.”
Whether or not climate change is attributable to natural or to human
causes, however, regional changes in climate in the U.S. and in California
are observable, and additional predicted changes are increasingly
accepted as inevitable. Specific regulatory parameters and requirements
for projects in the state have not yet been defined, and research is
underway to develop recommendations.
As requested, VTA has reviewed the May 2009 California Climate Change
Center Special Report “The Future is Now: An Update on Climate
Science Impacts and Response Options for California.”4 This document
describes the following risk categories associated with climate change in
California before the year 2100:
Temperature increase
Sea level rise
Severe weather events, storms, wildfires, earthquakes,
Shifting precipitation patterns and degradation of water supply
Changes in habitat and diversity.
Climate change is being researched by a number of local, regional, state,
and federal agencies and organizations under the following two
approaches, both of which are deemed critical:
Mitigation – essentially the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions to
slow down global warming; and
Adaptive management – adaptation of systems and society to
unavoidable impacts already underway in spite of mitigation, to reduce
risks and potential harm as well as finding opportunities to improve.
Both approaches are progressing rapidly in the state, and several
references have been developed since the Draft EIS was prepared and
issued, one of which is the one EPA mentions. For transit, a current and
applicable reference is the Transportation Research Board’s (TRB’s)
Special Report 290, entitled “Potential Impacts of Climate Change on U.S.
Transportation.”5 According to this report, there is “need for far more
extensive adaptation than is currently occurring to reduce vulnerability to
3

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), Article 1 – Definitions, March 21.1994.
Moser, Susie, Guido Franco, Sarah Pittiglio, Wendy Chou, Dan Cayan. 2009. “The Future Is Now: An Update on
Climate Change Science Impacts and Response Options for California.” California Energy Commission, PIER
Energy Related Environmental Research Program.
5
Potential Impacts of Climate Change on U.S. Transportation.” Transportation Research Board Special Report 290,
National Research Council of the National Academies, March 11, 2008.
4
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future climate changes. Addressing climate change requires an
examination of plausible future scenarios, a long-term perspective,
capacity to deal with uncertain and changing information, and responses
that may extend beyond jurisdictional boundaries and transportation
modal responsibilities.” The TRB acknowledges the difficulties associated
with climate change adaptation and looks at processes for assessing
necessary trade-offs by the sector.
Vulnerability is defined by both IPCC and TRB’s report as “the degree to
which a system is susceptible to, and unable to cope with, adverse effects
of climate change, including climate variability and extremes. Vulnerability
is a function of the character, magnitude, and rate of climate change and
variation to which a system is exposed, its sensitivity, and its adaptive
capacity.”
The TRB report presents in detail several practical approaches and
methods for identifying and evaluating system vulnerability, risks, and
adaptation strategies specific to the affects of climate change on rail
transit. As an example, the following steps are suggested to initiate a
climate change risk assessment and cost-benefit analysis for the sector:
•

Identify critical at-risk components

•

Monitor climate changes and impacts on infrastructure

•

Modify operations and maintenance practice

•

Modify infrastructure design

•

Relocate vulnerable components

A regional approach is critical to success of adaptation to climate change,
as no one entity can deal with predicted sea level rise of 55 inches or
more, for instance. The Bay Area is moving forward on coordinating
efforts of entities such as Association of Bay Area Governments, air and
water quality regulatory agencies, Bay Area Rapid Transit, Bay
Conservation and Development Commission, Caltrans, Department of
Transportation, Department of Toxic Substances and Control, emergency
responders and municipalities, port authorities, Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Sustainable Silicon Valley, and many others. VTA is an
active member of Sustainable Silicon Valley and will continue to
participate in sustainability, transportation sector, and regional workshops
on climate change, and will actively coordinate with other agencies on
management of identified risks. As one example, VTA is ramping up
safety procedures in the event of a natural disaster such as an earthquake
and has implemented Evergreen Matrix, a state of the art communication
system that allows for simultaneous and instantaneous communication
with VTA staff when such an emergency occurs.
The NEPA process does not yet formally require impact analysis of the
impacts of climate change on a project, as the effects of climate change
are still being debated. Evaluation of greenhouse gas emissions as
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contributors to climate change, however, is accepted in federal
environmental clearing documents, and is mentioned in the Executive
Summary and in Chapter 2 and Section 4.1.3 of the Draft EIS for this
project. The Draft EIS also states that mitigating green building
opportunities related to renewable energy and water conservation and
reuse will be investigated for application at a number of SVRT stations in
subsequent engineering phases. In summary, the recent reference is
appreciated, and VTA will continue to stay informed and involved in the
dialogues associated with the regional responses to climate change as
studies and research continues.
F2-31

On February 8, 2008 the VTA Board of Directors formally adopted a
Sustainability Program. Strategy #4 includes “Incorporate sustainability
and green building principles and practices in the planning, design,
construction and operation of new VTA facilities.” Page 2-47 of the Draft
EIS describes some of the design and operational project features to be
included in both the BEP and SVRTP alternatives.
In addition, under air quality, Section 5.1.2 Impact Discussion, Global
Climate Change, in the Draft EIS, the greenhouse gas emissions are
calculated for the BEP and SVRTP alternatives. In both cases the
emissions are reduced compared to the No Build Alternative.
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MEMORANDUM

Date:

17 July 2009

Prepared By: Carlos H. Reyes
Richard A. Carman

Subject:

Castilleja Residential Development Noise Mitigation

Per your request we have re-evaluated the projected noise levels at the planned Castilleja
Residential Development due to operation of the SVRT project. Previously we evaluated two
scenarios (i.e., crossover north of Kato Road and crossover South of Kato Road). The current
plan is a crossover north of Kato Road at station 156+79 to 159+80 and a second crossover south
of Kato Road at 169+79 to 172+80. Our previous noise impact assessment for the SVRT project
(summarized in the December 2006 Wayside Noise Report) included a 10 foot high sound wall
to be constructed by the developer at the ROW line on the Castilleja property.
Table A-6 of our December 2006 report indicated that noise levels for residential buildings
closest to the SVRT alignment were expected to exceed the FTA noise criteria in the vicinity of
the crossover. Therefore, our recommendation was to install an additional 8 feet sound wall east
of the alignment between civil station 169+50 and 172+80 (located at 13 feet from the centerline
of the nearest track). However, even with this mitigation in place, we projected a Severe Impact
for approximately four residences that would face the SVRT alignment.
An alternative to either the 8 foot high SVRT sound wall or the 10 foot high developer sound
wall considered in WIA’s analysis was a single 14 foot high sound wall on the Castilleja
property line (i.e., 4 feet higher than the 10 foot high wall proposed by the developer). This
alternative sound wall was not considered to be feasible by the design team at the time of the
recommendation due to the potential for visual impacts and/or cost (refer to page 47 of the
December 2006 Wayside Noise Report).
Based on the latest information provided by VTA on the height of both the Castilleja
development sound wall and housing pads, WIA evaluated the wall design for mitigating noise
impacts due to the SVRT Project. We have projected that a 14 to 15 foot high sound wall will
reduce the noise impacts for the ground level receivers (residential units) to a level that will be
less than a Severe Impact per the FTA classification of transit noise impacts. The top of the
sound wall at the western edge of the development should be at an elevation that varies form
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30.5 to 33.5 feet along the SVRT right-of-way. From civil station 168+20 to 169+50 (northern
end of property) the minimum elevation should be 30.5 feet and from 169+50 to 172+80
(southern end of the property) the minimum elevation should be 33.5 feet. In the area of the
Castilleja development, the SVRT top-of-rail ranged from approximately 24 to 23 foot elevation.
Consequently, the effective height of wall is about 6.5 to 10.5 feet with respect to top-of-rail. To
be effective, the developer sound wall should also have a “return” on both the northern and
southern edge of the project. The length of the return should be 100 feet. The height of the
return can be stepped down from the recommended height at the SVRT right-of-way to a height
of 10 feet at its end.
Another alternative investigated was the effect of double sound walls. The analysis of insertion
loss of a double sound wall was not covered in the original report primarily because it is not a
methodology for assessing sound wall attenuation covered in the FTA guidance manual.
However, it was recommended by WIA to be evaluated during final design.
The methodology used herein for the evaluation of the double sound wall is described in the ISO
9613-2 standard. The result of the analysis demonstrates that a double sound wall such as those
recommended in the 2006 report would successfully mitigate noise impacts from SVRT
operation to a level that will be less than a Severe Impact per the FTA. The original
configuration recommended was a 10-foot high at the Castilleja property line plus an 8-foot high
sound east of the alignment (located at 13 feet from the centerline of the nearest track).
However on completing the analysis, the height of the wall that would be on the SVRT right-ofway could be 7-foot high and still result in a less than Severe Impact.
Consequently, if the double-wall configuration alternative is selected, the minimum wall height
recommended is for an SVRT 7 foot high wall measured from the top-of-rail and located 13 feet
east of S2 track. The developer’s sound wall should remain at 10 feet high, measured from the
top of the house pad.
The second story level of the residences facing the SVRT tracks would remain with an impact
with either sound wall alternative, in particular at the crossover, but also adjacent to the area of
standard trackwork. However, based on information provided to WIA, the Castilleja residential
project proposes to include in its design an exterior wall constructed with double studs and
acoustically rated windows with Standard Transmission Class (STC) 50 rating for bedrooms
areas. The developer’s plan for windows for other living spaces aside from bedrooms is for and
STC rating of 46.
The projected interior noise level in bedrooms with this exterior wall assembly and window
rating is for less than 30 Ldn for SVRT train operations. The projection for other living spaces
with windows is also less than 30 Ldn. These Ldn levels would be well within the generally
accepted building code limit of 45 Ldn for interior noise levels in new residential homes.
Moreover, the Lmax criterion of 50 dBA specified by the City of Fremont will be also achieved
for the SVRT project with the proposed STC 50 windows. The projected indoor maximum level
due to SVRT train operation is 40 dBA in bedrooms, which is substantially below the 50 dBA
City of Fremont Lmax limit. The City of Fremont allows and Lmax of 55 dBA in living spaces
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other than bedrooms. The projected Lmax for SVRT train operations is 44 dBA in these other
living spaces, again within the limit of 55 dBA.
Consequently with either the double sound wall configuration (7 foot SVRT wall and 10 foot
developer wall) or just the 14 to 15 foot high sound wall constructed at the property line of the
SVRT right-of-way, in conjunction with the residential building wall assembly and acoustical
rated windows (STC 50 for bedrooms and STC 46 for non-bedrooms), we project that the noise
impacts associated with the operation of the SVRT project are mitigated to a level that is less
than Severe Impact for ground floor residences. For second story residential living spaces, noise
impacts would be mitigated in accordance with the City of Fremont noise standards and general
building code requirements.
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MEMORANDUM

Date:

6 August 2009

Prepared By: Richard A. Carman

Subject:

Terrace Gardens Senior Housing – Vibration Impacts

Per your request we have re-evaluated the projected vibration levels at the Terrace Gardens
Senior Housing Residential Development due to operation of the SVRT project. Previously we
projected vibration levels at the closest façade of the building. The distance to the assumed
façade was based on plan drawings. Using this distance in our vibration projections, the DEIS
identified potential residual impacts even with implementation of floating slab as the vibration
mitigation measure.
As a result of recent field investigations, subsequent to the DEIS, it was found that there is a
small washroom on the west end of the building and that the outer wall of living units closest to
the SVRT alignment is actually further away than it was thought to be. The closest building
façade of Terrace Gardens Senior Housing residences would be 115 feet from the nearest track.
Consequently, the projections in Table D-1 in our December 2006 SVRT Project Line Segment
Groundborne Vibration Report should be modified for the receptor at Sta. 281+00 labeled
Terrace Gardens Senior Housing in the columns with the headings as follows:
1) Distance to Near Track CL (feet) – 115 feet
2) Projected GBV Without Mitigation – 79 to 81
3) Max 1/3-Octave Band without Mitigation – 78
4) Projected GBV With Mitigation – 70 to 72
5) Max 1/3-Octave Band with Mitigation – 72
6) # Impacts with Mitigation – 0
When this new information, we find that the vibration levels with the recommended mitigation
(FST) satisfy the FTA criterion of 72 VdB for all the residences at Terrace Gardens.
Consequently, we conclude there would be no residual impacts from vibration at Terrace
Gardens Senior Housing with the proposed floating slab mitigation.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER S-1
S1-1

Prior expenditures supported SVRT program activities in general before
VTA resumed the NEPA (environmental impact statement) process in
2007. Therefore, for the most part, the BEP Alternative as defined in the
Draft EIS is an outgrowth of the various previous studies that addressed
this segment of the overall extension. VTA has identified program costs
that were incurred prior to preparation of the Draft EIS and these are
indicated in Chapter 9, Financial Considerations. To separate these costs
between the BEP and the SVRTP alternatives would be arbitrary and not
provide substantial new useful information for determining the preferred
alternative.

S1-2

Chapter 9, Financial Considerations, Section 9.2.2, in the Draft EIS
indicates the level of prior expenditures on the SVRT program. State and
TCRP funds support past, existing and planned activities to develop a
project in the SVRT corridor. This includes pre-NEPA costs that have
been expended to date and apply equally to both alternatives under
consideration in the Draft EIS.
VTA's preference is to build the SVRT Alternative because it has the
largest trip reduction and greenhouse gas reductions. However financial
considerations may require a phased construction project.
Reduction of vehicle miles traveled is a key objective of the project. As
presented on page 1-22 of the Draft EIS, mobile emissions are a primary
source of greenhouse gases and other air pollutants. With steadily
increasing travel and congestion in the area, the direct relationship
between vehicle-miles traveled, travel speed, and air pollution (including
greenhouse gases) makes the case for a project that reduces vehicle
trips. The Draft EIS adds that federal and state air quality regulatory
programs do not address greenhouse gases such as carbon dioxide,
methane, nitrous oxide, and refrigerants. The NEPA process does not yet
formally require impact analysis of the impacts of climate change on a
project, as the effects of climate change are still being debated.
VTA recognizes, however, that regulating or controlling some of these
greenhouse gas emissions is increasingly being considered by federal and
state governments, and continues to participate in sustainability,
transportation sector, and regional workshops on climate change to stay
abreast of developments. Evaluation of greenhouse gas emissions as
contributors to climate change is mentioned in the Executive Summary
and in Chapter 2 and Section 4.1.3 of the Draft EIS.
Emissions of CO2 are known to contribute to the greenhouse gas effect
and are largely transportation-related and proportional to vehicle miles of
travel. As the scientific community continues its study and understanding
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of climate change, it is seen that other aspects of transportation
development are related to greenhouse gases and climate change as well.
For example, fuel types, energy consumption, life-cycle costs, and
community/regional growth and travel patterns and supportive
infrastructure, among other things, contribute significantly to how a project
is configured to mitigate the effects of and adapt to climate change.
It should be noted that in Section 9.3.3 of the Draft EIS, higher ridership
would lead to increased operating revenues as well as reduce vehicle
miles traveled. Both the BEP and the SVRTC alternatives generate higher
operating costs and higher ridership compared to the No Build Alternative.
Section 10.2.1 of the Draft EIS shows that the BEP Alternative would
increase 2030 boardings by an additional 4 percent and the SVRTP
Alternative would increase 2030 boardings by 6 percent.
Section 5.9 of the Draft EIS outlines the transit-oriented development
plans and general plans for the cities of Fremont, Milpitas, San Jose, and
Santa Clara, as well as the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)
vision and that of BART, showing that both the BEP and SVRTC
alternatives are consistent with those plans. The Draft EIS further states
on page 5.9-19 that the No-Build Alternative does not stimulate the types
of transit-oriented higher-density development around transit nodes that
are encouraged by the plans.
The Draft EIS also states that mitigating green building opportunities
related to renewable energy and water conservation and reuse will be
investigated for application at a number of SVRT stations in subsequent
engineering phases.
In summary, VTA acknowledges the importance of this issue, and will
continue to stay informed and involved in the dialogues associated with
the regional responses to climate change as studies and research
continue to develop.
S1-3

VTA is currently completing a station access planning study. This effort
includes evaluating multimodal access to all the planned BART Extension
stations and develops a bus feeder system. The project will result in
stations that will integrate all transportation modes. A parking phasing and
management plan is part of the scope of this study and will result in a
parking phasing plan with parking pricing policy. All of the stations include
bicycle parking and are pedestrian oriented. In addition, every station
except the Downtown San Jose Station includes a bus transit center.

S1-4

The station trip generation estimates are the vehicle trips associated with
park-and-ride and kiss-and-ride trips to the stations that have parking and
drop off/pick up areas.

S1-5

The traffic diagrams that demonstrate AM/PM peak hour inbound and
outbound generated vehicular traffic project trips to each of the BART
station’s driveway(s) under Project Only Conditions are included in each of
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the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) reports. The Milpitas Station is
shown in Figure 23 and is on page 93 of the Milpitas TIA. The Berryessa
Station, Alum Rock Station, and Diridon/Arena Station are shown in
Figures 38, 43, and 47 on pages 120, 139, and 159 respectively in the
San Jose TIA. The Santa Clara Station is shown in Figure 17 on page 64
of the Santa Clara TIA. The AM/PM inbound and outbound trip generation
for each BART station’s driveway(s) do match the AM/PM inbound and
outbound trip generation forecasts.
S1-6

The proposed new intersections associated with the station access plans
are discussed for each station. The information was quantified for the
SVRTP Alternative because that is the alternative with the highest station
ridership. For the Milpitas TIA, Figure 23, Milpitas Station Site Access and
Circulation on page 93 provides the inbound and outbound trip generation.
For the San Jose TIA, the discussion is at the end of each station’s
SVRTP Alternative analysis. For the Santa Clara TIA, the discussion is
found in Chapter 4, Station Access and On-Site Circulation.

S1-7

The TIA Reports do provide tables showing the 2030 Plus Project With
Improvements for those intersections where feasible mitigation was
determined. In the Milpitas TIA, the Milpitas Station under the BEP
Alternative “2030 Plus Project with Improvements Conditions” is shown in
Table 14 on pages 64 and 65, and the SVRTP Alternative is shown in
Table 18 on pages 82 and 83. In the San Jose TIA, the Berryessa Station
under the BEP Alternative is described in Table 24 on pages 99-100, and
the SVRTP Alternative is described in Table 28 on pages 115 and 116.
The Alum Rock Station is described in Table 32 on page 130. The
Diridon/Arena Station is described in Table 36 on page 151. In the Santa
Clara TIA, the Santa Clara Station is described in Table 14 on page 54.

S1-8

The TIA reports for the BART stations include mainline freeway analyses
prepared in accordance with the VTA’ CMP Guidelines. Regarding
interchanges and freeway ramps, there are no Caltrans standard analysis
methodologies or impact criteria. Intersection LOS projections for ramps
and crossing roadways are reported for locations near planned stations.
In addition, VTA oversees the Ramp Metering Program in cooperation and
coordination with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to
implement ramp metering throughout Santa Clara County. This program
turns on ramp meters as demand warrants. As a part of this program,
both Caltrans and VTA would seek funding for those ramps requiring
widening.
VTA also oversees several highway improvement projects that are
underway or in preliminary planning phases that would determine needed
improvements to on-ramps at locations within the projects’ study area.
These projects include the 101 Implementation Plan, U.S. 101/De La Cruz
Interchange Project, 101/Mabury Interchange Project, Express Lanes
Project, Connector Ramps Project, Interstate 880 (I-880) HOV Lane
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Widening Project, among others. These studies are currently underway
and are looking at interchange and ramp improvements to accommodate
future traffic volumes.
The 101 Implementation Plan is studying improvements to existing
interchanges, or the addition of new interchanges, from De La Cruz
Boulevard to McKee Road. The primary focus of this plan is on a new
interchange at Mabury Road, modifications at Old Oakland Road, and a
possible new interchange at Skyport Drive/Zanker Road/4th Street. The
101/Mabury Interchange Project is in VTP 2035 and will construct a new
interchange at this location. This interchange would provide the main
freeway access to the proposed Berryessa Station. The U.S. 101/De La
Cruz Interchange Project is a current separate project design to improve
traffic flow at this location. The Express Lane Study would provide
additional capacity in the form of HOV lanes that would provide additional
capacity for single-occupant-vehicles for a fee. The I-880/State Route 237
(SR-237) Connector Ramp Project would enable non-HOV to access the
HOV connector ramp by paying a fee. The I-880 HOV Lane Widening
Project, approved by Caltrans in June 2009, included mainline and ramp
improvements associated with the HOV lane widening between U.S. 101
and SR-237. All of the above projects address circulation in the local
area, including on-ramp improvements designed to accommodate future
(2035) traffic demand, which includes the BART project.
S1-9

Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS includes a discussion of impacts and mitigation
measures for the segments of Interstate 680 (I-680), Interstate 280
(I-280), I-880, U.S. 101, and State Route 87 (SR-87) near proposed
stations that would be impacted by the project under the heading Freeway
Volumes and Levels of Service for each alternative. Impacts and
mitigation measures for SR-82, El Camino Real, are discussed under the
heading Intersection Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service of each
alternative in Chapter 3.

S1-10

The archaeological site CA-SCL-363H is identified on the map of the Area
of Potential Effects (APE), (See Appendix G, Figure 19 of this Final EIS).
The northwestern portion of the site is within state ROW. At this location,
the project would construct a bored tunnel from 50 to 60 feet below the
surface. No structures or other excavations are planned within the
boundaries of the site. The Cultural Resources Treatment Plan (CRTP)
will address this site. The CRTP is being developed and will be forwarded
to Caltrans for review.

S1-11

As noted on page 1-29 of the Draft EIS, the VTA will proceed with the final
design, ROW acquisition, and construction following the issuance of the
ROD. While Table 11-1, Required Permits and Approvals, on page 11-12
of the Draft EIS documents that an encroachment permit would be
required from the cities of Fremont, Milpitas, and San Jose for
construction activities within the city right-of-way, any construction work or
traffic control that would occur within the State right-of-way would also
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require an encroachment permit from the California Department of
Transportation (DOT). Table 11-1 of the Draft EIS has been revised to
reflect this requirement. This revision does not change the conclusions in
the Draft EIS. The text has been revised as follows:
Table 11-1:

Required Permits and Approvals

Agency

BEP Alternative

SVRTP Alternative

U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service

Consultation for effects to federally
protected wildlife and critical habitat.
Consultation for effects to federally
protected plant species. Approve
compensation related to effects to
federally protected species.

Consultation for effects to federally
protected wildlife and critical habitat.
Consultation for effects to federally
protected plant species. Approve
compensation related to effects to
federally protected species.

National Oceanic and
Atmospheric
Administration
Fisheries Service

Consultation for effects to federally
protected anadromous fish
(steelhead and Chinook salmon) and
critical habitat. Approve
compensation related to effects to
federally protected species.

Consultation for effects to federally
protected anadromous fish (steelhead
and Chinook salmon) and critical
habitat. Approve compensation
related to effects to federally
protected species.

U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers

Approve individual Section 404
permit for effects to jurisdictional
wetlands and other waters of the
U.S. Approve mitigation related to
effects to these resources.

Approve individual Section 404 permit
for effects to jurisdictional wetlands
and other waters of the U.S. Approve
mitigation related to effects to these
resources.

Federal Railroad
Administration

Coordination regarding common
corridor and crossing Caltrain/UPRR
ROW.

Coordination regarding common
corridor and crossing Caltrain/UPRR
ROW.

Federal Highway
Administration

Approve plans for ramp
modifications at US 101 and BART
crossings of SR 237.

Approve plans for ramp modifications
at US 101 and BART crossings of
SR 237, SR 87, SR 82, US 101, and
I-880

California Department
of Fish and Game

Consultation for effects to state
protected fish and wildlife and their
habitats. Consultation for effects to
state protected plant species.
Approve mitigation related to effects
to state protected species. Execute
Streambed Alteration Agreement for
work within creeks.

Consultation for effects to state
protected fish and wildlife and their
habitats. Consultation for effects to
state protected plant species.
Approve mitigation related to effects
to state protected species. Execute
Streambed Alteration Agreement for
work within creeks.

California Department
of Transportation

Approve plans for ramp
modifications at US 101 and BART
crossings of SR 237. Encroachment
permit for any work or traffic control
within the State right-of-way.

Approve plans for ramp modifications
at US 101 and BART crossings of
SR 237, SR 87, SR 82, US 101, and
I-880. Encroachment permit for any
work or traffic control within the State
right-of-way.
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Agency

BEP Alternative

SVRTP Alternative

State Office of Historic
Preservation

Approval and execution of PA and
CRTP describing procedures for
protection and mitigation of impacts
to cultural resources pursuant to
Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and 36 CFR Part
800

Approval and execution of PA and
CRTP describing procedures for
protection and mitigation of impacts to
historic and cultural resources
pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act and
36 CFR Part 800.

California Public
Utilities Commission

Coordination regarding common
corridor.

Coordination regarding common
corridor.

San Francisco Bay
Area Rapid Transit
District

Approve project per VTA/BART
Comprehensive Agreement

Approve project per VTA/BART
Comprehensive Agreement

Regional Water
Quality Control Board

Approve Section 401 Water Quality
Certification, including Waste
Discharge Requirements, if any.
Approve mitigation related to effects
to waters of the state. Approve
Section 402 General Construction
Activity NPDES Permit (includes
developing and implementing a
SWPPP) for construction phase
impacts and project-specific
compliance measures.

Approve Section 401 Water Quality
Certification, including Waste
Discharge Requirements, if any.
Approve mitigation related to effects
to waters of the state. Approve
Section 402 General Construction
Activity NPDES Permit (includes
developing and implementing a
SWPPP) for construction phase
impacts and project-specific
compliance measures.

Santa Clara County

No permitting requirements
identified.

No permitting requirements identified.

Santa Clara Valley
Water District

Issue encroachment permit if
construction comes within specified
limits of the top of bank of any Santa
Clara County stream. Issue well
permits for geotechnical and
chemical investigations or
groundwater monitoring.

Issue encroachment permit if
construction comes within specified
limits of the top of bank of any Santa
Clara County stream. Issue well
permits for geotechnical and chemical
investigations or groundwater
monitoring.

Alameda County
Water District

Issue encroachment permit if
modifying culverts or drainage
channels. Issue permits for
geotechnical and chemical
investigations or groundwater
monitoring.

Issue encroachment permit if
modifying culverts or drainage
channels. Issue permits for
geotechnical and chemical
investigations or groundwater
monitoring.

City of Fremont

Encroachment permit for
construction in city ROW.

Encroachment permit for construction
in city ROW.

City of Milpitas

Encroachment permit for
construction in city ROW.

Encroachment permit for construction
in city ROW.

City of San Jose

Encroachment permit for
construction in city ROW.

Encroachment permit for construction
in city ROW.

City of Santa Clara

N/A

Street opening permit requirement for
construction in the city ROW.

Note: N/A = Not Applicable.
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Traffic-related mitigation measures around the stations will be
implemented during construction of the facilities and coordinated with the
encroachment permit process. Implementation of mitigation measures
farther away from the stations would be coordinated with the local
jurisdictions.
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S2-1

S2-2

S2-3

S2-4
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER S-2
S2-1

The comment is noted.

S2-2

As noted, the BART extension would be fully grade separated. The Draft
EIS includes two options for grade separation at Dixon Landing Road;
BART in a retained cut under Dixon Landing Road and BART (and UPRR
tracks) at grade with Dixon Landing Road being reconstructed as an
underpass. The support for the BART At Grade Option that lowers Dixon
Landing Road below both the UPRR and SVRT tracks is noted. VTA also
supports this design. However, in the City of Milpitas’ response letter (L2)
to this Draft EIS, the City continues to support the BART Retained Cut
Option over the BART At-Grade Option. Due to the differences in
preferred options, VTA has not selected a locally preferred option at this
time. VTA will continue to discuss this issue with both parties to try to
come to a resolution on this issue.

S2-3

As stated in response to comment S2-2, the City of Milpitas does not
support the BART At Grade Option. However, with either option, BART
will be grade separated from Dixon Landing Road.

S2-4

FTA and VTA will coordinate with the Public Utilities Commission as
required as the project progresses.
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Letter S-3

S3-1
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S3-1
Cont
.
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S3-1
Cont
.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER S-3
S3-1

See response to comment S1-8.
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Letter S-4
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER S-4
S4-1

2-82

No response is required as no comment was provided. The letter
acknowledges that the VTA has complied with State Clearinghouse review
requirements for the draft environmental document.
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Letter R-1
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R1-1
cont
.

R1-2
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER R-1
R1-1

Section 3.6.1 of the Draft EIS describes the existing bicycle facilities that
have been constructed within the vicinity of each of the proposed station
areas. The County of Santa Clara Parks and Recreation Department has
indicated that four additional trails, listed in the Santa Clara Countywide
Trails Master Plan, should be added to this subsection. The Regional
Trail Route R5-C identified by the County Parks Department refers to the
Penitencia Creek Trail, which is listed on page 3-39 of the Draft EIS as an
existing bike path within the Berryessa Station Area. Sub-Regional Trail
S5 refers to the Coyote Creek Trail, which is listed on page 3-40 of the
Draft EIS as an existing bike path within the Alum Rock Station Area.
Sub-Regional Trail S3 refers to the Guadalupe River Trail, which is listed
on pages 3-40 and 3-41 of the Draft EIS as an existing bike path within the
proposed Downtown San Jose, Diridon/Arena, and Santa Clara Station
Areas. Planned (future trails planned in the Countywide Trails Master
Plan) portions of the Coyote Creek Trail and Guadalupe River Trail are
also identified as proposed trail routes, listed in Section 3.6.2 of the Draft
EIS. Trail Route C7, the Calaveras Trail, has not been added to Section
3.6.1 of the Draft EIS, because this trail is a planned trail, and is not an
existing condition. See response R1-2 for a discussion of the planned
bicycle trails.

R1-2

Section 3.6.2 of the Draft EIS lists planned bicycle facilities that are for
planning purposes and have no dedicated funding source for
improvements. The County of Santa Clara Parks and Recreation
Department has indicated that four additional planned trails identified
within the Santa Clara Countywide Trails Master Plan should be added to
this subsection. As discussed in response R1-1, Regional Trail Route R 5
C (Penitencia Trail), Sub-Regional Trail S5 (Coyote Creek Trail), and SubRegional Trail S3 (Guadalupe Trail), are already listed in the Draft EIS.
Portions of the Coyote Creek Trail and Guadalupe River Trail are
identified as proposed trail routes and are listed in Section 3.6.2 of the
Draft EIS, as these trails are not currently constructed but rather planned
for within the Countywide Trails Master Plan. Pages 3-43 and 3-44 and
the associated map keys shown in parenthesis, under the heading
“Downtown San Jose and Diridon/Arena Station Area” of the Draft EIS
have been revised to include Trail Route C7 and the Calaveras Trail.
These revisions do not change the conclusions of the Draft EIS. The text
has been revised as follows:
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Downtown San Jose and Diridon/Arena Station Area
Regional Trails:
•

SR 87 Bike Path; extends along the extent of SR 87 through the
City of San Jose

•

Guadalupe River Trail; passes in the vicinity of the proposed
Downtown and Diridon/Arena stations along the Guadalupe
River. .

•

Coyote Creek Trail; Milpitas to Morgan Hill

•

Los Gatos Creek Trail; extends from Downtown San Jose to Los
Gatos

•

Calaveras Connector Trail (Trail Route C7); north/south
between San Francisco Bay Trail and Ed Levin County Park
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Letter R-2
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER R-2
R2-1

2-90

VTA staff met with County of Santa Clara Department of Roads and
Airports on May 21, 2009 and on July 13, 2009 to discuss access issues
and potential improvements for Montague Expressway near the future
Milpitas Station. As of the July 13, 2009 meeting, VTA has developed
draft plan line studies for Montague Expressway and traffic simulation
models, that are under review by County staff, to identify project-related
roadway and operational improvements adjacent to the Milpitas Station.
The ongoing coordination between VTA and the County continues to
addresses the required length and need for turn lanes on Montague
Expressway at the Great Mall Parkway/Capitol Avenue and Milpitas
Boulevard intersections, and the design and operation of a bypass lane
(station frontage road) on eastbound Montague Expressway. Both parties
have agreed that project-related mitigation and any associated “fair share
contributions” of identified improvements would be detailed in a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between VTA and the County of
Santa Clara. This is consistent with Chapter 3 Transportation and Transit,
Mitigation Measures TR-1 and TR-2. VTA staff and County staff will
continue to meet to develop the terms of the MOU.
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Letter R-3
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R3-1

R3-2

R3-3
R3-4
R3-5

R3-6

R3-7

R3-8

R3-9
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R3-9
Cont
.
R3-10

R3-11

R3-12

R3-13

R3-14
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R3-14
Cont.

2-94

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER R-3
R3-1

The Kato Road Grade Separation Project is an existing at-grade railroad
crossing for a Union Pacific rail line across Kato Road in the City of
Fremont.
The Kato Road Grade Separation Project has been
environmentally cleared by the City of Fremont as Statutory Exemption
(PRC 21080.13 Grade Separation) under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) in November 2008. This grade separation is no
longer part of either the BEP or SVRTP alternative and will be constructed
prior to the construction of the BART extension. With Kato Road Grade
Separation Project, the BART extension would be at-grade at this location.
Wells are not planned to be installed for the purpose of dewatering or
groundwater extraction during construction or operation of the Kato Grade
Separation Project. Groundwater seepage and surface water flows into
the roadway retained cut will be minimized through the installation of
temporary and permanent deep soil mix walls, otherwise known as cut-off
walls, around the retained cut area. The deep soil mix walls are much
less pervious than the existing clay material on the alignment. The wall
system is intended to minimize the amount of groundwater collection
during construction and also reduce the potential for long-term seepage
into the grade separation or retained-cut structures.
Temporary construction dewatering will consist of sump pumps and
stormwater best management practices inside the active work area, while
operations dewatering will consist of permanent stormwater management
and seepage collection within the permanent roadway retained cut. All
discharges will be permitted as required by law.
Dixon Landing Road will also utilize a deep soil mix wall system to control
intrusion of groundwater. Dixon Landing Road is under the jurisdiction of
SCVWD, but may be in proximity to ACWD’s area of interest.

R3-2

A Contaminant Management Plan (SVRT Project-wide Contaminant
Management Plan, Rev. 0, prepared by Earth Tech, July 31, 2008) was
approved by the RWQCB in October 2008. This plan is referenced in the
bibliography of this Draft EIS and available from VTA upon request. The
Contaminant Management Plan was also coordinated with State
Department of Toxic Substances and Control. It addresses areas of
known contamination for the BEP and SVRTP alternatives. Mitigation
measures are identified in the Contaminant Management Plan, and
include discharge permitting and sampling, reuse, transportation, disposal,
stockpiling, and air monitoring. A risk assessment is part of the plan, and
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reuse standards below which soil and ballast can be reused are provided.
The Kato Grade Separation Project, a separate project, will also follow this
Contaminant Management Plan.
R3-3

The BART alignment is at-grade in the City of Fremont, which is located
within Alameda County. Therefore, during construction and operation, no
dewatering of the BART facility is anticipated. Both Warren Avenue and
Kato Road, which are beingp reconfigured as roadway underpasses at the
railroad crossings, are being constructed by others and are not part of this
SVRT project.

R3-4

VTA has designed the project to minimize groundwater intrusion and
extraction during construction and operation of the project. See response
to comment R3-1.
For the project as a whole, VTA will measure groundwater extraction
during construction as part of regulatory compliance protocol. This work is
performed under either a NPDES Permit (discharge to the storm sewer) or
a discharge permit from the sanitary district (USD for Alameda County). In
either case, the terms of the discharge permit require that the groundwater
be treated (remove suspended solids and/or chemical contaminants that
exceed the discharge standards) and a monitoring/compliance report be
produced for the appropriate regulatory agency. This report documents
the quantities of water that are processed. The discharge quantity is
monitored by putting a flow meter on the discharge line of Baker Tanks or
treatment equipment just upstream of the discharge line to the manhole or
creek/river discharge point or by recording the number of Baker Tank
volumes discharged. VTA will pay a replenishment assessment fee, if
applicable, for losses due to dewatering.
The BART alignment is at-grade in the City of Fremont. Therefore, during
construction and operation, no dewatering of the BART facility is
anticipated. Both Warren Avenue and Kato Road, which are being
reconfigured as roadway underpasses at the railroad crossings, are being
constructed by others.

R3-5

Significant losses of ACWD’s water supplies are not expected during
construction or operation of the BEP or SVRTP Alternative. Therefore,
mitigation is not proposed. Also see response to comment R3-4.

R3-6

VTA acknowledges that permits are required from ACWD for dewatering
well installations and destructions within the City of Fremont. This
information has been added to the Final EIS. Section 11.3.3, “Permits and
Approvals,” Table 11-1, the information for the Alameda County Water
District has been revised as follows:
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Table 11-1:

Required Permits and Approvals

Agency

BEP Alternative

SVRTP Alternative

Alameda County
Flood Control and
Water
Conservation
District (Zone 7)

Issue encroachment permit if modifying
culverts or drainage channels. Issue
well permits for geotechnical and
chemical investigations or groundwater
monitoring. Issue permits for
dewatering well installations and
destructions

Issue encroachment permit if
modifying culverts or drainage
channels. Issue well permits for
geotechnical and chemical
investigations or groundwater
monitoring. Issue permits for
dewatering well installations and
destructions

R3-7

As stated in Section 5.8.2 of the Draft EIS, mitigation related to hazardous
materials includes the possible collection and documentation of additional
site-specific information for properties that would be acquired for ROW or
support facilities for the BEP or SVRT alternative. No investigations or
remediation activities are proposed on the three LUST/SLIC sites in
Fremont that are listed in Table 4.8-1.
Two of these sites lie
approximately 1,000 feet from the project alignment; one is adjacent to the
alignment. None of the three sites is needed for ROW or support facilities.
If investigation or remediation of any of these sites is required, VTA
acknowledges that ACWD is the lead regulatory agency, and any
proposed investigation by VTA must be approved and coordinated with
ACWD.

R3-8

The 46850 Kato Road site (UP Warm Springs Yard) lies within ¼ mile of
the project, and will be included in the table listing properties with
previously recorded contamination that lie within ¼ mile of the project.
This site is currently outside of the proposed project ROW and is not
needed for SVRTC support facilities.

R3-9

The 2090 Warm Springs Court site (Russett Power Systems and Fire
Equipment) lies within ¼ mile of the project and will be included in the
table listing properties with previously recorded contamination that lie
within ¼ mile of the project. This site is currently outside of the proposed
project ROW and is not needed for SVRTC support facilities. Should
access to VTA ROW or UPRR ROW be needed in the future, such access
would be negotiated with the responsible party for cleanup of the
contaminated site and provided as requested under a VTA or UPRR
access/encroachment permit in accordance with property ownership.
SVRTC would not be responsible for soil excavation related to remedial
activity for this property.

R3-10

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
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connection of the Negative of the Traction Power Rectifier does not cause
any corrosion.
For the BART Alternatives, 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 electromagnetism 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.
R3-11

ACWD is listed on page 5.15-1 as a jurisdictional regulatory agency whom
SVRTC will coordinate with regarding water resources.

R3-12

ACWD has been added to Table 11-1 as the permitting agency for drilling
and wells in Alameda County (see response to comment R3-6). ACWD
drilling and well permits will be obtained for any subsurface drilling
activities during subsequent engineering phases of the project prior to
start of drilling. The following text has been added to Section 6.1.1 as
requested:
During subsequent engineering phases, additional subsurface
exploration will be conducted, and the results will be used to detail
and finalize excavations and support systems to be used during
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construction for bridge and structure foundations and the retained
cut, cut-and-cover, and tunnel portions of the alignment. Drilling
and well permits will be obtained from the Alameda County Water
District and other agencies as required.
R3-13

See response to comment R3-6.

R3-14

SVRTC will coordinate with ACWD to assist in identifying wells within the
project area in Alameda County so that the wells may be properly
protected or destroyed in accordance with ACWD specifications. Contract
packages will include reference to regulatory permits and agency
notifications, as well as allowance for agency inspections as required by
law. These requirements will be mentioned in Section 6.1.1 as requested.
See also response to comment R3-12.
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Letter R-4

R4-1

R4-2

R4-3

R4-4

R4-5
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R4-5
Cont
.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER R-4
R4-1

VTA has noted that the FEMA flood maps for Santa Clara County were
converted to digital format and revised effective May 18, 2009. At the time
of the Notice of Intent (NOI) for the Draft EIS, these maps were not
available in digital format. However, during subsequent engineering
phases, additional hydrogeological studies will be conducted. This does
not affect the Draft EIS analysis or conclusions. These studies will use the
most current information available from FEMA to ensure that the project is
protected from 100-year or 500-year design flows, as applicable, and to
avoid the rise in floodplain elevations.

R4-2

Section 4.15.5 under the subheading “Regulatory Considerations” and the
subheading “Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act,” the following text
has been added to the Final EIS:
Section 13267 of the Act authorized the RWQCB to require
technical or monitoring program reports from any person who has
discharged, discharges, proposes to discharge, or is suspected of
discharging waste that could affect water quality.
Section 13304 of the Act outlines cleanup/abatement and
replacement water responsibilities for waste discharge into the
waters of the state that threatens to cause a condition of pollution
or nuisance to drinking water supply.
A new subheading has been added to the subheading “Regulatory
Considerations” as follows:
SWRCB Resolution 68-16
Resolution 68-16, “Policy With Respect To Maintaining High Quality
of Waters in California” states that high quality waters should not be
degraded except when accompanied by best practicable treatment
or control to minimize impacts and a finding that the highest water
quality consistent with the maximum benefit of the people of the
state will be maintained.
Also note that contaminated groundwater and soil is covered in Sections
4.08 and 5.08 of the Draft EIS for hazardous materials. Section 4.08
under the heading “State Laws and Regulations” and the subheading
“Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region,” in the
Draft EIS states the following:
When the quality of groundwater or surface waters of the
state are threatened, the RWQCB has the authority to
require investigations and remedial actions.
The
RWQCB provides oversight in cases that require permits,
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investigation, and/or remediation.
Extraction of
contaminated
groundwater
or
dewatering
and
subsequent discharge into the storm drain system or
waters of the state require a permit from RWQCB,
whereas discharge into the sanitary sewer requires a
permit from the local publicly owned treatment works.
R4-3

The following text has been added to Section 4.15.5 under the subheading
“Regulatory Considerations” and the subheading “Local Requirements,” in
the Draft EIS:
The SCVWD Ordinance 90-1 applies to the construction and
destruction of wells. In order to protect groundwater quality, all
existing wells (monitoring and supply wells) affected by a project
need to be identified and property registered with the SCVWD, and
will either be maintained or destroyed in accordance with the
SCVWD’s standards. Destruction of any well and the construction
of any new well, including monitoring wells and dewatering wells,
will require a permit from the SCVWD.
VTA acknowledges that permits are required from the SCVWD for
dewatering well installations and destructions within the SCVWD’s
jurisdiction. This information has been added to the Draft EIS. Section
11.3.3, “Permits and Approvals,” Table 11-1, has been revised as follows:

Table 11-1:

Required Permits and Approvals

Agency

BEP Alternative

SVRTP Alternative

Santa Clara Valley
Water District

Issue encroachment permit if
construction comes within specified
limits of the top of bank of any Santa
Clara County stream. Issue permits
for monitoring and dewatering well
installations and destructions per
District Ordinance 90-1.

Issue encroachment permit if
construction comes within specified
limits of the top of bank of any Santa
Clara County stream. Issue permits
for monitoring and dewatering well
installations and destructions per
District Ordinance 90-1.

R4-4

The study area included in the hydrogeologic studies for the project
include both the project site and surrounding areas, including existing,
adjacent contaminated sites. Therefore, the studies are not limited to
upgradient sources of potential contamination.
The studies include the possibility of migration and mitigation of
contaminated groundwater due to the construction and operation of the
project. It is possible that groundwater flow direction or gradient could be
impacted by the construction techniques that ‘seal’ the underground
structures.
The implementation of construction best management
practices will ensure that there is no contamination introduced to the
groundwater during the construction and operation of the project, and the
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mitigation of contaminated groundwater will be accomplished by proper
handling and pre-treatment/disposal as required by permits.
Both build alternatives will include engineering measures to avoid impacts
to existing cleanup activities so that there is no adverse affect on diversion
of existing plumes. Site specific recommendations for avoiding impacts to
contaminated groundwater that may be affected by the project will be
addressed in additional hydrogeological studies to be conducted during
subsequent engineering phases.
Section 5.15.2 in the Draft EIS, under the subheading “Groundwater” and
the subheading “BEP and SVRTP Alternative,” the third paragraph has
been revised and a fourth and fifth paragraph have been added as follows:
Groundwater flow directions and pathways may be affected by the
retained cut U-walls, tunnel structure, and underground stations,
potentially causing the diversion of the normal flow of groundwater,
the mounding of groundwater up gradient of these facilities, or the
rise of the water table…
It is also possible that groundwater flow direction or gradient could
be impacted by construction techniques that ‘seal’ the underground
structures. The implementation of construction best management
practices would ensure that there is no contamination introduced to
the groundwater during the construction and operation of the
project, and the management of contaminated groundwater would
be accomplished by proper handling and pre-treatment/disposal as
required by permits.
The project will include engineering measures to avoid impacts to
existing cleanup activities so that there is no adverse affect on
diversion of existing plumes. Site specific recommendations for
avoiding impacts to contaminated groundwater that may be
affected by the project will be addressed in additional hydrogeological studies to be conducted during subsequent engineering
phases.
This does not change the conclusions in the Draft EIS.
R4-5
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R5-2

R5-3
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R5-4

R5-5

R5-6

R5-7

R5-8
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER R-5

R5-1

The Caltrain Electrification Project was included in the 2030 No Build
Alternative transit improvements. Table 2-2 in the Draft EIS has been
revised as follows:

Table 2-2:

2030 No Build Alternative Transit Improvements in SVRTC

Transit Projects

Notes

1. Downtown/East Valley: Santa
Clara/Alum Rock corridor and Capitol
Expressway LRT extensiona

15-minute intervals, terminate at Alum Rock Station

2. Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) – New Line
522 (previously Line 22/Line 300)

Limited stop (Line 300) at 15-minute intervals, 15% travel time
reduction on El Camino Real from downtown San Jose to Palo
Alto (Line 22)

3. BRT – Monterey Highway – Line
66/Line 68

Downtown San Jose to Santa Teresa LRT, 15-minute headway
for limited stops, 10% travel time reduction on Lines 66 and 68
on Monterey Highway to San Carlos

4. BRT – Stevens Creek Boulevard –
Line 23

Downtown San Jose to Cupertino, 15-minute headway for
limited stops, 10% travel time reduction

6. Caltrain commuter rail service
upgrades

Increase service to 120 trains/day San Jose to San Francisco,
30-minute peak/60-minute off peak serving Gilroy, electrify
system, Coyote Valley Station, double-track segments between
San Jose and Gilroy, extension to new San Francisco Transbay
Terminal

7. Caltrain Electrification Program

Caltrain plans to complete electrification between 2012 and
2014. Electrifying Caltrain will result in a faster, more efficient
and more environmentally friendly rail system, than current
diesel powered trains. This project would not change the level
of Caltrain operations or fleet requirements.

8.7. ACE commuter rail service upgrade 16 peak direction trains weekday (8 in AM, 8 in PM) service
9.8. Capitols commuter and intercity rail

11 round trips/day, Sacramento to San Jose trains, new
Coliseum and Union City intermodal stations

10.9. Mineta San Jose International
Airport Airport People Mover to BART,
Caltrain, and LRT

3-minute intervals all day, connection to LRT in 2015, BART
and Caltrain by 2030

11.10. Future rail corridors to be
n/a
determined by Major Investment Studies
12.11. California High Speed Rail

n/a

a VTA is currently evaluating both light rail and rapid transit bus alternatives for the Santa Clara/Alum
Rock corridor.
Sources: Transportation 2030 Plan and VTP 2030, 2005.
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R5-2

The Draft EIS summarizes the noise and vibration impacts and provides
mitigation measures where necessary. Areas that are not discussed, for
example, the Diridon and Santa Clara Stations, were found to have no
noise impacts. The Diridon Station is underground and the Santa Clara
Station does not have any adjacent noise sensitive land uses. The Noise
and Vibration Technical Study provides additional background and
analysis of the Diridon and Santa Clara stations and will be provided to
JPB. The level of noise and vibration assessment follows the 2006 FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment guidelines.

R5-3

VTA will continue to work with JPB during the development of the project
and associated impacts and mitigations during construction. In addition,
VTA has a monthly coordination meeting with JPB to bring up related
issues.
As a local government with jurisdiction over the area in which the effects
of an undertaking may occur, the JPB is a consulting party to the SVRTC,
as defined in 36 CFR§800.2(c)(3), and a concurring party to the
Programmatic Agreement to be developed for the SVRTP Alternative, as
defined in 36 CFR§800.6(c)(3). VTA will continue to consult with JPB on
ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse effects of the project at
the historic Diridon and Santa Clara stations.

R5-4

VTA and JPB have discussed and agreed on the principles of how to
address settlement and other induced impacts on JPB facilities due to
SVRT construction including monitoring and mitigation measures during
and after the construction. These preliminary agreements will be finalized
during Final Design to ensure these concerns are adequately addressed.

R5-5

See response to comment R5-3.

R5-6

See response to comment R5-3.

R5-7

See response to comment R5-3.

R5-8

The following two studies have been provided to the PCJPB:
Central Area Guideway – Combined Geotechnical Baseline Report,
Rev. 0, December 2008,, which includes a summary of the
hydrogeology and hydrology studies conducted for the tunnel and
stations relevant to JPB, and
For the SVRTC Yard & Shop area, SVRT Western Area Guideway
Hydrology Study, P0504-D400-STY-DE-002, Rev 2, January 2008.
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L1-5
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L1-6

L1-7

L1-8

L1-9

L1-10

L1-11

L1-12

L1-13
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L1-13
Cont.

L1-14

L1-15

L1-16

L1-17

L1-18
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L1-19

L1-20

L1-21

L1-22

L1-23

L1-24

L1-25

L1-26
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L1-27

L1-28

L1-29
L1-30

L1-31

L1-32
L1-33

L1-34

L1-35

L1-36
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER L-1
L1-1

Page ES-1 of the Draft EIS defines BEP as the Berryessa Extension
Project Alternative. The abbreviated term BEP is shown in parentheses
following the first use of the term Berryessa Extension Project, with the
abbreviated term used throughout the remainder of the section. The term
BEP is defined again at the beginning of Chapters 1, 2, and 3 and is
shown on pages 1-1, 2-1, 3-1 of the Draft EIS.

L1-2

The options included in the BEP Alternative are defined in Chapter 2,
Alternatives of the Draft EIS and are also shown with purple x’s in Figure
ES-2. The BEP Alternative includes four alignment options, two transit
center options at the Milpitas station, and two options for the terminus. As
described on page 2-24 of the Draft EIS, there are two options for the
alignment from the Alameda/Santa Clara county and Fremont/Milpitas city
lines to south of Dixon Landing Road. These options are the Retained Cut
Option and the At Grade Option. As discussed on pages 2-25 and 2-26 of
the Draft EIS, there are two additional alignment options, Retained Cut
Long and Retained Cut Intermediate, that are located from south of Curtis
Avenue in Milpitas to south of Trade Zone Boulevard in San Jose. As
described on pages 2-27 through 2-30, the following two options are
proposed for the transit center at Milpitas Station: the east bus transit
center option and the west bus transit center option. As described on
pages 2-34 through 2-38 of the Draft EIS, the options for the terminus at
Berryessa include the No New Yard Option and the Las Plumas Yard
Option.
To provide a better summarization of the four alignments, the following
changes have been made to Executive Summary, Alternatives, BEP
Alternatives, 2nd paragraph.
This revision does not change the
conclusions presented in the Draft EIS.
The alignment features for the BEP include options such as four
alignment options in Milpitas, bus transit center options in Milpitas,
and two options for the alignment at the terminus. These options
are described in more detail in Chapter 2, Alternatives of this Draft
EIS.
Figure 2-5 of the Draft EIS has also been updated to list the alignment
options just south of the Alameda/Santa Clara county and
Fremont/Milpitas City lines.
Analysis of all options for the BEP Alternative was conducted throughout
the Draft EIS.
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L1-3

The list of pre-construction requirements under the heading, “IMPACTS
AND MITIGATIONS FOR THE ALTERNATIVES” in the Executive
Summary has been revised to include the following:
Procurement of tunnel boring machines.
Prepare and execute a Programmatic Agreement and a the
supporting Cultural Resources Treatment Plan for cultural
resources.

L1-4

Table ES-1, Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures;
Impact Category: Cultural and Historical Resources; BEP Alternative and
SVRTP Alternative; Archaeological Resources; Mitigation Measure CUL-1
text is revised as follows.
The details and requirements for each mitigation measure will be
set forth in the MOA PA. A Draft MOA PA is provided in Appendix
F.

L1-5

Table ES-1: Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures,
Impact Category: Cultural and Historical Resources, SVRTP Alternative,
Historic Architectural Resources, Mitigation Measure CUL-2, Protective
Measures is revised as follows:
Protective Measures. VTA, in consultation with the owners of
historic properties immediately adjoining the construction sites and
with the City of Santa Clara Historical and Landmarks Commission
and South Bay Historical Railroad Society (SBHRS), will develop
and implement measures to protect the contributing elements of the
historic District and historic Station from damage by any aspect of
the undertaking.
Such measures will include, but are not
necessarily limited to, a pre-construction structural survey and/or
photo-documentation to determine the integrity of existing
historic/non-historic buildings within and adjacent to the SVRTP
Alternative.
This survey would be used to finalize detailed
construction techniques along the alignment and as the baseline for
monitoring adverse construction effects during and following
construction. During construction, VTA would monitor adjacent
buildings for movement and, if movement is detected, take
immediate action to control the movement.

L1-6

At this time, the number of trees that would be removed and the number of
trees that would be planted has not been determined. Mitigation Measure
VQ-1 is intended, at minimum, to require a 1:1 ratio replacement for trees
being removed as part of the build alternatives to help maintain the visual
quality of the area. Given the limited space on portions of the footprint for
the build alternatives, and the abundance of existing trees, a 1:1 ratio
replacement is adequate and feasible for the BEP Alternative and the
SVRTP Alternative. However, there would be circumstances where trees
would be replaced at a higher ratio than 1:1. For example, see Figure
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5.14-9: Viewpoint 8. As shown in this visual simulation, more trees would
be present after the project is completed compared to existing conditions.
L1-7

The comment is noted. Tables 3-12 and 3-21 and the associated text on
pages 3-14 and 3-23 of the Draft EIS have been revised as noted below to
include a door-to-door travel time from Santa Clara.
Travel Time between Selected Origin-Destination Pairs
One of the key objectives for the SVRTC is to reduce transit travel
times. Because travel time is a key factor in mode choice decisions
(e.g., using an automobile versus public transit), traffic congestion
and air pollution would be reduced if more people chose to use
transit rather than their private automobile. More trips on transit
can also lead to improved roadway travel because of reduced
congestion.
Table 3-12 presents a comparison of total door-to-door auto,
shared-ride and transit travel times between nine selected origins
and either of three selected destinations (nine origin-destination
pairs) in the modeled area. The trips to downtown San Jose were
from locations as close as Berryessa to as far away as Pleasanton.
Trips to Oakland and San Francisco were from the Alum Rock area
of east San Jose and Santa Clara near the existing Caltrain Station.
The No Build Alternative would rely on the transportation and transit
improvements planned or programmed in the RTP and VTP 2030,
excluding the extension of BART service. These improvements
would result in drive-alone travel times ranging from 14 to 127
minutes depending on trip origin and destination. The longest auto
trip was between Alum Rock and downtown San Francisco. Times
for shared rides range between 14 and 98 minutes, the longest also
between Alum Rock and San Francisco. No Build transit travel
times range between 36 and 118 125 minutes for the same originsdestinations, with the longest transit trip between Alum Rock Santa
Clara and downtown Oakland.
The BEP Alternative provides a high-speed, high-quality transit
linkage between San Francisco, Oakland, Fremont Alameda
County and downtown San Jose with measurable travel time
savings when compared to existing transit services. This linkage
includes the BART extension to Berryessa and VTA express bus
service from the station to downtown San Jose and Santa Clara.
The average transit travel time savings for all nine12 originsdestinations was projected to be about 17 minutes, with a
maximum savings of 38 minutes from Alum Rock to downtown
Oakland, followed by 37 minutes from south Fremont to downtown
San Jose. Transit travel times into downtown San Jose from
various points in northeastern Santa Clara County do not show
material improvement due to the BART-to-express bus transfer
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material improvement due to the BART-to-express bus transfer
required for the downtown San Jose destination.
Transit
connections between Pleasanton in east Alameda County and
downtown San Jose, and Santa Clara and San Francisco also do
not show a material improvement in travel times; thisthese origindestination pairs isare projected to be well served by express buses
and Caltrain, respectively, in the No Build Alternative.
Auto travel times show negligible improvement for many origindestination pairs. Under the BEP Alternative, the average auto
travel time savings for both drive-alone and shared-ride modes for
all origin-destination pairs would remain virtually unchanged
compared to No Build conditions. This is due in part to the
projected increase in freeway traffic congestion and resulting poor
level of service that would occur by 2030 under both the No Build
and BEP alternatives. See Section 3.5.2 for a summary of roadway
conditions forecasted for 2030.
Table 3-12: 2030 AM Peak Door-to-Door Travel Time (Minutes) for Selected OriginDestination Pairs: No Build Alternative vs. BEP Alternative

From

To

Drive-Alone
Auto No
Build
Alternative

Drive-Alone
Auto BEP
Alternative

SharedRide Auto
No Build
Alternative

SharedRide Auto
BEP
Alternative

Transit No
Transit BEP
Build
Alternative Alternative

North Milpitas
Boulevard

Downtown
San Jose

20

20

18

18

52

33

HostetterBerryessa

Downtown
San Jose

14

13

14

13

48

39

East
San Jose

Downtown
San Jose

20

20

18

19

36

36

South
Fremont

Downtown
San Jose

33

31

23

23

73

36

Newark

Downtown
San Jose

41

39

29

29

58

50

Union City

Downtown
San Jose

49

48

36

35

62

48

Pleasanton

Downtown
San Jose

81

80

65

64

85

83

Alum Rock

Downtown
Oakland

80

79

62

61

118

80

Alum Rock

Downtown
San
Francisco

127

125

98

97

113

88

Santa Clara

Downtown
San
Francisco

118

116

94

93

102

102
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From

To

Drive-Alone
Auto No
Build
Alternative

Drive-Alone
Auto BEP
Alternative

SharedRide Auto
No Build
Alternative

SharedRide Auto
BEP
Alternative

Transit No
Transit BEP
Build
Alternative Alternative

Santa Clara

South
Fremont

33

33

25

25

115

88

Santa Clara

Downtown
Oakland

79

78

62

61

125

97

Source: Travel Demand Forecasts, Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., February 2008 and
August 2009.

Table 3-21: 2030 AM Peak Door-to-Door Travel Time (Minutes) for Selected OriginDestination Pairs: No Build Alternative vs. SVRTP Alternative

From

To

DriveDriveAlone No
Alone
Build
SVRTP
Alternative Alternative

Shared
Ride NoBuild
Alternative

Shared
Ride
SVRTP
Alternative

Transit No
Build
Alternative

Transit
SVRTP
Alternative

North Milpitas
Boulevard

Downtown
San Jose

20

20

18

18

52

20

HostetterBerryessa

Downtown
San Jose

14

13

14

13

48

14

East
San Jose

Downtown
San Jose

20

19

18

18

36

23

South
Fremont

Downtown
San Jose

33

31

23

23

73

23

Newark

Downtown
San Jose

41

39

29

29

58

37

Union City

Downtown
San Jose

49

48

36

35

62

35

Pleasanton

Downtown
San Jose

81

80

65

64

85

69

Alum Rock

Downtown
Oakland

80

78

62

61

118

68

Alum Rock

Downtown
San
Francisco

127

124

98

96

113

76

Santa Clara

Downtown
San
Francisco

118

116

94

92

102

82

Santa Clara

South
Fremont

33

32

25

25

115

63

Santa Clara

Downtown
Oakland

79

78

62

61

125

75

Source: Travel Demand Forecasts, Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., February 2008 and
August 2009.
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The SVRTP Alternative would provide a high-quality seamless
transit linkage between San Francisco, Oakland, Fremont, Alameda
County and downtown San Jose and offer measurable travel time
savings. The average transit travel time savings for all nine12
origin-destinations was projected to be about 13 33 minutes, with a
maximum savings of 50 52 minutes, for the origin-destination pairs
used in the analysis. Notable transit travel time improvements are
projected for transit trips to downtown San Jose from various points
in Alameda County, including Fremont (50 minutes faster), Union
City (27 minutes faster), and Newark (21 minutes faster). Travel
times into the downtownSanta Clara are also projected to improve
by 32 to 34 50 to 52 minutes from various points in northeastern
Santa Clara County the East Bay (South Fremont and Downtown
Oakland).
Additionally, the long-distance transit connection
between Pleasanton in east Alameda County and downtown shows
a measurable improvement in transit travel time (16 minutes faster),
despite the express bus service for these origin-destination pairs
projected in the No Build condition. Transit travel from east San
Jose to downtown Oakland and downtown San Francisco would
also improve markedly, by 50 and 37 minutes, respectively.
L1-8

The existing bus and rail connections to the Santa Clara Station area are
described on pages 3-2 through 3-6 of the Draft EIS. Figure 3-1 provides
a map showing the light rail system and Figure 3-2 provides a map
showing bus connections. The last paragraph on page 3-5, presented
below, describes Light Rail Transit (LRT) and bus connections at the
proposed Santa Clara station site.
The Santa Clara Caltrain Station, located in the City of
Santa Clara on Benton Street east of El Camino Real,
provides service to the San Jose International Airport and
VTA LRT via VTA Airport Flyer 10. Service is provided to
the central business district via connections with VTA bus
line 22 and BRT line 522. Both Caltrain Stations would
be served by a proposed BART station under the SVRTP
Alternative.
The existing commuter rail connections at the proposed Santa Clara
station site are described on page 3-6 of the Draft EIS, as presented
below.
ACE provides commuter rail service between the Central
Valley and Santa Clara County, serving the Great
America ACE/Amtrak Station, Santa Clara Caltrain/ACE
Station, and Diridon Caltrain Station. Four trains operate
during weekday commute hours, with shuttle service from
the stations to employment centers provided by various
public agencies.
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The third paragraph on page 3-33 of the Draft EIS describes the station’s
connection with other modes of alternative transportation that would affect
the amount of parking available for the SVRTP Alternative. At several
stations parking designated for BART passengers could be used by
people using other modes of transit, or vice versa.
VTA bus service connections are part of the SVRTP Alternative.
Therefore, any parking needed for bus passengers at the stations is
included in the parking analysis for this alternative. Employee shuttle
service is not mentioned in this paragraph since it is not part of the project
and its use would not affect the adequate provision of parking at the
station. The LRT rail connection is not a direct connection since
passengers would have to take a bus to and from BART. Therefore, LRT
is not anticipated to affect parking at the Santa Clara Station. ACE and
Caltrain are anticipated to affect the need for parking at the Santa Clara
Station. However, since ACE and Caltrain are not part of the SVRTP
Alternative, they do not need to be analyzed in this section. Nevertheless,
the VTA acknowledges the need to coordinate parking with the
responsible agencies for these connecting commuter systems. As a
result, the second paragraph on page 3-33 has been revised as follows.
Santa Clara Station would offer opportunities for intermodal
transfers to Caltrain, ACE train, and the planned People Mover
connection to Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport.
Special policies and arrangements to prevent long-term airport
parking would be implemented at the station. VTA would also
continue to work with Santa Clara and other transit agencies to
implement appropriate parking policies to manage non-project
related parking demand adjacent to these stations. Santa Clara
Station would offer opportunities for intermodal transfers to the
planned People Mover connection to Norman Y. Mineta San Jose
International Airport. Special policies and arrangements to prevent
long-term airport parking would be implemented at the station.
L1-9

The Santa Clara Station description in Section 3.5.4 has been revised to
include a description of the planned Caltrain pedestrian/bicycle
undercrossing as noted below.
At the Santa Clara Station, the SVRTP Alternative proposes to
construct a pedestrian over-crossing over existing passenger and
freight tracks between the existing Santa Clara Caltrain Station and
the Santa Clara BART Station, parking garage and bus transit
center. No east-west pedestrian connection currently exists.
Caltrain has approved the construction of a pedestrian
undercrossing (tunnel) from the west side of the rail tracks to a new
mid-platform as part of funded improvements for the Santa Clara
Caltrain Station to be completed by 2011. VTA has identified an
extension of the pedestrian undercrossing as a planned
improvement in the VTA Bicycle Master Plan; however this
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improvement is not associated with the SVRTP Alternative. The
study and construction of a pedestrian undercrossing extension is
currently unfunded. This pedestrian over-crossing would facilitate
pedestrian traffic between the existing Santa Clara Caltrain
Station/Bus Transit Center and Santa Clara BART Station. A
second pedestrian over-crossing would be provided to connect the
station’s elevated mezzanine to the multi-story parking structure
located east of the station, with a connection to the proposed
Airport People Mover on Brokaw Road.
L1-10

Bicycle parking at BART stations will comply with BART Facilities
Standards. Please refer to Chapter 3 (Transportation and Transit) page 347 paragraph two of the Draft EIS. Consistent with BART Bicycle Access
Guidelines, bicycle parking demand has been estimated on projected
ridership and mode of access. BART Facilities Standards do not quantify
the bicycle parking type. The type of bicycle parking will depend on
observed demand and station design. As shown in Appendix D, Station
Plans, bicycle parking is located near station entrances and no bicycle
parking has been designated for Park and Ride or parking garage
locations.

L1-11

Comment is correct that lane configurations utilized in the traffic analysis
do not reflect the two-way reversible lane along Lafayette Street south of
El Camino Real. Thus, the analysis was revised to properly reflect the
reversible lane.
The intersections effected are (10) Lafayette
Street/Benton Street and (11) Lafayette Street/Homestead Road. The
revised analysis indicates that the intersection of Lafayette Street/Benton
Street would not be impacted under 2030 No Action conditions as
identified in the traffic study. Nor would the proposed station impact the
intersection. The revised analysis indicates no change to results for the
intersection of Lafayette Street/Homestead Road.

L1-12

The first sentence under the heading "Intersection Traffic Volumes and
Levels of Service" on page 3-105 of the Draft EIS has been corrected as
follows:
Traffic volumes for the BEP Alternative represent 2030 No Build
Alternative traffic conditions plus the addition of the estimated
PKRPNR, KNR, and bus station trips to the proposed stations.

L1-13

VTA's Design Criteria currently under review by the City of Santa Clara is
an excerpt from the January 21, 2009 draft Silicon Valley Rapid Transit
Project Technical Coordination Memorandum (TCM) - W. Brokaw Road
Widening. This TCM is attached at the end of this response. The purpose
of the W. Brokaw Road Widening TCM is "To establish design criteria for
the final design of W. Brokaw Road Widening." TCMs may be used to
form the basis of subsequent formal agreement(s) between VTA and the
affected Third Party when a more specific or binding agreement is
warranted, however this will not occur until the final design phase of the
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project. VTA agrees that the lane configuration for W. Brokaw Road at
Coleman Avenue presented in Figure 3-28, does not match the lane
configuration as presented in Attachment B of the W. Brokaw Road
Widening TCM. The lane configuration presented in the Draft EIS is what
would be required to accommodate projected traffic for the Santa Clara
Station, based on the 2008 San Jose BART Stations Transportation
Impact Analysis. The W. Brokaw Road Widening TCM would establish
design criteria for the final design of W. Brokaw Road widening.
Additionally, the roadway configuration represented in Attachment B of the
W. Brokaw Road Widening TCM, represents a 10 percent conceptual
engineering design for W. Brokaw Road; the design has not been
advanced to reflect the Draft EIS project description and recommended
traffic mitigation measures. The Final EIS would establish the basis for
the Final Design Phase of the Santa Clara BART Station Campus and
related W. Brokaw Road widening, and is anticipated to occur during 2010
and 2011.
The final design of W. Brokaw Road would be based on City of Santa
Clara standards, would not preclude the provision of a bike lane, and
would include city-recommended bike lane striping at the intersection to
support through movements for bicyclists (VTA assumes the commenter is
referring to bicyclists attempting to cross Coleman Avenue not De La Cruz
Boulevard, from W. Brokaw Road - De La Cruz Boulevard does not
intersect with W. Brokaw Road).
The provision of a traffic signal at Coleman Avenue, not De La Cruz
Boulevard (VTA assumes commenter is referring to the intersection of the
Costco Driveway and Coleman Avenue) and the Costco Driveway, as
shown in Attachment B of the W. Brokaw Road Widening TCM, has not
been agreed to by VTA and the City of Santa Clara. As discussed above,
Attachment B of the W. Brokaw Road Widening TCM, represents a 10
percent conceptual engineering design for the Santa Clara BART Station
Campus. The signalization of this intersection is shown on the station
designs (see Figure D-19 of the Draft EIS). Therefore, when warranted,
this intersection would be signalized as part of the SVRTP Alternative.
L1-14

San Tomas Expressway is currently reflected in the traffic analysis as
eight lanes through its intersection with El Camino Real. The addition of
left-turn lanes at the intersection was identified as necessary
improvements under 2030 No Action conditions. The widening of San
Tomas Expressway from six to eight lanes identified in VTP 2030 will
occur south of El Camino Real (between Williams and El Camino). As
stated in the Draft EIS on page 3-169, the project will contribute a fairshare toward future improvements at the intersection including the
potential grade-separation.

L1-15

As stated on pages 3-169 and 3-170 of the Draft EIS the necessary
mitigation measure is grade-separation of the San Tomas Expressway/El
Camino Real and De La Cruz Boulevard/Central Expressway
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intersections.
VTA will contribute a fair-share towards future
improvements at these intersections, including potential grade-separation.
The identified improvements to mitigate the impacts at the Lincoln
Street/El Camino Real intersection would adversely affect surrounding
properties; therefore, this mitigation is not feasible due to ROW
constraints.
VTA will contribute a fair share toward the future
improvements that are determined for this intersection.
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RECEIVED
SVRTPDCC

P0507-D425-09-0022

JAN 21 2009
SANTA

Silicon Valley
Rapid Transit Project

CLARA

Valley Transportation Authoiity
January 21,2009

HB-09-002

:Mr. Gustavo Gomez
Principal Engineer, Land & Property Development Division
City of Santa Clara
1500 Warburton Avenue
Santa Clara, CA 95050

Subject:

Update to West Brokaw Road Widening - Technical Coordination
Memorandum (P0507- D425-TCM-DE-007), Rev. 1., dated 1/21/09.

Dear Mr. Gomez:
Per your discussion with Evelyn Ho on 1/21/09, attached is the latest Technical Coordination
Memorandum incorporating your comments, P0507-D425-TCM-DE-007-Rev. 1, dated
1/21/09, for your signature. Please transmit the signed document to VTA.

.\L
.
~:~
.

Hassan Basma
Stations Engineering Manager

Attached:

cc:

West Brokaw Road Widening - Technical Coordination Memorandum (P0507
D425-TCM-DE-007), Rev. 1, dated 1/21/09.

Charles Beauvoir
Ash Siddiq
Hassan Basma
Les Miller
Kiyo Ushino
Kathy MacLean
EvelynHo
Harry Yip

809010030
3103 North First Street, Building B • San Jose, CA 95134-1934 • Administration 408.456.8000
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Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Project

Document No.

TECHNICAL COORDINATION
MEMORANDUM

P0507-D425TCM-DE-007

Subject: W. Brokaw Road Widening
Approved for Issue:

Approved for Issue:

Charles Beauvoir, Design Manager, Stations

Les Miller, Group Manager, Western Area

Revision No. 1
Date

01/21/09

Approved for Issue:

Kevin Keating
SVP
City of Santa Clara

Dennis Ng
City Traffic Engineer
City of Santa Clara

Gustavo Gómez
Principal Engineer, Land & Property Development Division
City of Santa Clara

Alan Kurotori
Director, Water and Sewer Utilities
City of Santa Clara

1.0 PURPOSE
To establish design criteria for the final design of W. Brokaw Road Widening.
2.0 THIRD PARTY/POINT OF CONTACT
Third Party:

The City of Santa Clara (City)

Points of Contact:

VTA
Les Miller
SVRT Group Manager – Western Area
(408) 456-8134
City of Santa Clara (City)
Gustavo Gómez
Principal Engineer, Land & Property Development Division
(408) 615-3041

3.0 DESIGN CRITERIA
The location of the work associated with this Technical Coordination Memorandum (TCM) along the
Silicon Valley Rapid Transit alignment is shown on Attachment A. Location Map.
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The following design basis and criteria are identified for the final design of W. Brokaw Road Widening.
Design parameters are listed with their associated standards.
3.1

3.2

3.3

The following criteria will be applied to horizontal alignment in the final design of W. Brokaw
Road Widening.
3.1.a

Design speed shall be 30 miles per hour.

3.1.b

Posted speed shall be 25 miles per hour.

3.1.c

Type of facility shall be local road.

3.1.d

Stopping sight distance shall be determined using the Caltrans Highway Design Manual
(CTHDM).

3.1.e

Lane reduction length and offset shall be based on Caltrans Highway Design Manual
(CTHDM).

3.1.f

Driveway access shall be designed in accordance with City Standards.

3.1.g

Wheelchair ramps shall be designed in accordance with City Standards.

3.1.h

All improvements shall be designed in accordance with City Standards (Design Criteria,
Standard Details, and Standard Specifications).

The following are shown in Attachment C:
3.2.a

Through lanes at median shall be 12 ft. wide.

3.2.b

Outside lanes shall be 13 ft. wide.

3.2.c

Bike lanes shall be 5 ft. and 8 ft. (at Kiss & Ride Parking) wide.

3.2.d

Median widths shall be 8 ft. and 20 ft. wide.

3.2.e

Sidewalk widths shall be 5 ft. (at Kiss & Ride Parking) and 10 ft. wide.

3.2.f

Kiss & Ride shall be 18 ft, 20 ft.-6 in, 22 ft. wide at 30°, 45° and 60° angle of parking,
respectively.

The following criteria will be applied to the vertical alignment in the final design of W. Brokaw
Road Widening:
3.3.a

Stopping sight distance (crest curve) shall be designed in accordance with Caltrans
Highway Design Manual (CTHDM).
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3.3.b

Stopping sight distance (sag curve) shall be designed in accordance with Caltrans
Highway Design Manual (CTHDM).

3.3.c

Longitudinal slope shall be designed in accordance with City Standards.

The following criteria will be applied to the intersection design:
3.4.a

Truck turning radius shall be designed in accordance with Template for California
(STAA) Standards.

3.4.b

Minimum fire truck access shall be designed in accordance with Template for Bus
(SU40) Standards.

3.4.c

Bus access shall be designed to accommodate VTA 40ft. and 60 ft. buses.

3.4.d

Curb return radius shall be designed in accordance with City Standards.

3.4.e

Minimum street cross slope shall be 2%.

3.4.f

Maximum street cross slope shall be 4%.

3.4.g

Two (2) intersections will be signalized, including the existing W. Brokaw Road and
Coleman Avenue signalized intersection.

The following design basis will be applied to utilities:
3.5.a

Water lines shall be designed in accordance with City Standards (Design Criteria,
Standard Details and Specifications).

3.5.b

Sanitary sewer lines shall be designed in accordance with City Standards (Design
Criteria, Standard Details and Specifications).

3.5.c

Storm drain lines shall be designed in accordance with City Standards (Design Criteria,
Standard Details and Specifications).

3.5.d

Silicon Valley Power (SVP) will do all design work related to any relocation of existing
SVP facilities within the project area. SVP will do all design work related to the
installation of any new SVP facilities necessary to serve new loads within the project
area.

The following storm drain criteria will be applied to Hydrology and Hydraulics in compliance
with City Standards:
3.6.a

The storm drain system under the railroad track shall have the capacity to convey the
100-year storm event or an overland release path is to be provided to eliminate localized
flooding on the west side of the railroad tracks.
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3.6.b

Street storm drains shall be designed for the 10 year storm event.

3.6.c

Runoff coefficient shall be 0.9 for paved and 0.3 for unpaved, in accordance with
CTHDM.

3.6.d

Inlet type shall be in accordance with City Standards.

3.6.e

Minimum longitudinal slope along gutter shall be 0.3% and minimum curb return slope
along gutter shall be 0.5%.

3.6.f

Manhole type shall be in accordance with City Standards.

3.6.g

Maximum manhole spacing shall be 450 ft.

3.6.h

Type of pipe shall be a RCP.

3.6.i

Minimum pipe lateral size shall be 12 inches.

3.6.j

Minimum pipe main size shall be 15 inches.

3.6.k

Minimum pipe cover shall be 2 ft. to street subgrade for mains and 2 ft. to lip-of-gutter
for catch basin laterals.

3.6.l

Full flow velocity shall not be less than 2 fps.

3.6.m

Maximum flow velocity shall be 10 fps.

3.6.n

Maximum percent pipe flow shall be 100% non-pressure flow.

4.0 ASSUMPTIONS
4.1

The following assumptions were used in the preparation of this TCM:
4.1.a

VTA shall coordinate with all of the affected utility companies regarding the engineering
of impacted utilities.

4.1.b

All street storm drainage will enter the City storm drain system.

4.1.c

Traffic signalization design to be determined during the final design phase.

4.1.d

Street lighting, landscaping and irrigation will be addressed during the final design phase.

4.1.e

Street construction staging to be determined during the final design phase.
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5.0 ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
5.1

The maintenance and operation of W. Brokaw Road Widening.

5.2

VTA will:

5.3

5.2.a

Design and Construct W. Brokaw Road Widening.

5.2.b

Operate and maintain the Bus Transfer facilities (bus drop-off & pickup, bus layover and
shuttle/taxi area) as shown on Attachment B.

5.2.c

Be responsible for all design and construction costs for W. Brokaw Road Widening.

5.2.d

Obtain and grant to the City all utility easements necessary, including but not limited to,
the installation of all SVP and water facilities within the project area.

The City will:
5.3.a

Review and approve the design and inspect the construction.

5.3.b

To the extent that is feasible, condition a developer to build/widen W. Brokaw Road.

5.3.c

Operate and maintain W. Brokaw Road Widening (Including Kiss & Ride) as shown on
Attachment B, except as noted in 5.2.b.

5.3.d

Keep VTA informed of any significant revisions or addendums to City Design Standards.

5.3.e

Be responsible (City Arborist) for review and approval of landscaping along W. Brokaw
Road Widening.

5.3.f

Keep VTA informed of any future significant developments which could potentially
impact the VTA/BART transportation facilities.

6.0 ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – BART System Key Map and TCM Location Map
Attachment B – W. Brokaw Road Widening Site Plan
Attachment C – W. Brokaw Road Widening Cross Sections

7.0 REFERENCED DOCUMENTS
None
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8.0 DISTRIBUTION
Standard – Electronic

Electronic

Jones, Bob
Marshall, Bob
Sagami, Marcia

Robinson, Mark S.
Miller, Les
Basma, Hassan
Sehdev, Raj
Minister, David
Barlaan, Rolando
Siddiq, Ash
Maher, John – Earth Tech
Richwood, Dave - BKF
Waller, Mike - Hexagon
Ho, Evelyn
Yip, Harry
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L1-16

Table 4.3-4 on page 4.3-12 of the Draft EIS has been revised to include
four additional civic, community, and cultural facilities in the study area, as
identified by the Santa Clara Planning Department staff. Figure 4.3.6 has
also been revised to show the locations of the four additional civic,
community, and cultural facilities. These revisions are reflected below, and
do not change the conclusions presented in the Draft EIS. Table 4.3-4
has been revised as follows:

Table 4.3-4:

Civic, Community, and Cultural Facilities in the Study Area

Figure
ID

Figure
Number

Facility in the Study Area

Location

CC1

4.3-2

Milpitas Civic Center

455 Calaveras Boulevard, Milpitas

CC2

4.3-2

Milpitas City Hall

455 Calaveras Boulevard, Milpitas

CC3

4.3-2

The Sal Cracolice Building/
Milpitas Senior Center

540 South Abel Street, Milpitas

CC4

4.3-3

Watson Community Center

1082 Jackson Street, San Jose

CC5

4.3-4

Portuguese Band and Social
Center

100 North 27 Street, San Jose

CC6

4.3-4

Roosevelt Community Center

901 East Santa Clara Street, San Jose

CC7

4.3-4

Grace Baptist Church
Community Center

484 East San Fernando Street, San Jose

CC8

4.3-4

San Jose City Hall

East Santa Clara Street, San Jose
th
th
b
(between 4 and 6 streets)

CC9

4.3-4

San Jose Museum of Art

110 South Market Street, San Jose

b

CC10

4.3-4

Tech Museum of Innovation

201 South Market Street, San Jose

b

CC11

4.3-4

San Jose McEnery Convention
Center

150 West San Carlos Street, San Jose

CC12

4.3-4

Civic Auditorium

145 West San Carlos Street, San Jose

CC13

4.3-4

Center for the Performing Arts

255 Almaden Boulevard, San Jose

CC14

4.3-4

HP Pavilion at San Jose

525 West Santa Clara Street, San Jose

CC15

4.3-6

SES Portuguese Society Hall

3995 The Alameda, Santa Clara

CC16

4.3-6

Santa Clara Women’s Club
Adobe

3260 The Alameda

CC17

4.3-6

de Saisset Museum

500 El Camino Real

d

CC18

4.3-6

Mayer Theater

500 El Camino Real

d

CC19

4.3-6

Santa Clara County Superior
Court

1095 Homestead Road

th

a

b

b

c

c
c

d

a

Located within ¼-mile from the proposed Alum Rock Station.
Located within ¼-mile from the proposed Downtown San Jose Station.
c
Located within ¼-mile from the proposed Diridon/Arena Station.
d
Located within ¼-mile from the proposed Santa Clara Station.
Source: VTA, 2007.
b
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L1-17

Table 4.3-7 of on pages 4.3-14 and 4.13-15 of the Draft EIS has been
revised to include two additional religious institutions within the study area,
as requested by Santa Clara Planning Department staff. Figure 4.3.6 has
also been revised to show the locations of the two additional religious
institutions. These revisions are reflected below, and do not change the
conclusions presented in the Draft EIS. Table 4.3-7 has been revised as
follows:

Table 4.3-7:

Religious Institutions in the Study Area

Figure
ID

Figure
Number

Facility in the Study Area

Location

R1

4.3-1

Warm Springs Baptist Church

111 East Warren Avenue, Fremont

R2

4.3-1

First Baptist Church

303 Hackamore Lane, Fremont

R3

4.3-2

Living World Fellowship Church

1494 California Circle, Milpitas

R4

4.3-2

Greater Love of God Church

159 Dixon Road, Milpitas

R5

4.3-2

First Baptist Church of Milpitas

200 Abbott Avenue, Milpitas

R6

4.3-2

Zion Church of Praise

196 North Main Street, Milpitas

R7

4.3-2

True Holiness Church of God

1067 Herman Street, Milpitas

R8

4.3-2

Bibles Way Apostolic Church

82 North Main Street, Milpitas

R9

4.3-2

Crosspoint Chinese Church

680 Calaveras Boulevard #690, Milpitas

R10

4.3-2

Avatamaska
Society

R11

4.3-2

Spring Valley Bible Church

220 South Main Street, Milpitas

R12

4.3-2

Emanuel Community Church

346 South Abel Street, Milpitas

R13

4.3-2

Jehovah’s Witnesses

300 South Hollow Drive, Milpitas

R14

4.3-2

India Community Center

555 Los Coches Street, Milpitas

R15

4.3-2

St. John Baptist Catholic

279 South Main Street, Milpitas

R16

4.3-2

Zion Church of Praise

195 North Main Street, Milpitas

R17

4.3-2

Macedonia Missionary Baptist

121 Sinnott Lane, Milpitas

R18

4.3-2

Bochasanwasi Swaminarayan

25 Corning Avenue, Milpitas

R19

4.3-2

Chinese Church in Christ

399 South Main Street, Milpitas

R20

4.3-2

Genesis
Church

633 South Main Street, Milpitas

R21

4.3-5

Mathis Memorial Church of God

264 North 27 Street, San Jose

R22

4.3-5

Five
Wounds
Portuguese Church

1375 East Santa Clara Street, San Jose

R23

4.3-5

Church of Living God

1465 East San Antonio Street, San Jose

R24

4.3-5

Greater St. John Baptist

1230 East San Antonio Street, San Jose

R25

4.3-4

San Jose
Church

102 South 21 Street, San Jose

R26

4.3-5

First AME Zion Church

95 South 20 Street, San Jose

R27

4.3-5

Mt. Hermon AME Church

12 South 14 Street, San Jose

Buddhist

United

First
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Methodist

National

50 South Main Street, Milpitas

th

a
a

a

Vietnamese

st

th
th
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Figure
ID

Figure
Number

Facility in the Study Area

Location

R28

4.3-5

Seventh Day Adventist Church

425 East St. John Street, San Jose

R29

4.3-5

San Jose Missionary Baptist

499 East St. James Street, San Jose

R30

4.3-5

St. Patrick’s Cathedral

389 East Santa Clara Street, San Jose

R31

4.3-5

Church in San Jose

124 South 11 Street, San Jose

R32

4.3-5

Grace Baptist Church

484 East San Fernando Street, San Jose

R33

4.3-5

Church of Christ

81 North 8 Street, San Jose

R34

4.3-5

Message of Peace Assembly

246 North 7 Street, San Jose

R35

4.3-5

Metropolitan Community Church

65 South 7 Street, San Jose

R36

4.3-5

Church of Jesus Christ

66 South 7 Street, San Jose

R37

4.3-5

First Christian Church

80 South 5 Street, San Jose

R38

4.3-5

Apostolic Assembly of Faith

77 North 5 Street, San Jose

R39

4.3-5

First United Methodist Church

24 North 5 Street, San Jose

R40

4.3-5

Seventh Day Adventist Church

77 North 5 Street, San Jose

R41

4.3-5

Star of David Church

80 South 5 Street, San Jose

R42

4.3-5

Antioch Baptist Church

268 East Julian Street, San Jose

R43

4.3-5

First Presbyterian Church

49 North 4 Street, San Jose

R44

4.3-5

First Unitarian Church

160 North 3 Street, San Jose

R45

4.3-5

Nuestra Senora De Guadalupe

81 North 2

nd

Street, San Jose

R46

4.3-5

Trinity Episcopal Cathedral

81 North 2

nd

Street, San Jose

R47

4.3-5

La Iglesia De Cristo

12 South 1 Street, San Jose

R48

4.3-5

St. Josephs Cathedral Basilica

80 South Market Street, San Jose

R49

4.3-5

Templo la Hermosa
Assemblies of God

56 South Montgomery Street, San Jose

R50

4.3-5

Eckankar-CA Satsung

871 Coleman Avenue, San Jose

R51

4.3-6

Ambassadors of Christ Church

500 El Camino Real, Santa Clara

R52

4.3-6

Mission Santa Clara de Asis

500 El Camino Real

R53

4.3-6

St. Clare’s Church

725 Washington Street

th

th

b

th

b

th

b

th

b

th

b

th

b

th

b

th

b

th

b
b

th

b

rd

b

b
b

st

of
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a

Located within ¼-mile from the proposed Alum Rock Station.
Located within ¼-mile from the proposed Downtown San Jose Station.
c
Located within ¼-mile from the proposed Santa Clara Station.
d
Located within ¼-miles from the proposed Diridon/Arena Station.
Source: VTA, 2008.
b
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Table 4.4-2 and the discussion under City of Santa Clara have been
revised to include the speeder and utility sheds as follows:
The historic Santa Clara Caltrain Station is a multi-component
historic district with two individual historic resources and two
ancillary structures. This isThese are the only resources within the
Santa Clara portion of the APE.”
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In addition, Table 5.4-3: Summary of Findings for Historic Properties
within the SVRTP Alternative APE and the discussion on Page 5.4-7
under City of Santa Clara have been revised as follows to include the
sheds:
The following historic properties would be affected:

L1-19

•

1 Railroad Avenue, APN 230-06-050, Santa Clara Station Depot

•

Benton Street and Railroad Avenue, APN 230-06-040, Santa
Clara Tower and Sheds

The first paragraph on page 4.9-9 of the Draft EIS, under the heading
"Diridon/Arena Station Area," has been revised to clarify the existing land
uses in the Diridon/Arena Station area, as requested by Santa Clara
Planning Department staff. This revision is reflected below, and does not
change the conclusions presented in the Draft EIS.
The Diridon/Arena Station (Figure 4.9-5) would be located
underground on the west side of SR 87 and would provide an
intermodal hub for other transit services in the vicinity. Primary
land uses within the Diridon/Arena Station area include industrial
and office/commercial uses, with office/commercial and
institutional/education land uses located on the west side of the
alignment. Industrial uses are located to the south and residential
uses are located to the southwest of the station area. The station
would provide convenient access to Caltrain, ACE, Capitols, and
Amtrak, as well as VTA’s light rail lines and buses. The HP
Pavilion is located directly north of the station and is anticipated to
draw substantial numbers of riders during entertainment and
sporting events. Transportation related infrastructure dominates
the landscape within the proposed footprint of the Diridon/Arena
Station. Directly to the west of the station area, what was
predominantly industrial has recently transitioned to primarily
residential uses. Industrial uses are located to the south and
residential uses are located to the southwest of the station area.

L1-20

The first paragraph on page 4.9-12 of the Draft EIS, under the heading
"Santa Clara Station Area," has been revised to clarify the existing land
uses within the Santa Clara Station area as requested by Santa Clara
Planning staff. This revision does not, however, change any of the
conclusions of the Draft EIS. The text has been revised as follows:
The Santa Clara Station (Figure 4.9-7) would be developed in an
area of industrial and commercial uses. The station area is
currently occupied by Federal Express warehouses, and smaller
commercial/retail uses. Land uses along the southern and western
boundaries of the station site include railroad facilities and the
Santa Clara Police Station, with office and commercial land uses
located along the western boundary of the station site. The historic
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Santa Clara Caltrain Station is located west of the station site and
the existing UPRR tracks. Light industrial and commercial uses are
located immediately to the north and east and commercial and
office uses are located to the south and west. Land uses along the
southern and western boundaries of the station site include railroad
facilities and the Santa Clara Police Station. The historic Santa
Clara Caltrain Station is located west of the station site and the
existing UPRR tracks. Light industrial uses are located immediately
to the north and east and commercial and office uses are located to
the south and west. Santa Clara University occupies a substantial
portion of land to the southwest of the station area. There are also
medium- and low-density residential developments to the
southwest of the Santa Clara Station.
L1-21

Large ductbanks were also considered as part of the assessment of
potential utility impacts. An example is the AT&T communications
concrete ducts along Stockton Avenue as listed in Table 4.13-1.

L1-22

The planned upgrade of the 30-inch storm drain from Benton Street to
West Brokaw Road to a 36 inch storm drain line is not part of the build
alternatives and is not required as mitigation. Therefore it is not described
in Section 5.13 of the Draft EIS. Since this pipeline is not an existing 36inch pipeline, it is not discussed in Table 4.13-1. VTA will protect the
existing 30-inch pipeline during construction or cooperate with the City of
Santa Clara if this storm drain needs to be upsized.

L1-23

VTA has prepared several utility relocation studies to identify all utilities in
the vicinity of the build alternatives that would need to be relocated during
construction. For a list of these studies, see Chapter 14, References in
the Draft EIS. Since many small utilities would be affected along the
length of the alignment, a 36-inch diameter size limit was selected to focus
the Draft EIS discussion around major utility conflicts. For all utility lines
within the footprints of the build alternatives, regardless of their size, VTA
will work closely with the utility owners before and during construction to
plan for the methods of supporting the utilities while maintaining utility
service during the construction period. All abandoned public utilities in the
VTA right of way will be removed. Public utilities with in the public right of
way will either be relocated or protected in place.

L1-24

See response to comments L1-22 and L1-23.

L1-25

The second paragraph on page 4.14-3 of the Draft EIS, under the heading
"City of Santa Clara," has been revised to clarify that the Silicon Valley
high-tech industry style and architecture is reflected in office buildings
throughout the City. This revision is presented below, and does not
change the conclusions in the Draft EIS.
Santa Clara initially developed around Mission Santa Clara de Asis,
established in 1777, and contains many historic buildings in the
vicinity of Santa Clara University, such as the mission and the
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Santa Clara Station Depot and Santa Clara Tower. Additionally,
different generations of development have grown up around the
mission and university. The Silicon Valley high-tech industry is
seen in the typical style, architecture, and structure of the buildings
in the area, specifically office buildings throughout the City.
L1-26

As stated in Section 4.15.3, Floodplains, the following FIRMs cover the
project site:
•

City of San Jose, California; Santa Clara County; Panel 18 of 64;
Community Panel Number 060349 0018 D; effective date August 2,
1982, revised on October 25, 2006 with a Letter of Map Revision
(LOMR).

•

City of Santa Clara, California; Santa Clara County; Panel 3 of 5;
Community Panel Number 060350 0003D; January 20, 1999, revised
on October 25, 2006 with a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR).

The FIRMs indicate that the area is subject to flooding between a 100year and a 500-year flood event and that flooding is primarily due to
overland flow. While the exact quantity of water from overland flows is not
known, it is approximated by determining an upstream watershed area
that can reasonably be expected to potentially drain toward the project
area. Using the United States Geological Survey San Jose West
Quadrangle map, a watershed of approximately 4 square miles potentially
flows toward the area. Zone AH which lies in an area adjacent to the
tracks, has flood depths of 1 to 3 feet (usually sheet flow on sloping
terrain).
The SVRT Western Area Guideway Hydrology Study, Rev. 2, January
2008, states that overland flows from off-site are not detained on the
project site. Should any overland flows enter the project site, they will
continue to flow across the site in their existing natural flow pattern. This
flow pattern is essentially a northeast flow over the existing tracks,
traveling across the site toward the former FMC property in the general
direction of the San Jose International Airport and the Guadalupe River.
Once the run-on flow enters the project site, it would travel across the
wide and level ballasted tracks in the yard. While the ballast itself has
considerable containment volume and a high infiltration rate, it can be
assumed that it will be fully saturated and not attenuate the 500-year flood
waters, at least for purposes of determining flooding elevations for critical
facilities. It can also be assumed that the raised track itself (between the
top of tie and top of rail) is not a significant barrier to flow; in other words,
flood waters will flow over and under the rails.
VTA’s proposed yard does not impact the current flooding. The proposed
yard will use three detention ponds to hold a 100-yr storm and avoid
adversely impacting the existing storm system by not increasing the
discharge rate to that system. The project’s storm drains will be designed
to accommodate the 100-year storm per the BART Facilities Standards.

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

2-143

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

Each system will flow to one of the three detention basins, where storm
water is temporarily stored. The primary purpose of the basins is to meter
the discharge by attenuating peak flows. Prior to entering the detention
basins, the storm water will pass through a treatment unit to improve
storm water quality. Downstream from the detention basins, storm water
will discharge to local municipal storm drain systems via gravity flow.
VTA’s proposed yard development does not require the current storm
drain system between Benton Street and Brokaw Road to be upgraded.
See SVRT Western Area Guideway Hydrology Study P0504-D400-STYDE-002, Rev 2, January 2008.
L1-27

The power demand for the Santa Clara Station and yard is estimated to be
on the order of 6 mega-volt-amperes (MVA). Modifications to the Silicon
Valley Power (SVP) Brokaw distribution substation will be required to
service the 12 kV load. It is not expected that the load will have a
significant impact on SVP transmission capacity.

L1-28

The second paragraph in on page 5.13-1 of the Draft EIS has been
revised to correctly reference Section 6.2.2 of Chapter 6, Construction.
The text has been revised as follows:
Implementing the alternatives would have a long-term adverse
effect related to utilities if they would require relocation of existing
facilities resulting in adverse environmental effects. Short-term
adverse construction effects are discussed in Section 6.6.2 6.2.2 of
Chapter 6, Construction. Stormwater and drainage effects are
discussed in Section 5.15.

L1-29/L-30

The first paragraph on page 6-7 of the Draft EIS has been revised to
clarify the location of the utilities near the Santa Clara Station and that the
utilities under the Santa Clara Station pedestrian bridge and two
pedestrian structures may require relocation. This revision is reflected
below, and does not change the conclusions presented in the Draft EIS.
For the Santa Clara Station and Newhall Yard and Shops facility,
also specific to the SVRTP Alternative, utilities would be protected
in place or relocated horizontally and/or vertically. In general, all
existing UPRR utilities within the Newhall Yard and Shops ROW
would be abandoned by UPRR and removed. Likewise, all existing
utilities within the Newhall Yard and Shops facility that serve the
Federal Express Building would be abandoned and removed.
Utilities near under the Santa Clara Station and pedestrian bridge
and pedestrian access structures would be protected in place, as
needed. Utilities may need to be relocated from under the
proposed Santa Clara pedestrian bridge and the two pedestrian
structures. In the tail track area of the yard and shops facility, a
60kV overhead electric line would be relocated in accordance with
BART Facility Standards to a location outside the ROW. Also in the
tail track area, two communication towers would be in conflict with
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the alignment and would be relocated. A communications line that
conflicts with the vehicle turntable, non-revenue maintenance and
engineering shop, and Santa Clara Station would be relocated to
near Newhall Street outside the ROW. Utilities along Brokaw Road
would be relocated as necessary to accommodate road widening
for station access. Finally, an existing Silicon Valley Power
Substation would be relocated within the Newhall Yard and Shops
site.
L1-31

Chapter 7, Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation discusses the potential Section
4(f) use of historical and recreational resources by the project. In general,
a Section 4(f) "use" occurs when 1) Section 4(f) land is permanently
incorporated into a transportation facility; 2) there is a temporary
occupancy of Section 4(f) land that is adverse in terms of the Section 4(f)
preservation purposes as determined by specific criteria (23 CFR Section
774.139(d)); and 3) Section 4(f) land is not incorporated into the
transportation project, but the project's proximity impacts are so severe
that the protected activities, features or attributes that qualify the resource
for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired (constructive
use) (23 CFR Section 774.159(a)). There are no potential Section 4(f)
uses of the Mission Santa Clara de Asis at 500 El Camino Real, the Santa
Clara Women's Club Adobe at 3260 The Alameda, and Marselli Park.
These resources will not be permanently incorporated into the project, will
not be temporarily occupied by the project, and will not be constructively
used by the project; therefore, these historical and recreational resources
are not considered Section 4(f) properties and are not discussed in this
chapter.

L1-32

The Programmatic Agreement (PA) to be developed for the SVRTP
Alternative will identify the signatories, as defined in 36 CFR§800.2, 36
CFR§800.6(c)(1), and 36 CFR§800.14. The signatories are the FTA,
SHPO, and ACHP, if the ACHP elects to participate in consultation. As a
local government with jurisdiction over the area in which the effects of an
undertaking may occur, the City of Santa Clara is a consulting party to the
SVRTC, as defined in 36 CFR§800.2(c)(3), and a concurring party to the
PA, as defined in 36 CFR§800.6(c)(3). Consulting or concurring parties
are not identified in the title of the agreement.

L1-33

The provisions included in the PA for the SVRTP Alternative will be
determined and agreed to by the FTA, SHPO, and ACHP (if participating
in consultation) which are the signatories to the agreement as defined in
36 CFR§800.2, 36 CFR§800.6(c)(1), and 36 CFR§800.14. Comments on
the contents of the PA will be considered for inclusion in the PA by the
signatories.

L1-34

See response to comment L1-33.

L1-35

See response to comment L1-33

L1-36

See response to comment L1-33
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Letter L-2
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L2-1

L2-2
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L2-3

L2-4

L2-5

L2-6

L2-7

2-148

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER L-2
L2-1

The Draft EIS acknowledges the adoption of the Milpitas Transit Area
Specific Plan on page 4.9-17. The last sentence of the first full paragraph
on page 4.9-17 of the Draft EIS states that the land use plan, as adopted
by the Milpitas City Council, would result in the creation of new residential
and commercial uses near two VTA LRT stations and the future Milpitas
BART station at Montague Expressway and Piper Drive. However, the
second full paragraph on page 4.9-17 of the Draft EIS has been updated
as follows:
The Transit Area Specific Plan includes a general plan amendment,
zoning changes, development of design guidelines, and completion
of a fiscal impact study and Environmental Impact Report. The
Draft Plan and Draft EIR were released for public review in October
2007. The Revised Draft Plan and Final EIR were released in May
2008 for public review. The Plan was adopted on June 3, 2008 by
the Milpitas City Council. The Draft EIR for the Transit Area Plan
was published in November 2007 and is tentatively scheduled to go
to City Council in late Spring 2008.
Land use effects are discussed in Section 5.9 of the Draft EIS. As
mentioned on page 5.9-1, “an adverse effect on land use would occur if
the alternatives physically divide an established community; change land
use in a manner that would be incompatible with surrounding land uses;
and conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation…”
Section 5.9.3 Impact Discussion, under the subheading Compatibility with
Adjacent Land Uses, following Station Locations, after the third full
paragraph, the following text has been added:
Additionally, under the BEP Alternative, the proposed Milpitas and
Berryessa station campuses would be located within areas of an
adopted transit area specific plan, and an approved planned
development rezoning, respectively. Locating the BART stations in
these areas achieves compatibility with approved plans for the
following reasons:
Locating BART and supporting transit facilities in close proximity to
planned mixed land uses helps facilitate a pedestrian friendly
environment that is consistent with the San Jose Flea Market
planned development rezoning and Milpitas Transit Area Specific
Plan vision to transform an older industrial district into a dense
livable community with multimodal transit options.
Proposed residential uses with one-half mile would benefit from
convenient transit access
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Proposed commercial uses would benefit by improved accessibility
for employees and patrons, thus making commuting options more
attractive to current and future residents and employees.
Section 5.9.3 Impact Discussion, under the subheading Consistency with Applicable
Regional Goals and Policies, in Table 5.9-1 following City of Milpitas, Milpitas Midtown
Specific Plan, the following text has been added:
Table 5.9-1:
(continued)

Consistency of the Project with Applicable Land Use Goals and Policies

City/County

Goals and Policies

City of
Milpitas;
Transit Area
Specific Plan

Goal Land Use: Develop land uses
and high densities that maximize
transit ridership, so that land use
planning supports the large public
investment in transit facilities. Locate
the highest densities closest to the
transit stations.

No Build
BEP
SVRTP
Alternative Alternative Alternative

Section 5.9.3 Impact Discussion, under the subheading Consistency with Applicable
Regional Goals and Policies, following BEP Alternative, the first paragraph has been
revised as follows:
The BEP Alternative would be consistent with the land use and
development objectives of the City cities of Fremont. ,Milpitas, and
San Jose. It would also be consistent with the regional plans of
MTC, ABAG, VTA and BART to extend BART along the railroad
corridor, enhance transit service to the South Bay, support the
creation of a unified transit system that encircles the Bay, and
encourage higher-density, mixed-use development adjacent to
proposed stations. Providing for a high-speed, high-capacity
regional rail station in the vicinity of land uses approved for transit
oriented development is consistent with the land use goals of the
Milpitas Transit Area Specific Plan to develop land uses and high
densities that maximize transit ridership, so that land use planning
supports the large public investment in transit facilities.
The proposed Berryessa Station land uses are consistent with the
policies of the City of San Jose BART Station Area Node policy in
the General Plan.
The BEP Alternative would not be consistent with approved Milpitas
Transit Area Specific Plan land uses located east of the proposed
Milpitas Station, where VTA has identified transit facilities. The
Berryessa Station proposes transit facilities west of the BART
alignment, which is in an area currently utilized as the San Jose
Flea Market South Parking Lot, and not consistent with approved
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land uses for mixed commercial and office uses in the San Jose
General Plan.
The proposed Milpitas Station and Berryessa Station transit facility
land uses noted above are not consistent with applicable City of
Milpitas and City of San Jose land use policies, respectively;
however they would not adversely affect or divide the community.
The proposed BART station transit facility land uses are compatible
with other approved adjacent land uses in the station vicinity.
L2-2

The support for the Retained Cut Option at Dixon Landing Road is noted.

L2-3

For the SVRTC project, as required by law, SWPPP best practices will be
implemented as the first priority when construction begins to protect creek
areas and habitat. As stated in the Draft EIS, discussions are underway
with the Regional Water Quality Control Board and City of Milpitas for
improvements at Wrigley Creek. The work and responsibilities are in the
process of development. Work to be done by others includes utility
relocations, and this work will be coordinated with SVRTC under thirdparty agreements between VTA and the utilities. The work by others will
implemented separately by the respective utilities.

L2-4

Seismic retrofit was performed on the Calaveras Bridge structure in 1995.
The structure is currently functioning as intended and meets Caltrans
maintenance and structural criteria. A draft Project Study Report (January
2008) has been prepared to request programming of state funds for
design, environmental studies, and construction for retrofitting or
replacement of the existing structures along with widening to
accommodate future traffic volumes. The draft Project Study Report
identified the two Calaveras Bridges (left and right side bridges) as having
low sufficiency ratings and were flagged as structurally deficient or
functionally obsolete. A rating lower than 50 with a Structurally Deficient
(SD) or Functionally Obsolete (FO) flag can usually qualify for placement
on the Federal Funded Bridge Replacement list. Bridges rated lower than
80 with a SD or FO flag can quality for federal bridge rehabilitation
funding. The left bridge has a rating of SR-48.2, structurally deficient and
the right bridge has a rating of SR-63.7, structurally deficient. Options are
being investigated to provide funding for this project.
If funding is available and the bridge retrofit/replacement project can
proceed ahead or with the BART extension project, the design and
construction activities would require coordination with Caltrans and the
City of Milpitas. If the BART extension is constructed prior to the bridge
work then additional coordination will also be necessary to minimize safety
concerns and operational disruptions.
It should be noted that VTA owns the right-of-way for the BART alignment
and Caltrans has an easement for the Calaveras Bridge.
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L2-5

The relocation of the PG&E 115kV overhead line is described on page 227 of the Draft EIS. There is no mention in the Draft EIS of relocating the
powerlines and supporting pole structure on a new median Island
separating Montague Expressway and a frontage road.
Potential
powerline conflicts can be addressed without undergrounding the 115KV
line. However, in a meeting with the City of Milpitas and PG&E, the issue
of cost sharing was brought up with the City and the county because
undergrounding the powerline will double the cost of relocation but still
may be advantageous through cost sharing.

L2-6

For a description of the build alternatives’ consistency with the Milpitas
Transit Area Specific Plan, refer to response to comment L2-1.
The Milpitas Station area footprint has consistently shown the
requirements for transit facilities both east and west of the station in VTA
approved environmental documents from the 2004 Final EIR to the 2007
Final Supplemental EIR, prior to the June 2008 adoption of the Milpitas
Transit Area Specific Plan. The Final EIR, approved in August 2004
showed a parking structure, transit center, and surface parking/future
transit facilities east of the proposed Milpitas Station (then
Montague/Capitol Station). The Supplemental EIR, approved in May 2007,
showed a parking structure, transit center, and surface parking/future
transit facilities east of the proposed Milpitas Station (then
Montague/Capitol Station). VTA submitted a formal letter to the City of
Milpitas on the Milpitas Transit Area Specific Plan Draft EIR on December
21, 2007 commenting on the plan’s proposed “Boulevard Very High
Density Mixed Use” in an area within the Milpitas Station area footprint
that VTA had identified for a bus transit center.
Furthermore, the Draft EIS design for the Milpitas Station is consistent
with the Figure 4-8 VTA Proposed Layout of BART Station Area in the
approved Milpitas Transit Area Specific Plan. The figure shows a BART
parking structure, bus transit center, kiss-and-ride facilities, and other
parking facilities east of the proposed BART station.
The Milpitas Station site plans shown in the Draft EIS indicate a potential
station area footprint for the planned 2030 build-out of the project,
providing for flexibility when determining the station layout in the final
design phase of the project. The design of the Milpitas Station East and
West station options are not inconsistent with VTA Best Management
Practices for Transit Oriented Development. Providing a maximum
parking area footprint is consistent with the VTA’s Community Design and
Transportation principles and best practices for managing parking
(Practice 3-15 Action 1). In addition, both station options were designed
to support planned BART and bus services for direct pedestrian access to
connecting transit modes (Practice 3-6 Action 1 and Practice 3-14 Action
2), support convenient transportation choices and provide close proximity
to parking for car- and vanpools (Practice 3-6 Action 5), and establish
strong pedestrian links between the station and surrounding area (Practice
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3-14 Action 4). VTA staff continues to coordinate with City of Milpitas staff
on determining the design and location of parking and transit facilities at
the Milpitas BART Station for opening year and project build-out. Per the
VTA’s Community Design and Transportation best practice guidelines
(Practice 3-15 Action 7), the VTA is currently completing a Station Access
Planning and Conceptual Engineering Study. This effort is evaluating
multimodal access to the planned BART station campuses, and
determining best use of land to support projected transit ridership, and
potential transit oriented development in the station vicinity.
The design changes proposed in the 2007 Final Supplemental EIR for the
BART Extension to Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara were approved at
the June 7, 2007 VTA Board of Director’s meeting. At this meeting, the
Board reviewed VTA staff’s recommendations and amended the design
change related to the layout of parking at the Montague/Capitol Station
(See the attached staff recommendations and summary of the
motion/action taken at the June 7, 2007 meeting). The Montague/Capitol
Station was also renamed Milpitas Station in the Draft EIS and is referred
to as the Milpitas Station throughout this document.
VTA staff had recommended that both parking options at the
Montague/Capitol station be retained. The two proposed parking options
were the Parking Structure with Surface Parking Option and the Surface
Parking Option.
The VTA Board of Directors amended the staff
recommendation to include only one parking option at this station, the
Parking Structure with Surface Parking Option (see the attached minutes).
The current design of the Milpitas station includes a parking structure with
surface parking as recommended by the Board. The current design of the
Milpitas station is described on pages 2-26 to 2-30 of the Draft EIS.
L2-7

Chapter 3, Transportation and Transit, listed the forecast boardings and
alightings by station for both the BEP and SVRTP alternatives (see Tables
3-5 and 3-14 of the Draft EIS). As requested, average weekday ridership
(boardings) by station has been added to Section 3.3.3 and 3.3.4 of the
Final EIS. Table 3-4A has been referenced and added in Section 3.3.3,
BEP Alternative, Total Ridership, by adding the following sentence at end
of 2nd paragraph, followed by Table 3-4A.
Ridership by station is shown in Table 3-4A.

Table 3-4A:

Average Weekday Ridership by Station on BEP Alternative in 2030

Station Name

Number of Riders

Milpitas

20,659

Berryessa

25,798

Total Average Weekday Ridership on BEP Alternative

46,457

Source: Travel Demand Forecasts, Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., February 2008.
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Table 3-13A has been referenced and added in Section 3.3.4, SVRTP Alternative, Total
Ridership, by adding the following sentence at end of 2nd paragraph, followed by Table
3-13A.
Ridership by station is shown in Table 3-13A.
Table 3-13A: Average Weekday Ridership by Station on SVRTP Alternative in 2030
Station Name

Number of Riders

Milpitas

19,613

Berryessa

17,315

Alum Rock

9,814

Downtown San Jose

20,960

Diridon/Arena

14,538

Santa Clara

16,510

Total Average Weekday Ridership on SVRTP Alternative

98,751

Source: Travel Demand Forecasts, Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., February 2008.
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING
June 7, 2007

MINUTES
1.

CALL TO ORDER
The Regular Meeting of the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority’s (VTA) Board
of Directors was called to order by Chairperson Chu at 5:44 p.m. in the Board of
Supervisors’ Chambers, County Government Center, 70 West Hedding Street, San José,
California.

2.

ROLL CALL
Members Present
Nora Campos
David Cortese
Dean J. Chu, Chairperson
Don Gage
Liz Kniss, Vice Chairperson
Sam Liccardo
Dolly Sandoval
Greg Sellers
Forrest Williams
Ken Yeager, Ex-Officio

Members Absent
Breene Kerr
Laura Macias
Chuck Reed

Alternates Present
Dominic Caserta
Pete McHugh
Roland Velasco

Alternates Absent
Judy Chirco
Kathleen King

* Alternates do not serve unless participating as a Member.
A quorum was present.
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3.

ORDERS OF THE DAY
Chairperson Chu noted that three items would not be heard at this meeting due to the
length of the Agenda and were deferred to August 2007: Report from the General
Manager, Report from the Chairperson, and Employee Recognitions.
Chairperson Chu requested that the following item be heard as the first item under the
Regular Agenda: Agenda Item # 32., Consider the following amendments to the Policy
Advisory Committee (PAC) bylaws proposed by the PAC: 1) Amend the quorum
requirement from “presence of 9 members” (majority of total authorized membership) to
“presence of a majority of filled membership positions” and 2) Change the votes required
to pass an item from “majority of total authorized membership” to “majority of quorum”;
and further, advise staff which, if any, of these proposed or other modifications to the
PAC bylaws the Board wants submitted for formal adoption at a subsequent meeting.
Chairperson Chu noted that the following items are related and recommended that they
be heard as a single item on the Agenda: Agenda Item #30., Approve invoking an
exemption under CEQA, P.R.C. §21083 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) for
the purpose of establishing and modifying fares and adopt a resolution establishing rates
and fares for VTA bus, light rail, and paratransit services effective July 1, 2007; and
Agenda Item #31., Adopt a resolution approving the Recommended Biennial Budget for
Fiscal Years 2008 and 2009 as revised herein.
Chairperson Chu requested that Agenda Item #41.D., Public Employee Performance
Evaluation, [Government Code Section 54957], Title: General Manager, be deferred to
the August 2, 2007 Board of Directors Regular Meeting.
Chairperson Chu noted that staff requested removal of the following items from the
Agenda: Agenda Item #42.X., Approval of the Labor Agreement Between Santa Clara
Valley Transportation Authority and the American Federation of State, County and
Municipal Employees (AFSCME), Local 101, VTA Chapter; and Agenda Item #43.,
Authorize the General Manager to take all necessary actions to purchase the “Mitchell
Block” (property bounded by North First Street, North Market Street, Santa Clara Street,
and West St. John Street in downtown San José).
M/S/C (Gage/Cortese) to accept the Orders of the Day.

NOTE: M/S/C MEANS MOTION SECONDED AND CARRIED AND, UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED,
THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY
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4.

Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) Chairperson’s Report
Chris Moylan, PAC Chairperson, expressed appreciation to Michael T. Burns, General
Manager and Dean J. Chu, VTA Board of Directors Chairperson for attending the
May 10, 2007 PAC meeting. He provided a report regarding the May 10, 2007 PAC
Meeting and highlighted the following: 1) PAC recommended VTA Board of Directors
approval of the North San José Deficiency Plan, Draft 2006 Monitoring and
Conformance Report and Findings, and Project Priorities for the FY 2008 Countywide
Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 3 Program; 2) PAC passed a motion that
recommends the Board to approve the Recommended Biennial Budget and indicate the
following items within the budget document: a) the number of regular and contracted
employees along with the total full time equivalents; b) information regarding retiree
medical pensions; c) clarification on IT upgrades; and d) actual number of Marketing
employees; 3) PAC recommended that the Board approve the proposed fare changes and
consider route changes to the Gilroy Community Bus; and 4) PAC reviewed the
following items: a) Comprehensive Operations Analysis Draft Proposed Service
Operating Plan; and b) Valley Transportation Plan 2030 Update.
Board Member Liccardo took his seat at 5:48 p.m.
Board Member Sandoval took her seat at 5:49 p.m.

5.

PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS
Jim Stallman, Interested Citizen, requested that the following Agenda Item be removed
from the Consent Agenda and placed on the Regular Agenda: Agenda Item #17.,
Authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute a contract with Mark Thomas &
Company to provide preliminary engineering, environmental planning and final design
services for the I-880 Improvements (State Route 237 to US 101) project for a total
contract value not to exceed $7,500,000 and an initial contract term through
August 31, 2011. He advised that he sent his concerns regarding this item to VTA staff
via e-mail noting that he expressed concern about how VTA spends money. He stated
that the work involved in the contract was previously completed. He noted that this
money should be used to prevent transit cuts.
Randy Tamez, Committee for Transit Accessibility (CTA) Chairperson, expressed
concern about VTA staff requesting a CTA Member to provide advice and training.
He requested that the Board direct staff to discontinue contacting CTA members and
asking for things that are inappropriate.
Tim Pitsker, Interested Citizen, expressed concern about the Dumbarton Rail Project and
requested a meeting with each Board Member to discuss the project’s issues. He noted
the following: 1) The condition to pay the $44 million to SamTrans for the Caltrain
right-of-way debt is a scheme to force VTA to pay SamTrans’ portion of their obligation
to Dumbarton Rail; 2) The Dumbarton Rail Project cannot be completed because Union
Pacific Railroad (UPRR) is not selling the tracks that are essential for the project; 3) The
project study reports refer to a $40 million “gift” to UPRR in a form of a freight bridge in
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Niles, Fremont. He noted that this is an unauthorized use of money, as it does not require
any obligation from UPRR.
John Rolland, Vice President of AFSCME Local Chapter 101, expressed concern about
the labor contract negotiations with VTA management. He noted that the last contract
expired over four years ago. He noted that the issue about AFSCME’s legality has been
resolved at the appellate court level and that the Board subsequently directed staff to
move forward with the negotiations last year. He expressed concern that the same issue
is delaying the current contract negotiations and requested that the Board provide
direction to staff to move forward with the contract negotiations.
Board Member Liccardo and Vice Chairperson Kniss left their seats at 5:55 p.m.
6.

HEARING - NOTICE OF INTENTION TO APPROVE THE CITY OF SAN JOSÉ
NORTH SAN JOSÉ DEFICIENCY PLAN
Chris Augenstein, Transportation Planning Manager, provided a brief background noting
that the Deficiency Plan is a two-year collaborative effort between VTA and the City of
San José. The area noted in the plan is the corridor that spans North First Street and
U.S. 101 to Tasman Avenue. The plan is expected to generate about $519 million of
which approximately $460 million will go to roadway improvements while $60 million
will go to transit, pedestrian, and bicycle improvements. Mr. Augenstein noted that VTA
will monitor the plan as part of the Congestion Management Program (CMP) guidelines
and as part of the annual monitoring process. He noted that staff recommends approval
of the plan and reminded that the Board must approve or reject the plan in its entirety and
cannot make changes. He introduced Hans Larsen, City of San José Deputy Director,
Department of Transportation.
Board Member Liccardo took his seat at 5:58 p.m.
Vice Chairperson Kniss took her seat at 5:59 p.m.
Mr. Larsen provided a background on the North San José Deficiency Plan. He
introduced the City of San José team: Paul Krutko, Chief Development Officer and Head
of Economic Development; Joe Horwedel, Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
Director; and Jim Helmer, Transportation Director.
Mr. Larsen presented a PowerPoint presentation entitled, “Vision North San José.” He
noted the Growth Projections for population and jobs in Santa Clara County. He
discussed the Vision for North San José, which includes support for Silicon Valley Job
Growth, New Housing Provision, Multi-Modal Transportation Improvements, Revenue
Sources, and the update of the Regional Deficiency Plan. Mr. Larsen provided visuals of
examples of the future North San José. He also briefly discussed the plan’s benefits to
VTA.
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Chairperson Chu reminded the Board and the public that the San José City Council has
approved the Deficiency Plan. He added that according to the CMP statutes, the VTA
Board must approve or reject the plan in its entirety and cannot recommend any changes
to the plan.
Board Member Gage commented that the plan seems to conflict with the Coyote Valley
Plan. He inquired how the housing vacancies will be filled.
Mr. Horwedel responded that the City of San José is currently updating its General Plan.
He noted that the planned housing for North San José and the Coyote Valley is still not
sufficient based on the Association of Bay Area Governments’ (ABAG) population
growth projections for the City of San José.
Vice Chairperson Kniss referred to the funding/revenue sources and inquired if there are
existing applications from businesses. Mr. Horwedel responded that currently, the City
of San José is processing housing and business buildings projects. He added that this is a
phased jobs plan, meaning the housing development will stop at 8,000 until 7 million
square feet of office space is built. If those two conditions are met, then the City will
proceed with the next phase.
Alternate Member Caserta inquired about San José’s outreach efforts to the cities of
Santa Clara and Milpitas regarding the Deficiency Plan. Particularly, he inquired about
the Santa Clara Unified District’s comments about the plan and expressed concern about
the impacts of the plan to school districts.
Mr. Horwedel responded that there were numerous outreach efforts. Outreach to the
cities of Santa Clara and Milpitas were part of the traffic analysis. The City of San José
worked through the CMP methodologies and collaborated with these cities to identify
mitigation. Mr. Horwedel added that the City of San José is funding improvements for
these cities.
As for school impacts, Mr. Horwedel noted that under state law, school impacts are
treated differently than traffic impacts. The City of San José funded an on-going study
by the Santa Clara Unified School District to look at student generation rates, which has
yet to be released. Mr. Horwedel noted that the planned new development at North San
José will generate approximately $50 million in school impact fees alone. That estimate
is based on the current school fee rates and school districts could raise those fees in the
future.
Board Member Liccardo inquired where funding for intersections with low levels of
service would come from if the $500 million developers’ impact fees do not materialize.
Mr. Larsen responded that more than $300 million worth of projects that are proposed to
be funded from this plan have been identified for regional funding. If there is no
opportunity to generate new sources of revenue, the City of San José will work with VTA
to fund these transportation projects through discretionary regional funds. The benefit of
this plan is to generate new sources of revenues for regional improvements, therefore, the
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plan allows existing resources to be applied to other projects throughout Santa Clara
County.
Board Member Cortese left his seat at 6:16 p.m.
Jim Stallman, Interested Citizen, commented that the plan is good. However, he
expressed concern that the implementation proposed by the City of San José is done in an
“ala carte” fashion. He expressed concern about bicycle and pedestrian projects that are
not addressed by the City of San José since last year. He stated that the bicycle and
pedestrian access should be done concurrent with the development. Mr. Stallman
referred to Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) Resolution No. 3765 which
sets specific actions MTC and partner agencies will undertake to promote routine
accommodation of non-motorized travelers in project planning and design. He suggested
that the Board add a condition of approval to the Deficiency Plan that the MTC
resolution 3765 be part of the implementation of the Deficiency Plan.
Eugene Bradley, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority Riders Union, concurred
with Mr. Stallman’s comments. He expressed concern about the overall vision of the
North San José plan in reference to BART, noting that the proposed BART alignment
requires riders to make transfers in order to travel to North San José. He noted that this
will increase travel times significantly. He further expressed concern that the current
plan only focuses on light rail and does not address bus service to North San José. He
noted that bus access to North San José should be emphasized.
Board Member Cortese took his seat at 6:19 p.m.
Board Member Sandoval referred to the 80 percent funding by developer and inquired
how the 20 percent gap will be addressed. She further asked about the dollar amount of
the 20 percent.
Mr. Larsen responded that the City of San José is seeking contributions from regional
funds as the majority of these projects are within the plan. He stated the projects are
proposed for regional plans such as freeway interchange upgrades. Regarding the cost,
Mr. Larsen stated that out of the approximately $570 million in transportation
investment, $460 million will come from private developers, $30 million will be
contributed by the San José Redevelopment Agency, and the balance of $80 million will
be competing for regional funds.
Board Member Gage left his seat at 6:21 p.m.
Board Member Sandoval inquired why the improvements are not in the budget.
Mr. Larsen responded that this is a long-range 30-year plan and is divided in four
balanced phases. Until there is balance in job, housing, and transportation investment,
the next phase will not be implemented. He added that these projects will be reflected in
the Valley Transportation Plan (VTP) 2030 Regional Master Plan.
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Michael T. Burns, General Manager, added that the projects noted in this presentation are
beyond the FY 08-09 budget that will be considered by the Board tonight. He reaffirmed
that these projects will be included as part of the VTP 2030.
Upon inquiry of Board Member Sandoval, Mr. Larsen responded that with additional
funding sources (i.e. developer fees and contributions), it reduces competition for money.
He also stated that the City of San José is actively pursuing other grants that are outside
of the VTA process.
Board Member Gage took his seat at 6:24 p.m.
Board Member Williams noted the importance of planning for the future based on
regional projections for population and job growth. He reminded the Board that it must
be prudent and incorporate planning to maintain Silicon Valley’s positive economic
growth and retain its global competitive advantage. Board Member Williams noted that
the City of San José North San José Deficiency Plan is a good starting plan that will
evolve.
Board Member Cortese referred to Alternate Board Member Caserta’s concerns and
noted that the San José City Council directed that these concerns be addressed through a
master planning process. He added that the transportation impact issues have been
addressed and those recommendations are reflected in the plan.
M/S/C (Williams/Liccardo) to close hearing and approve the City of San José North
San José Deficiency Plan.

CONSENT AGENDA
Laurie Smith, County of Santa Clara Sheriff, commented on Agenda Item #29., and
stated that the last law enforcement five-year contract expired in 2006. She reported that
VTA and the Sheriff’s Office are in the final stages of reaching an agreement. She
introduced Captain Luther Pugh and Commander John Hirokawa and added that the
Sheriff’s Office is looking forward to continuing its good and long relationship with
VTA.
7.

Board of Directors’ Workshop Meeting Minutes of April 27, 2007
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to approve the Minutes of the Board of Directors’ Workshop
Meeting of April 27, 2007.

8.

Regular Board of Directors’ Meeting Minutes of May 3, 2007
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to approve the Minutes of the Regular Board of Directors’
Meeting of May 3, 2007.
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ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
9.

Legislative Positions
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to adopt support position for AB 256 (Huff), AB 945 (Carter),
and SB 445 (Torlakson); and further, adopt an oppose position for SB 204 (Dutton).

10.

Federal Fiscal Year 2007 Federal Transit Administration Grant Applications
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to authorize the General Manager to submit federal Fiscal Year
2007 grant applications and execute grant agreements with the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) for Section 5307 Urbanized Area Formula, and Section 5309 New
Starts, Fixed Guideway, and Bus/Bus Facility funds.

11.

VTA FY 2008 Transportation Development Act and State Transit Assistance
Allocation Claim
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to adopt Resolution No. 07.06.10 authorizing the filing of an
annual claim to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) for allocation of
FY 2008 Transportation Development Act (TDA) and State Transit Assistance (STA)
funds.

12.

Transportation, Community and System Preservation Program Grant Application
for Conceptual Engineering & Environmental Clearance for the Realignment of
State Route 152
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to authorize staff to submit an application for $1 million in
Transportation, Community and System Preservation (TCSP) Program funds (§1117 of
Pub L. 109-59) for conceptual engineering and environmental clearance for the
realignment of State Route 152, and if successful in obtaining funds, authorize the
General Manager to enter into all necessary agreements with Caltrans and/or the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) to accept the grant.

13.

Authorize the General Manager to Terminate and Execute Agreements with the
Professional Investment Management Firms
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to authorize the General Manager to execute an agreement with
MFS Investment Management (MFS) and terminate the agreement with Pyramis Global
Advisors (Pyramis) for the management of the International Growth Equity Index Fund
portfolio of the Valley Transportation Authority (VTA)/Amalgamated Transit Union
(ATU) Pension Plan assets.
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14.

Three Grant Applications for Funding the Silicon Valley Comprehensive Mobility
Initiative
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to authorize staff to submit applications to the “Intelligent
Transportation Systems Operational Testing to Mitigate Congestion” (ITS-OTMC),
“Value Pricing Pilot (VPPP) Program” and the “Discretionary Bus and Bus Facilities
Program” grant programs for the Silicon Valley Comprehensive Mobility Initiative.
Authorize the General Manager to enter into all necessary agreements with the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Caltrans
and Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) to accept and use these grants.

15.

Authorization for the Preparation of Environmental Compliance Documents for
Highway, Transit, and Transit Facility Projects
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to amend the authorization granted to the General Manager on
October 7, 2004 to execute task order contracts for the preparation of environmental
compliance documents and other environmental support services for highway, transit,
and related facility projects and approve an increase in the total value for all agreements
from $2,400,000 to $4,800,000.

16.

Lease Agreement with Bright Horizons Children’s Centers, Inc. for the Operation
and Maintenance of the Tamien Child Care Center
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to authorize the General Manager to execute a Five-Year Lease
with Bright Horizons Children’s Center for occupancy of the Tamien Child Care Center
at a rental rate of $75,000 per year with two-percent annual increases and a six-month
termination notice.

17.

(Removed from the Consent Agenda and placed on the Regular Agenda.)
Authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute a contract with Mark Thomas &
Company to provide preliminary engineering, environmental planning and final design
services for the I-880 Improvements (State Route 237 to US 101) project for a total
contract value not to exceed $7,500,000 and an initial contract term through
August 31, 2011.

18.

Contract with HMH Engineers for Preliminary Engineering, Environmental and
Final Design Services of US 101 Operational Improvements Project (I-280/680 to
Tully Road)
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute a
contract with HMH Engineers to provide preliminary engineering, environmental
planning and final design services for the US 101 Operational Improvements Project
(I-280/680 to Tully Road), for a total contract value not to exceed $6,000,000 and an
initial contract term through December 31, 2009.
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19.

Contract with URS Corporation for Preliminary Engineering and Environmental
of the US 101 Improvements Project – SR 85 to Embarcadero Road
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute a
contract with URS Corporation to provide preliminary engineering and environmental
planning services for the US 101 Improvements Project – State Route 85 to Embarcadero
Road, for a total contract value not to exceed $2,500,000 and an initial contract term
through December 31, 2009.

20.

Contract Amendment with Mark Thomas & Company, Inc. Preliminary
Engineering and Environmental Document I-280/I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard
Interchange Project
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to authorize the General Manager to execute a contract
amendment with Mark Thomas & Company, Inc. for Preliminary Engineering and
Environmental Document services for the I-280/I-880/Stevens Creek Interchange Project,
increasing the approved contract value by $2,330,000 for a new contract value of
$2,816,025; and extending the term of the contract through December 31, 2010.

21.

Contract Amendment with URS Corporation for Preliminary Engineering and
Environmental Services for the US 101 Widening Project, from Monterey Road to
SR 129
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute a
contract amendment with URS Corporation increasing the contract value by $3,900,000
to perform preliminary engineering and environmental services for the US 101 Widening
Project, from Monterey Road to State Route 129 for a total contract value of $4,650,000
and extending the contract term through August 31, 2010.

22.

Amendments to SCVTA – ATU Pension Plan
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to approve amendments to the Santa Clara Valley Transportation
Authority (VTA) - Amalgamated Transit Union (ATU) Pension Plan.

23.

VTA Appointments to SCVTA – ATU Pension Plan Board of Pensions
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to adopt Resolution No. 07.06.11 designating positions from
which VTA’s appointees to the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) Amalgamated Transit Union (ATU) Pension Plan Board of Pensions will be made, and
authorize the General Manager to make those appointments. Additionally, authorize the
General Manager to appoint Gerald A. Rosenquist, former Chairperson to the Board of
Pensions, as the jointly-selected seventh Pension Board member.
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24.

Amendments to 457 Deferred Compensation Plan and 401(a) Money Purchase Plan
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to authorize amendments to VTA’s 457 Deferred Compensation
Plan and 401 (a) Money Purchase Plan to incorporate provisions authorized or mandated
by federal regulations and to make clarifications to certain administrative provisions of
the Plans.
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND PLANNING COMMITTEE

25.

Proactive CMP Reviewed and Approved Projects Quarterly Status Report January
through March 2007
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to review the Proactive CMP Reviewed and Approved Projects
Quarterly Status Report January through March 2007.

26.

FY 2008 Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 3 Project Priorities
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to approve project priorities for the FY 2008 Countywide
Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 3 program.

27.

Local Program Reserve Programming
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to approve the programming of Local Program Reserve (LPR)
funds to projects.

28.

Draft 2006 Monitoring and Conformance Report and Conformance Findings
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to approve the Draft 2006 Monitoring and Conformance Report
and Conformance Findings.
TRANSIT PLANNING AND OPERATIONS COMMITTEE

29.

Contract for Law Enforcement services with the County of Santa Clara Office of
the Sheriff
M/S/C (Gage/Caserta) to authorize the General Manager to execute a contract with the
County of Santa Clara Office of the Sheriff for law enforcement services for a period of
five years at current staffing levels for a total estimated contract value of $19,100,000.

REGULAR AGENDA
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
CHAIRPERSON’S REPORT – (See Agenda Item #37.A.)
Board Member Sellers recused himself on Agenda Item #17 per Government Code Section
84308.
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Board Member Sellers left his seat at 6:32 p.m.
17.

Contract with Mark Thomas & Company for Preliminary Engineering,
Environmental and Final Design Services for the I-880 Improvement Project (SR
237 to US 101)
Michael T. Burns, General Manager, noted that this is one of the projects approved by the
California Transportation Commission as part of the State Infrastructure Bond.
Mr. Burns noted funds for this project are not from the VTA Enterprise Funds. He added
that CTC encourages project sponsors to move the approved projects as quickly as
possible and begin construction.
Ex-Officio Board Member Yeager left his seat at 6:33 p.m.
Jim Stallman, Interested Citizen, encouraged VTA to take a second look at this project to
save time and money. He commented that the environmental work was probably
previously done as part of another project and spending $7.5 million tax dollars for this
project is not worthwhile. He encouraged the Board to approve this item with the
inclusion of a condition of “subject to determination” to ensure that there is no duplicate
work and monies are not wasted.
M/S/C (Gage/Williams) on a vote of 9 ayes, 0 noes, 0 abstentions, and 1 recusal to
authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute a contract with Mark Thomas &
Company to provide preliminary engineering, environmental planning and final design
services for the I-880 Improvements (State Route 237 to US 101) project for a total
contract value not to exceed $7,500,000 and an initial contract term through
August 31, 2011. Board Member Sellers recused.
Board Member Sellers took his seat at 6:35 p.m.

32.

Amendments to the Policy Advisory Committee Bylaws Proposed by the Policy
Advisory Committee
Chris Moylan, PAC Chairperson, thanked the Board for moving the item as the first item
on the regular agenda. He noted that it is important that the Board approve the two
requests in order to increase the effectiveness of the Advisory Committees, as
recommended by the Organizational and Financial Assessment.
PAC Chairperson Moylan distributed an updated PAC attendance sheet and made the
following arguments in support of the first request: Amend the quorum requirement from
majority of total authorized membership to presence of a majority of filled membership
positions.
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• PAC Chairperson Moylan stated that three PAC meetings last year that did not have a
quorum, but there would have been a quorum if the quorum were based on actual
membership.
• He referred to Page 3 of 5 of staff report and argued that that the lack of a quorum is due
to vacancies and not attendance. He indicated that the filled seats in the PAC fluctuate
between 12-14 and not 15 as noted in the staff report. He commented that the current
practice penalizes jurisdictions that have appointed members. He stated that it is not in
the Board’s interest to deny itself policy advice merely because some jurisdictions did
not make appointments.
• He disagreed with staff’s statement that, “Even though a quorum may not be present or
the PAC does not take formal action on an item, the committee can still provide
meaningful input.”
• He also disagreed with the concern that the change in the determination of a quorum
might encourage more jurisdictions to leave their seats vacant. He noted that in his
opinion, the current rules do not encourage jurisdictions to make appointments. He
suggested that to address this concern, the Board could choose to define a minimum
number of appointed seats in which to base the quorum on.
• He stated that although the quorum requirement will change month to month, monitoring
the change is not burdensome.
PAC Chairperson Moylan made the following arguments in support of the second
request: “Reverse the Board’s decision two years ago and restore the ability to pass a
motion with a majority of members present as long as those present constitute a
quorum.”
•

•

•

•
•

PAC Chairperson Moylan stated that the Board decision two years ago is not
working for the PAC because PAC cannot make any advisory recommendations
to the Board on any controversial topic. Currently, PAC only endorses staff
report and endorsing staff report is not valuable to the Board.
It is not essential for PAC to have the same voting requirement as the other
Advisory Committees due to the fact that its membership is different – PAC
members are elected officials. PAC should also not have the same voting
standard as the Board as PAC is acting in an Advisory Committee capacity.
He referred to the concern that led to the Board decision to change the voting
requirements from majority of a quorum to majority of the total membership in
2005, and suggested that this be addressed by modifying the “Limitations and
Authority” section of the PAC bylaws to reflect, “The PAC and its members will
not represent that anything they have said is the view of the majority of the
jurisdictions unless nine members vote for it.”
He referred to Page 4 of 5, Bullet #4, and stated that this argument is
contradictory as it is better to have a 5-4 vote than not able to vote at all.
The PAC has been struggling with the current quorum and voting provisions in
the past few years. Because of this, some PAC members feel that they cannot
make a difference. PAC wants this current provision to change to ensure that the
Committee is more meaningful and effective.
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•
•

He expressed his opinion that if the current provisions are continued, PAC
attendance will decline and the Committee will be ineffective.
He expressed that it is for the best interest of the Board to consider both the staff
and PAC recommendations.
Board Member Liccardo left his seat at 6:45 p.m.
Board Member Sandoval left her seat at 6:46 p.m.

Vice Chairperson Kniss commented that based on the attendance, the two cities with low
attendance were San José and Santa Clara and that the West Valley Cities have good
attendance. She expressed support for PAC’s requests. She noted that the Board had
spirited discussion about this same issue two years ago and expressed concern about the
PAC’s perception that the Committee does not have value. She stated that when the PAC
was created, the intention was for PAC to have influence on the Board and commented
that this has diminished over the years.
PAC Chairperson Moylan stated that the PAC was created to ensure that each city has
representation to VTA. He stated that it is critical that PAC be allowed to have a
meaningful role but currently, PAC is struggling to have a meaningful role.
Pete McHugh, Santa Clara County Supervisor, PAC Member, and Alternate Board
Member, stated that in his recollection of the April 12, 2007 PAC meeting, the PAC
unanimously voted to “not to reverse but to refer to the Board for their consideration the
changes.” He noted that the vote was to refer to the Board for policy matter but not to
indicate support.
Board Members Liccardo and Sandoval took their seats at 6:48 p.m.
Steve Glickman, Town of Los Gatos Council Member and PAC Member, stated that the
current and past chairpersons of the PAC exerted significant effort to make the PAC very
useful to the Board. He suggested that in order to make the PAC useful and effective, the
Board should provide incentives to members who attend and jurisdictions that appoint
members to the PAC. Jurisdictions who do not appoint representatives to the PAC
should be made aware of the importance of having a representative in the PAC. The
decision in 2005 was counter-productive and noted that it should be changed. He
expressed that the two proposed changes will be beneficial.
Board Member Gage noted the importance of having the whole community involved and
giving “equal voice” to all cities, including small cities. The Board wants to avoid
situations where only few people make decisions for the whole County. He suggested
sending notifications to cities that do not attend or do not have a representative and
inquire if they are still interested to participate in PAC. If the city expressed a disinterest
to participate in PAC, they could be removed from the authorized membership, thus
decreasing the number of membership and quorum requirements. If in the future the city
expressed interest to rejoin and participate in PAC, then they could be allowed to do so
and again modify the quorum requirements. He concurred with Alternate Board Member
McHugh and noted that this is a policy issue.
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PAC Member Glickman expressed support for Board Member Gage’s suggestion and
noted that it is the point of one of the recommendations – a quorum based on appointed
members. If the city does not see the benefit of having a representative on PAC, their
seat could be removed. PAC Member Glickman noted that the current provision
penalizes cities that appoint representatives to the PAC because the quorum is based on
the total authorized membership. He added that it is the PAC’s Chairperson and Vice
Chairperson’s responsibility to make it clear to all the cities that it is in the city’s interest
to have a representative to the PAC because if a city does not participate in PAC, the city
loses significant opportunities. The usefulness and effectiveness of the PAC must be
demonstrated to all cities to encourage them to appoint a representative who will
participate in PAC.
Alternate Board Member Caserta applauded PAC Chairperson Moylan for voicing
important concerns. He noted that the PAC has a very important role and noted that in
five and half years of being a PAC Member, he observed that some PAC members felt
that attending the meeting was a waste of time. He concurred with Vice Chairperson
Kniss noting that the PAC has a very important role of advising and supporting the
Board. He noted that the PAC wants to be empowered, productive, and more helpful to
the Board. He noted that the current provisions do not work and urged Board approval of
the PAC request. He noted that the recommended changes be implemented and
evaluated in the future to see its effectiveness and make changes, when necessary.
Vice Chairperson Kniss referred to Board Member Gage’s comments and noted that there
are certain provisions in VTA that indicate the PAC’s role and she inquired if those
provisions could allow cities to resign or relinquish their seat from the PAC. She noted
that based on the attendance sheet, there may be several cities who would get notification
based on their representative’s attendance to PAC.
Board Member Gage reiterated that the matter should be examined on a policy level.
There should be a set process and if the city does not participate in the PAC, then they
waive their right to complain.
Suzanne Gifford, General Counsel, explained that the Public Utilities Code requires that
the Board have at least one Advisory Committee. The Administrative Code, which
contains provision for Committees, is within the Board’s purview. She clarified that the
Enabling Act does not mandate the Advisory Committees.
Ex-Officio Board Member Yeager took his seat at 7:02 p.m.
Vice Chairperson Kniss stated that at the time the PAC was created, the intent was to
have representatives from all cities in Santa Clara County.
Board Member Cortese recommended continuing the dialogue at the August 2007
meeting to provide the opportunity for other Board Members to offer alternative
solutions. He committed that he will prepare an alternative proposal to this item and he
encouraged other Board Members to do the same.
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Alternate Member Caserta expressed support to Board Member Cortese’s comments.
Board Member Sandoval expressed concern about deferring the discussion about the
item. As a former PAC Chairperson, she noted that it may be beneficial if the Board
allows the PAC to have different rules on voting and quorum requirements. She added
that cities could be contacted annually to determine their interest in participating in PAC
and if they are not interested, the quorum requirement could be reduced. She noted that it
discourages PAC members from participating in the meetings when they cannot vote due
to the lack of a quorum. She noted the importance of grooming future Board Members
through serving as a PAC member first.
M/S/F (Kniss/Sandoval) on a vote of 6 ayes, 4 noes, 0 abstentions, and 0 recusals to
consider the following amendment to the Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) bylaws
proposed by the PAC: 1) Amend the quorum requirement from “presence of 9 members”
(majority of total authorized membership) to “presence of a majority of filled
membership positions.” Board Members Cortese, Gage, Liccardo, and Williams opposed.
Chairperson Chu commented that it may be beneficial to discuss this matter at the Board
of Directors Committee of the Whole Meeting on July 19, 2007 prior to Board action on
August 2007.
Board Member Gage suggested creating a sub-committee of the Board that will discuss
and make policy recommendations regarding the voting and quorum requirements of
Advisory Committees. He further suggested deferring the item to the September 2007
Meeting.
Board Member Cortese responded to Board Member Gage’s comments and stated that he
prefers a less formal process.
Board Member Williams noted the importance for cities to have representation on PAC.
The respective city residents should be informed if their city refuses to appoint a
representative or their representative does not participate in PAC. He noted that it is a
complex problem, it is a policy issue, and that it needs further discussion.
Michael T. Burns, General Manager, noted that this is a significant policy issue. He
supported Board Member Gage’s suggestion to defer the item to the September 2007
meeting, which will occur on August 30, 2007. He noted that this will provide the
opportunity to have more discussion.
Board Member Sandoval expressed interest in hearing the concerns of other Board
Members regarding this issue. She urged other Board Members to put their concern and
other suggestions on the table.
Vice Chairperson Kniss inquired about the low PAC attendance of the cities of San José
and Santa Clara and the zero attendance from the city of Milpitas and Town of Los Altos
Hills.
NOTE: M/S/F MEANS MOTION SECONDED AND FAILED.
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Board Member Cortese commented that although he cannot speak for the San José PAC
Member, he would like the Board to know that there is a vacancy in the City of San José
City Council that requires more time from current Council Members. He noted that he
requested deferral to allow time for dialogue and to come back to the Board of Directors
with recommendations that are acceptable to parties involved.
PAC Chairperson Moylan stated that the only Council Member from the Town of Los
Altos Hills who is willing to serve on VTA is already on the VTA Board. The City of
Milpitas’ seat is currently vacant. He noted that he is committed to working to ensure
that there are appointments and that members attend.
Chairperson Chu stated that a formation of a sub committee is not necessary. However,
he reminded the Board of Directors to follow the Brown Act.
M/S/C (Cortese/Gage) on a vote of 8 ayes, 2 noes, 0 abstentions, and 0 recusals to defer
to the August 30, 2007 Board of Directors meeting consideration of the following
amendments to the Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) bylaws proposed by the PAC:
1) Amend the quorum requirement from “presence of 9 members” (majority of total
authorized membership) to “presence of a majority of filled membership positions” and
2) Change the votes required to pass an item from “majority of total authorized
membership” to “majority of quorum”; and further, advise staff which, if any, of these
proposed or other modifications to the PAC bylaws the Board wants submitted for formal
adoption at a subsequent meeting. Board Members Kniss and Sandoval opposed.
Alternate Board Member Caserta left the meeting at 7:29 p.m.
30.
31.

Proposed Fare Modifications and
Approval of Recommended Biennial Budget for Fiscal Years 2008 and 2009
Michael T. Burns, General Manager, explained that Agenda Items #30 and #31 are
related and therefore staff proposed that they be heard together. He introduced
Jerry Mikolajczyk, Interim Chief Financial Officer. Mr. Burns reported that the budget
was presented at community meetings, advisory, and standing committee meetings, all of
which expressed support for the budget.
Mr. Mikolajczyk introduced Carol Lawson, Treasury and Financial Planning Manager.
Ms. Lawson provided a brief overview noting that the proposed fare modification is
based on the RIDE Taskforce suggestion as an incentive to increase ridership. Included
in the proposal are: addition of the Youth Summer Blast Pass to the VTA tariff at
$75.00; formal addition of the 8-hour Light Rail Excursion Pass, reduction of Day Pass
prices; reduction of monthly passes for youth and senior/disabled; community bus fares;
deferral of the paratransit service area surcharge; and deferral of the paratransit
door-to-door (escort) service surcharge. Ms. Lawson added that this item also includes
invoking an exemption under CEQA.
Board Member Kniss left her seat at 7:33 p.m.
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Ms. Lawson noted that the Board reviewed the FY 2008 and 2009 budget at their
April 27, 2007 Workshop. Ms. Lawson reiterated that VTA held five community
meetings throughout the County, presented the budget to the VTA Advisory and Standing
Committees in May 2007. With the exception of one Advisory Committee that did not
have a quorum, all four Advisory Committees recommended approval of the budget.
Ms. Lawson stated that the updates from the original publication of the budget are
outlined in the staff report. Ms. Lawson added that the approval of the resolution also
approves the Congestion Management Program Member Agency Fee Assessments for all
of the city agencies.
Board Members Liccardo and Sandoval left their seats at 7:34 p.m. the quorum was lost
and a Committee of the Whole was declared.
Upon inquiry of Chairperson Chu, Mr. Burns noted that the major change in the
appropriation is the incorporation of the authorization of the highway construction
projects. These projects are moving forward as a result of the infrastructure bonds. In
the past, the highway projects are brought forward as amendments to the budget as
projects are approved. Given the timing of the approval of these projects, staff was able
to incorporate them in this budget.
Board Members Sandoval and Kniss took their seats at 7:36 p.m. and a quorum was
declared.
Board Member Williams inquired how VTA will address the approximate $1 million loss
due to the reduction of fares. He noted the importance of tracking the impact of the fare
reductions to VTA’s ridership. Ms. Lawson responded that the projection of $1 million
loss is a worse case scenario and is 0.3 percent of VTA’s total revenues. Ms. Lawson
noted that staff believes that as a result of the reduction of fares, ridership will increase,
therefore, it could be budget neutral. Ms. Lawson added that staff will monitor the
impacts through the monthly revenue and ridership report, which staff brings to the
Transit Planning and Operations Committee.
Mr. Burns noted that there are a series of Caltrain safety and service related projects that
were included in the budget. Mr. Burns noted that VTA proposed these projects under
the Measure A budget. However, he emphasized that VTA still needs to do a nexus
analysis between the impact of the safety and service projects before they are eligible for
funding under Measure A. If eligible, the projects will be moved forward.
Eugene Bradley, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority Riders Union, noted that it
is an interesting experiment to lower the fares for senior and disabled. He referred to his
inquiry during a VTA public meeting about the contract to support Windows NT. He
inquired if VTA has an existing contract for UNIX support. He inquired if the contract
has been cancelled now that VTA is using Windows NT.
Board Member Liccardo took his seat at 7:41 p.m.
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Mr. Burns referred to Mr. Bradley’s concern and introduced Doug Beley, Acting Chief
Technology Officer. He encouraged Mr. Bradley to relay to Mr. Beley his specific and
more detailed question.
Randy Tamez, CTA Chairperson, stated that the supported the fare reduction for the
senior/disabled pass. He noted that CTA commented that the fares were not reduced
enough.
Mr. Tamez distributed the Silicon Valley Independent Living Center draft proposal to
provide a new monthly low-income adult pass for $15 for people with low to very-low
income. The proposal includes a recommendation to sell the proposed passes at agencies
who can verify people’s income. Mr. Tamez requested that the Board consider this
proposal at a future meeting or direct staff to provide low-income fares.
Mr. Tamez inquired about the $100,000 allocated for accessible documentation and
inquired which VTA department will oversee this money and how these monies will be
spent.
Mr. Burns referred to Mr. Tamez’ question and responded that the purpose of the
expenditure is to procure software and conduct training to ensure that all documentation
is fully accessible. Mr. Burns stated that the project manager for that project will be
present at the next CTA meeting to discuss that initiative.
M/S/C (Gage/Kniss) to approve invoking an exemption under CEQA, P.R.C. §21083
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) for the purpose of establishing and modifying
fares and adopt Resolution No. 07.06.12 establishing rates and fares for VTA bus, light
rail, and paratransit services effective July 1, 2007.
M/S/C (Gage/Kniss) to adopt Resolution No. 07.06.13 approving the Recommended
Biennial Budget for Fiscal Years 2008 and 2009 as revised herein.
Vice Chairperson Kniss referred to the costs associated with collecting fares and inquired
if VTA has examined a “No Fare” scenario. She noted that Palo Alto and Los Gatos
offer free shuttle service.
Board Member Sellers left his seat at 7:45 p.m.
Mr. Burns responded that VTA has not examined a No Fare scenario in detail. However,
he noted that the VTA cost associated with collecting fares is approximately 10 percent,
much lower than most transit systems because of the proof of payment systems and
machine use. He noted that there is a concern not collecting fares may result into transit
users not valuing the system and equipment.
Board Member Sellers took his seat at 7:50 p.m.
Board Member Gage left his seat at 7:50 p.m.
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32.

(Moved to the beginning of the Regular Agenda.)
Consider the following amendments to the Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) bylaws
proposed by the PAC: 1) Amend the quorum requirement from “presence of 9 members”
(majority of total authorized membership) to “presence of a majority of filled
membership positions” and 2) Change the votes required to pass an item from “majority
of total authorized membership” to “majority of quorum”; and further, advise staff which,
if any, of these proposed or other modifications to the PAC bylaws the Board wants
submitted for formal adoption at a subsequent meeting.

33.

Governance and Organizational Transformation Support
Michael T. Burns, General Manager, noted that this item relates to the implementation of
the recommendations from the Organizational and Financial Assessment. He noted that
the Board approved $150,000 out of the original $500,000 contract request for the Karen
Antion Consulting, LLC last April 2007. At the same meeting, the Board directed staff
to come back in June 2007 with a more detailed work scope. He recommended that the
item be deferred to August 2007 to allow staff to deal with the individual questions about
the work scope.
Board Member Campos expressed concern about VTA staff’s long-term implementation
strategy after the consultant’s contract is over.
Mr. Burns noted Board Member Campos’ concern and encouraged all Board Members to
forward him their questions, suggestions, and concerns related to the implementation of
the recommendations from the Organizational and Financial Assessment.
M/S/C (Kniss/Campos) to defer to the August 2007 Board Meeting the recommendation
to authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute a contract amendment with
Karen Antion Consulting, LLC (KAC), increasing the contract value by $350,000 to
provide professional services in support of the implementation of recommendations
contained in the Organizational and Financial Assessment of the Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Authority, for a total contract value of $500,000, and extending the term
of the contract through April 30, 2008. Board Member Gage was absent.
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
CHAIRPERSON’S REPORT – (See Agenda Item #37.B.)
There were no items submitted for the Regular Agenda by the Congestion Management
Program and Planning Committee.
TRANSIT PLANNING AND OPERATIONS COMMITTEE
CHAIRPERSON’S REPORT – (See Agenda Item #37.C.)
There were no items submitted for the Regular Agenda by the Transit Planning and
Operations Committee.
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Board Member Gage took his seat at 7:54 p.m.

OTHER ITEMS
34.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Certification BART Extension
Project to Milpitas, San José, and Santa Clara
Tom Fitzwater, Environmental Planning Manager, provided a PowerPoint presentation
entitled “Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority – BART Extension to Milpitas,
San José, and Santa Clara.” He provided a presentation overview, noting that the
presentation is composed of the following: New Information, Design Changes under
Consideration, Environmental Findings, and Environmental Process and Schedule.
Chairperson Chu left his seat at 7:55 p.m.
Mr. Fitzwater noted that the Board approved the project and certified the Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) in December 2004. Mr. Fitzwater noted that the
new information includes: 2003 ABAG Smart Growth Projections, New Traffic Analysis
for 2030, and New Federal Noise Analysis Guidelines.
Chairperson Chu took his seat at 8:00 p.m.
The Design Changes Under Consideration resulted from moving the project forward from
10 percent conceptual engineering to 35 percent preliminary engineering. There were 57
design changes addressed in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) that
range from consolidating two downtown San José stations into one to changes in
electrical facility locations. This also includes comparison of design options.
Mr. Fitzwater presented the environmental findings of the SEIR. He briefly discussed
the beneficial impact improvements, no new major long-term impacts, mitigated impacts,
and significant unavoidable impacts.
Board Member Gage relinquished his seat and left the meeting at 8:07 p.m. and Alternate
Board Member McHugh took his seat at 8:07 p.m.
Mr. Fitzwater discussed the Environmental Findings for the design changes for each
affected city starting with the City of Fremont. Design Change #1 – Mission
Boulevard/East Warren Avenue Alignment, staff recommends at-grade alignment.
Design Change #5 – Kato Road Underpass involves significant unavoidable short-term
traffic impact during construction at Kato Road.
Design Change # 8 – Dixon Landing Road Alignment in the City of Milpitas has
significant unavoidable short-term traffic impact during construction at Dixon Landing.
VTA has committed to work with Milpitas on a construction plan. Staff recommendation
for this location is BART at-grade option. Milpitas also has significant long-term
vibration impacts at two residences at the Terrace Gardens Housing Complex. At the
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future South Calaveras Station, there are four locations with significant unavoidable
long-term traffic impacts. For Design Change #14 – Curtis Avenue to Trade Zone
Boulevard, Mr. Fitzwater reported that the City of Milpitas objected to the aerial option,
keeping the retained cut long option. The Design Change #17 – Montague/Capitol
Station has significant unavoidable long-term traffic impacts at five intersections.
Design Change #25 – Berryessa Station in the City of San José has significant
unavoidable long-term traffic impacts at two intersections. For Design Change #25 –
Electrical Facilities at Mabury, staff examined another alignment and came up with a
recommendation of Las Plumas Overhead Option. Design Change #33 – Alum Rock
Station has significant unavoidable long-term traffic impacts to four intersections.
For Design Change #40 – Downtown San José Station, staff recommends station entrance
at the Western Dental Building. This change also results in significant unavoidable
short-term traffic impacts during construction. For Design Change #42 – Diridon/Arena
Station, staff recommends the North Bus Transit Center Option. There is no
recommendation for parking options at this time but VTA will continue to work with the
City of San José regarding parking. There are also significant unavoidable short-term
traffic impacts during construction at two intersections. Design Change #53 –
Construction Staging Areas also results in significant unavoidable short-term parking
impacts during construction at three locations.
For Design Change #52 – Santa Clara Station in the City of Santa Clara, staff
recommends the Parking Structure North Option. This area relates to the concern raised
by Federal Express about the impacts of this option to their location. Mr. Fitzwater noted
that VTA will provide adequate notice to Federal Express when the facility will be used.
Design Change #52 – Santa Clara Station has three significant unavoidable long-term
intersection impacts.
Mr. Fitzwater briefly discussed the process and schedule noting that the SEIR was
circulated in January 23, 2007. Four public hearings were held in February 2007. The
comment period deadline for the SEIR ended on March 16, 2007. The Policy Advisory
Board (PAB) considered the SEIR and Design Changes on April 25, 2007. The FSEIR
with answers to comments was released on May 17, 2007. Lastly, Mr. Fitzwater noted
that the approval of the SEIR and the Design Changes is scheduled for VTA Board
approval tonight.
Mr. Fitzwater noted that VTA received four letters regarding the SEIR. The Department
of Transportation (Caltrans) questioned the methodology for level of service thresholds.
Mr. Fitzwater noted that VTA used the CMP Level of Service Thresholds Approach that
has been used in the past by VTA, the County, and cities. He added that this reflects
travel speeds in the County.
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The second letter is from the City of San José, which requests that the option for the
station entrance be kept open. They expressed interest in the Bank of America Building
Station Entrance and noted that they are exploring funding options for retrofitting the
building.
The third letter is from Lowell Grattan, which expressed concern about BART’s negative
impact to freeway traffic. Mr. Fitzwater noted that the Project will result in about
145,000,000 vehicle miles travel reduction by 2030. Additionally, the project has
benefits to air quality.
The fourth letter was received on June 7, 2007 from the City of Milpitas regarding a
number of issues: 1) Inconsistency of the surface parking with the city’s Transit Area
Plan and VTA’s Best Management Practices for Transit Oriented Development;
2) Endorsement of the retained cut long option from Curtis Avenue to Trade Zone
Boulevard; 3) Elimination of road closure at Dixon Landing as well as the elimination of
adverse impacts to business and residences and the preservation of emergency response
during construction; 4) Mitigation of all adverse traffic impacts in Milpitas; and
5) Retain the Locomotive Wye Removal as an option. Mr. Fitzwater noted that as a
response to Milpitas’ concern, staff requests an amendment to the recommendation to
reflect focusing on the structured parking option that included a four to eight level
parking garage on two acres plus surface parking to make up the additional parking
demand that showed in the model. Mr. Fitzwater noted the benefits of the six-month
closure of Dixon Landing, which will result into an 18-month completion compared to a
30-month completion. He also noted that VTA will work with Milpitas on a business
preservation plan and will pay the fair share for any traffic improvements at significantly
affected intersections. Mr. Fitzwater added that the emergency response times will not
be impacted and the locomotive wye removal is not a requirement of the project as the
retained cut long option was recommended.
Michael Burns, General Manager, noted that VTA is in an on-going discussion with the
City of San José regarding the Western Dental Building (staff recommended entrance)
and Bank of America (City of San José preference) station entrance. There is a significant
cost differential between the two and the City of San José is aggressively working to find
funding options to fund the gap between the two. VTA staff recommends deferral to
August 2007 the recommendation on station entrance pending further discussions with
the City of San José.
Board Member Liccardo expressed support for staff’s recommendation for deferral for
the station entrance recommendation. He requested that the Board be provided the total
aggregate number for the station to better compare Western Dental Building and Bank of
America.
Jack Collins, Chief Construction Officer, noted that VTA and San José City staff will
compare the overall development costs between the two.
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Felix Reliford, City of Milpitas, noted that the City of Milpitas appreciates VTA staff’s
reconsideration of not including the surface parking. He noted that if the surface parking
was implemented, it will reduce the number of units proposed in the area by 33 percent.
Mr. Reliford noted that the City of Milpitas requests that the Retained Cut Long Option
from Curtis Avenue to Trade Zone Boulevard be adopted as the only option. Mr.
Reliford noted that the City requests that VTA add a requirement to the retention of the
Dixon Landing Road At-Grade option to eliminate road closures and adverse impacts to
businesses and residences and preserve emergency vehicle times during construction. He
noted that Milpitas does not support selection of Design Change #8 without the
development of such a plan. Mr. Reliford noted that the FSEIR should identify and
adopt feasible traffic management mitigation that reduces all significant traffic impacts in
Milpitas to less than significant. Finally, Milpitas requests that Design Change #13 be
amended to include the removal of the locomotive wye as an option and relocated to a
location consistent with Milpitas’ Transit Area Plan.
Peggy O’Laughlin, Federal Express (FedEx) and speaking on behalf of Scott Sheperd,
noted that the FedEx primary facility serving Silicon Valley is located in Santa Clara,
which is located on the site of the North Option Parking plan. In 2004, FedEx requested
that staff look more carefully at its analysis between the north and south parking options.
FedEx expressed concern about the difficulty of finding a comparable facility
replacement site. FedEx requested that they be given at least two years from the date of
filing the eminent domain to the date that BART acquires possession of the property to
ensure that FedEx finds a comparable replacement site.
Upon inquiry of Alternate Board Member McHugh regarding definition of fair share,
Mr. Fitzwater noted that it involves examining VTA’s addition to the traffic condition at
the affected intersection and what proportional impact VTA will have in comparison to
other development projects. VTA and the City of Milpitas will work on a formula to
determine the fair share.
Alternate Board Member McHugh inquired about the preservation of the business plan.
Mr. Collins noted that VTA sent a letter to the Milpitas City Manager that advises the
City that VTA will be preparing a methodology study on how to phase the construction
impacts at Dixon Landing Road.
Ex-Officio Board Member Yeager inquired if staff has addressed the request of FedEx.
He noted the importance of providing FedEx the flexibility of the two-year notification.
Carolyn Gonot, Chief Development Officer, responded that VTA is working on the
timeframe to ensure that the schedule will allow two-year notification. Mr. Collins noted
that VTA will work with FedEx.
M/S/C (Cortese/McHugh) on a vote of 8 ayes, 0 noes, 1 abstention, and 0 recusal to
approve design changes to the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Bay Area Rapid
Transit (BART) Extension project to Milpitas, San José and Santa Clara through the
following actions: 1) Certify that the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
(SEIR): a] Meets the requirements of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA);
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b] Represents the independent judgment of the Lead Agency; and c] Was presented to the
VTA Board of Directors and that they reviewed and considered it; 2) Adopt: a] Findings;
b] Facts in Support of Findings; and c] Statement of Overriding Considerations; 3) Adopt
a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; and 4) Adopt the Recommended Project
Description. Amend staff recommendation to include one parking option – Parking
Structure with Surface Parking in the City of Milpitas. Defer to August 2007 the design
change for the Downtown San José Station Entrance Location (between First and Second
Streets) pending the discussions with the City of San José. Direct staff to work with
Federal Express regarding notification to vacate property. Vice Chairperson Kniss
abstained.
35.

ITEMS OF CONCERN AND REFERRAL TO ADMINISTRATION
There were no Items of Concern and Referral to Administration.
Ex-Officio Board Member Yeager left the meeting at 8:35 p.m.

36.

MONTHYLY LEGISLATIVE HISTORY MATRIX
On order of Chairperson Chu, there being no objection, the Monthly Legislative
History Matrix was accepted as contained in the Agenda Packet.

37.

SUMMARY MINUTES FROM STANDING COMMITTEES
A.

Administration and Finance Committee
On order of Chairperson Chu, there being no objection, the May 17, 2007 and
May 23, 2007 Administration and Finance Committee Summary Minutes were
accepted as contained in the Agenda Packet.

B.

Congestion Management Program and Planning
On order of Chairperson Chu, there being no objection, the May 23, 2007
Congestion Management Program and Planning Summary Minutes was accepted
as contained in the Agenda Packet.

C.

Transit Planning and Operations Committee
On order of Chairperson Chu, there being no objection, the May 16, 2007
Transit Planning and Operations Committee Summary Minutes was accepted as
contained in the Agenda Packet.
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38.

REPORTS (UNAPPROVED MINUTES) FROM ADVISORY COMMITTEES
A.

Committee for Transit Accessibility (CTA)
On order of Chairperson Chu, there being no objection, the May 9, 2007
Committee for Transit Accessibility Minutes was accepted as contained in the
Agenda Packet.

B.

Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
On order of Chairperson Chu, there being no objection, the May 9, 2007
Citizens Advisory Committee Minutes was accepted as contained in the Agenda
Packet.

C.

Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC)
On order of Chairperson Chu, there being no objection, the May 9, 2007
Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee Minutes was accepted as contained in
the Agenda Packet.

D.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
On order of Chairperson Chu, there being no objection, the May 10, 2007
Technical Advisory Committee Summary Minutes was accepted as contained in
the Agenda Packet.

E.

Policy Advisory Committee (PAC)
On order of Chairperson Chu, there being no objection, the April 12, 2007 and
May 10, 2007 Policy Advisory Committee Minutes were accepted as contained in
the Agenda Packet.

39.

REPORTS FROM
COMMISSIONS

JOINT

POWERS

BOARDS

(JPBs)

&

REGIONAL

Chairperson Chu advised the Board of Directors that the Reports from the Joint Powers
Boards (JPBs) & Regional Commissions were placed on the dais.
A.

Peninsula Corridor JPB
On order of Chairperson Chu, there being no objection, the Peninsula Corridor
JPB Report was received.

B.

Capitol Corridor JPB
There was no report from the Capitol Corridor JPB.
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C.

Dumbarton Rail Corridor Policy Committee
There was no report from the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Policy Committee.

D.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
On order of Chairperson Chu, there being no objection, the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) Report was received.

40.

REPORTS FROM VTA POLICY ADVISORY BOARDS (PABs)
A.

Vasona Light Rail PAB
There was no report from the Vasona Light Rail PAB.

B.

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor PAB
On order of Chairperson Chu, there being no objection, the April 25, 2007
Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor PAB Minutes was accepted as contained in
the Agenda packet.

C.

Downtown East Valley PAB
On order of Chairperson Chu, there being no objection, the April 5, 2007
Downtown East Valley (DTEV) PAB Minutes was accepted as contained in the
Agenda Packet and received a report on the June 4, 2007 DTEV PAB meeting.

D.

Highway PAB – South
On order of Chairperson Chu, there being no objection, the May 23, 2007
Highway PAB – South Meeting report was received.

E.

I-680 Sunol SMART Carpool Lane Policy Advisory Committee
There was no report from the I-680 Sunol SMART Carpool Lane Policy Advisory
Committee.

41.

ADJOURNED TO CLOSED SESSION at 8:35 p.m.
A.

Conference with Labor Negotiators
[Government Code Section 54957.6]
VTA Designated Representatives:
Bill Lopez, Chief Administrative Officer
Robert Escobar, Manager, Office of Employee Relations
Employee Organization:
American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME)
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B.

Conference with Real Property Negotiator
[Government Code 54956.8]
Property: Block bounded by North First Street, North Market Street, Santa Clara
Street and West St. John Street located in downtown San José .
Negotiator for VTA: Roberta Notrangelo, Manager of Real Estate
Negotiating parties: The Mitchell Family, Owners, acting through an exclusive
listing by CB Richard Ellis.
Under negotiation: Price and terms of payment.

C.

Conference with Real Property Negotiator
[Government Code 54956.8]
Property: Northerly portion of VTA’s WP Milpitas line, approximately 3 miles in
length
Negotiator for VTA: Roberta Notrangelo, Manager of Real Estate
Negotiating parties: Laura Giraud, Right of Way Division Manager, BART
Under negotiation: Price and terms of payment.

D.

(Deferred to the August 2, 2007 Regular Board of Directors Meeting)
Public Employee Performance Evaluation
[Government Code Section 54957]
Title: General Manager

RECONVENED TO OPEN SESSION at 8:54 p.m.
42.

CLOSED SESSION REPORT
A.

Conference with Labor Negotiators
[Government Code Section 54957.6]
VTA Designated Representatives:
Bill Lopez, Chief Administrative Officer
Robert Escobar, Manager, Office of Employee Relations
Employee Organization:
American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME)
Suzanne Gifford, General Counsel, noted that there was no reportable action
taken during Closed Session on Item 41.A.
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B.

Conference with Real Property Negotiator
[Government Code 54956.8]
Property: Block bounded by North First Street, North Market Street, Santa Clara
Street and West St. John Street located in downtown San José .
Negotiator for VTA: Roberta Notrangelo, Manager of Real Estate
Negotiating parties: The Mitchell Family, Owners, acting through an exclusive
listing by CB Richard Ellis.
Under negotiation: Price and terms of payment.
Suzanne Gifford, General Counsel, noted that there was no reportable action
taken during Closed Session on Item #41.B.

C.

Conference with Real Property Negotiator
[Government Code 54956.8]
Property: Northerly portion of VTA’s WP Milpitas line, approximately 3 miles in
length
Negotiator for VTA: Roberta Notrangelo, Manager of Real Estate
Negotiating parties: Laura Giraud, Right of Way Division Manager, BART
Under negotiation: Price and terms of payment.
Suzanne Gifford, General Counsel, noted that the Board of Directors will consider
Closed Session Item #41.C under Agenda Item #44., Authorize the General
Manager to execute a Purchase Agreement and all other documents necessary to
convey approximately three miles of former Western Pacific Railroad Road
(WPRR) right-of-way to the Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) for
$20,089,756.

D.

(Deferred to the August 2, 2007 Regular Board of Directors Meeting)
Public Employee Performance Evaluation
[Government Code Section 54957]
Title: General Manager

42.X. (Removed from the Agenda)
Approval of the Labor Agreement Between Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
and the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, Local 101,
VTA Chapter.

43.

(Removed from the Agenda)
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Authorize the General Manager to take all necessary actions to purchase the “Mitchell
Block” (property bounded by North First Street, North Market Street, Santa Clara Street,
and West St. John Street in downtown San José). (Verbal Report) (Burns)
44.

BART Purchase of Western Pacific Milpitas Property for Warm Springs Extension
Project
M/S/C (Williams/McHugh) to authorize the General Manager to execute a Purchase
Agreement and all other documents necessary to convey approximately three miles of
former Western Pacific Railroad Road (WPRR) right-of-way to the Bay Area Rapid
Transit District (BART) for $20,089,756.

45.

ANNOUNCEMENTS
There were no Announcements.

46.

ADJOURNMENT
On order of Vice Chairperson Chu, there being no objection, the meeting was
adjourned at 8:55 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Elaine F. Baltao, Board Assistant
VTA Board of Directors
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER L-3
L3-1

The first paragraph under the heading "City of Fremont General Plan" on
page 4.1-9 of the Draft EIS has been revised to accurately reflect the
correct date of the City of Fremont General Plan to 1991. The text has
been revised as follows:
The City of Fremont General Plan 2030, adopted in May 1991, sets
forth many of the City’s goals, including improving air quality
through transportation alternatives. The following goal was taken
from the Transportation Element of the City of Fremont General
Plan…

L3-2

Page 4.1-9 of the Draft EIS, under the heading "City of Fremont General
Plan," has been revised to include additional relevant goals and policies
from the Fremont General Plan pertaining to air quality. Additional text
has also been added regarding the project's consistency with these new
goals and policies. These revisions are reflected below, and do not
change any of the conclusions presented in the Draft EIS. The text has
been revised as follows:
•

GOAL T 2: Convenient alternatives to the automobile to
conserve energy, reduce congestion, improve air quality and
provide a variety of transportation choices to meet a variety of
needs.

GOAL NR 12: Air quality meeting State Standards.
POLICY NR 12.1.7: Reduce particulate emissions.
The BEP and SVRTP alternatives would provide an alternative
means of transportation and would have the potential to improve air
quality. Section 3.7, Vehicular Traffic, of the Draft EIS documents
the traffic effects associated with the BEP and SVRTP Alternatives.
While several intersections and freeway segments would be
adversely affected, particularly near the proposed BART stations,
the overall vehicle miles traveled would be reduced under the BEP
and SVRTP alternatives when compared to the No Build
Alternative, as discussed in Section 5.1, Air Quality. Section 5.1
provides an analysis of the long-term effects of the project
alternatives with regard to air quality. As stated on pages 5.1-16
and 5.1-17, the BEP and SVRTP alternatives would result in
reduced air pollutant emissions from mobile sources, specifically
automobiles and associated vehicle miles traveled. Both the BEP
and SVRTP alternatives would result in 0.13 and 0.22 percent less
vehicle miles traveled, respectively, when compared to the No Build
Alternative. Thus, BEP and SVRTP alternatives would result in
fewer vehicle miles traveled and reduced emissions of toxic air
contaminants. Further, the BEP and SVRTP alternatives would
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result in a reduction of particulate matter emissions, demonstrating
a beneficial air quality operational benefit.
The BEP and SVRTP alternatives would meet federal and
BAAQMD emissions standards, and thus State standards.
Therefore, the build alternatives would remain consistent with the
City of Fremont General Plan goals and policies.
As
implementation of the BEP and SVRTP alternatives would provide
an alternative means of transportation and have the potential to
improve air quality within the City of Fremont, these alternatives
remain consistent with the General Plan policy.”
L3-3

Section 4.3, Community Services and Facilities of the Draft EIS lists the
services and facilities within ¼-mile (walking distance) of the proposed
alternatives. Leitch Elementary School and the Warm Springs Elementary
School are approximately 2/5 and 1/5 mile from the alignment,
respectively. Since it is not considered within walking distance, Leitch
Elementary School is not discussed in this section. Figure 4.3-1, the third
paragraph on page 4.3-10, and Table 4.3-3 have been updated in the
Draft EIS to reflect this change, which is shown below. In addition, the
park shown at the intersection of Warm Springs Boulevard and Scott
Creek Road has been deleted from Figures 2-4, 4.3-1, and 4.15-1 since
that site is a private cemetery.
In total, one elementary school in Fremont, one elementary school
in Milpitas, six elementary schools in San Jose, and three high
schools in San Jose are within the study area. These schools are
listed in Table 4.3-3 and shown in Figures 4.3-1 to 4.3-4 and 4.3-6.
As noted in Table 4.3-3, one high school and three elementary
schools are within walking distance (¼-mile) of a proposed BART
station.
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Table 4.3-3:
Figure ID

Schools in the Study Area
Figure
Number

Facility in the Study Area

Location

S1

4.3-1

Warm Springs Elementary
School

47370 Warm Springs Boulevard,
Fremont

S12

4.3-2

Curtner Elementary School

275 Redwood Avenue, Milpitas

S23

4.3-2, 4.3-3

Brooktree Elementary School

1781 Olive Tree Drive, San Jose

S34

4.3-3

Vinci Park Elementary School

1311 Vinci Park Way, San Jose

S45

4.3-4

Anne Darling Elementary School

333 N 33 Street, San Jose

S56

4.3-4

San Jose High Academy

275 North 24 Street, San Jose

S67

4.3-4

Five Wounds Catholic
Elementary School

1390 Five Wounds Lane, San Jose

S78

4.3-4

Saint Patrick Elementary School

51 North 9 Street, San Jose

S89

4.3-4

San Jose State University

One Washington Square, San Jose

S910

4.3-4

Horace Mann Elementary
School

55 North 7 Street, San Jose

S1011

4.3-4

Downtown College Prep –
Charter School

1460 the Alameda, San Jose

S1112

4.3-4

Bellarmine Preparatory High
School

850 Elm Street, San Jose

S1213

4.3-6

Santa Clara University

500 El Camino Real, Santa Clara

rd

th

th

th

a
a

b
b

b

c

a

Located within ¼-mile from the proposed Alum Rock Station.
Located within ¼-mile from the proposed Downtown San Jose Station.
c
Located within ¼-mile from the proposed Santa Clara Station.
Source: VTA, 2008.
b

L3-4

The first paragraph on page 4.9-2 of the Draft EIS describes the land uses
surrounding the short portion of the alignment that would travel through
the City of Fremont. The alignment is surrounded primarily by light
industrial and office uses. Residential areas in the City of Fremont are
located east of the alignment south of Kato Road. The text has been
revised to include the additional sentence below at the end of the
paragraph.
The BEP and SVRTP alternatives’ alignment in Fremont extends
from the Warm Springs Station to just north of Dixon Landing Road.
The land uses along this area are primarily light industrial and
office. Residential uses are located east of the alignment, south of
Kato Road.
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L3-5

The Kato Grade Separation Project was environmentally cleared by the
City of Fremont as a Categorical Exclusion under California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) in November 2008. This grade separation is no
longer part of either the BEP or SVRTP Alternative and will be constructed
prior to the construction of the BART extension.
According to the Memorandum of Agreement between VTA and the City of
Fremont for the Kato Grade Separation Project, VTA and the contractors
will be responsible for permitted disposition of water during construction,
and the City of Fremont will be responsible for discharges of seepage
during operations. The design allows for filter treatment of seepage, with
provision for bypass of clean water that meets permit limits. Kato
Associates, Inc. is the agency-identified party responsible for the
contamination and monitoring wells at the Calwest property to the
northeast of the Kato Road Grade Separation Project.

L3-6

VTA has made a commitment to mitigation. Sound walls of feasible height
are part of the adopted project mitigation. Where there would be potential
noise impact to second story and higher residences, additional mitigation
in the form of improved exterior building insulation (e.g., installation of
acoustically rated windows) will be implemented. VTA will determine
whether each individual residential dwelling unit has existing insulation
that is adequate to achieve noise levels that are consistent with FTA and
state criteria. If they are not, then exterior building insulation upgrades will
be required. Section 5.10 Noise and Vibration, Mitigation Measure NV-3
addresses noise insulation.
The use of Tire Derived Aggregate (TDA) underlayment has been the
subject of extensive study by VTA involving field measurements of its
vibration reduction performance in three different tests over the past few
years on the existing Vasona Light Rail Transit Line. A new Appendix K to
the EIS has been added to include two recent studies; “Evaluation of Tire
Derived Aggregate as Installed Beneath Ballast and Tie Light Rail Track”,
Wilson, Ihrig & Associates, Inc. 2009 and “Peer Review of TDA Vibration
Tests at VTA”, Harris, Miller Miller & Hanson Inc., 2009. These studies
support TDA as producing consistent performance over time and therefore
is a reliable mitigation measure for vibration control.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER L-4
L4-1

VTA staff and City of San Jose Department of Transportation staff met to
discuss this item on June 3, 2009. At this meeting, City of San Jose staff
presented a more detailed list of 23 intersections and proposed revisions
for which they requested VTA staff conduct further research. The
following list presents each of the intersections and the City’s suggested
edits, including VTA’s response. VTA staff worked closely with City staff
to come to agreement prior to inclusion of the responses in this document.

Intersection City of San Jose
Comment

VTA Response

Flickinger/
Berryessa

The planned City improvement was assumed under No Action
conditions. Full implementation of the planned improvements
still yields a project impact.

The addition of a
second northbound
left-turn lane is a
planned city
improvement that
should have been
assumed under the
No Action conditions.

Mitigation Measure TR-6 on page 3-115 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-6: There are no cost effective feasible
improvements that can be made beyond those described for
2030 No Build Alternative conditions to mitigate BEP
Alternative’s adverse effects. The necessary improvement to
mitigate the BEP Alternative’s adverse effect at this intersection
to an acceptable level consists of the addition of a fourth
westbound through lane on Berryessa Road. This
improvement is not feasible due to right-of-way constraints.
Because the BEP Alternative would contribute to traffic
congestion at this intersection, it will contribute a ‘fair share’
amount toward the implementation of this traffic improvement.
Should a feasible improvement be determined, a ‘fair share’
contribution will be evaluated at that time.
Mitigation Measure TR-6: There are no other feasible
improvements that can be made at this intersection beyond
those described for 2030 No Action conditions to mitigate
project impacts. Because the project would contribute to traffic
congestion at this intersection, the project will contribute a ‘fair
share’ amount toward the implementation of the identified traffic
improvement under 2030 No Action conditions. Should a
feasible improvement be determined, a ‘fair share’ contribution
will be evaluated at that time.
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Intersection City of San Jose
Comment

VTA Response

Mitigation Measure TR-9 on page 3-156 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-9: Possible improvements include the
addition of a second northbound left-turn lane. Though
intersection operations would improve with this improvement,
this adverse effect would not be mitigated, and the level of
service would remain an unacceptable LOS E and F during the
AM and PM peak hours, respectively. The necessary
improvement to mitigate the substantial adverse effect at this
intersection to an acceptable level consists of the addition of a
second southbound right-turn lane and the widening of
Berryessa Road from four to six through lanes. This
improvement is not feasible due to right-of-way constraints
along both of these roadways. Because the BEP Alternative
would contribute to traffic congestion at this intersection, it will
contribute a ‘fair share’ amount toward the implementation of
this traffic improvement. Should a feasible improvement be
determined, a ‘fair share’ contribution will be evaluated at that
time.
Mitigation Measure TR-9: There are no other feasible
improvements that can be made at this intersection beyond
those described for 2030 No Action conditions to mitigate
project impacts. Because the project would contribute to traffic
congestion at this intersection, the project will contribute a ‘fair
share’ amount toward the implementation of the identified traffic
improvement under 2030 No Action conditions. Should a
feasible improvement be determined, a ‘fair share’ contribution
will be evaluated at that time.
28th/ Julian

The Alum Rock
Station Plan includes
a full build out lay out
of the intersections
surrounding the
station. Incorporate
this build out into the
EIS and include as
mitigation.

Planned build out improvements as part of station will mitigate
project impacts at the intersection.
Mitigation Measure TR-12 on page 3-157 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-12: The necessary improvement to
mitigate the substantial adverse effect from the SVRTP
Alternative at this intersection to an acceptable level consists of
the addition of a second northbound right-turn lane, a second
westbound left-turn lane, converting the shared eastbound leftand-through lane to an exclusive left-turn lane, converting the
eastbound right-turn lane to a shared right-and-through lane,
and providing protected left-turn phasing on the east/west
direction. It should be noted that the second northbound rightturn lane is shown on the station site plan as a project
sponsored roadway improvement. The implementation of these
improvements would improve intersection level of service to an
acceptable LOS C.

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

2-203

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

Intersection City of San Jose
Comment

VTA Response

Mitigation Measure TR-12: As part of the station development,
the intersection will be re-constructed to include the addition of
a second northbound right-turn lane, a second westbound leftturn lane, converting the shared eastbound left-and-through
lane to an exclusive left-turn lane, converting the eastbound
right-turn lane to a shared right-and-through lane, and providing
protected left-turn phasing on the east/west direction. The
implementation of these improvements would improve the
intersection level of service to an acceptable LOS C.
101/ Julian

The Alum Rock
Station Plan includes
a full build out lay out
of the intersections
surrounding the
station. Incorporate
this build out into the
EIS and include as
mitigation.

The improvements identified at 28th/Julian as part of the Alum
Rock Station plan will prohibit any improvement at US
101/Julian with the exception of the direct right-turn lane to SB
101 from 28th Street. The original mitigation recommended in
the traffic study did not account for the direct right-turn lane.
Therefore, the planned build out improvements at this
intersection in conjunction with improvements at 28th/Julian will
not mitigate project impacts. The City of San Jose’s Level of
Service Transportation Policy, which describes the Protected
Intersections Strategy, is attached for reference.
Mitigation Measure TR-9 on page 3-116 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-9: The necessary improvement to
mitigate the BEP Alternative’s adverse effect at this intersection
to an acceptable level consists of the addition of a second
westbound left-turn lane and an exclusive eastbound right-turn
lane. The implementation of this improvement would improve
intersection level of service to an acceptable LOS C.
Mitigation Measure TR-9: There are no other feasible
improvements that can be made at this intersection beyond
those planned as part of the station development. VTA
proposes that the intersection be added to the City’s list of
Protected Intersections and adhere to the Protected
Intersection Policy. The LOS policy specifies that Protected
Intersections consist of locations that have been built to their
planned maximum capacity and where expansion of the
intersection would have an adverse effect upon other
transportation facilities (such as pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
systems). If a development project has significant traffic
impacts at a designated Protected Intersection, the project may
be approved if offsetting Transportation System Improvements
are provided that enhance pedestrian, bicycle and transit
facilities to the community near the Protected Intersection. As
part of the development of the station, surrounding pedestrian,
bicycle and transit facilities will be enhanced to serve the
station and surrounding community.
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Mitigation Measure TR-13 on page 3-158 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-13: The necessary improvement to
mitigate the substantial adverse effect from the SVRTP
Alternative at this intersection to an acceptable level consists of
the addition of a second westbound left-turn lane and an
exclusive eastbound right-turn lane. The implementation of this
improvement would improve intersection level of service to an
acceptable LOS D.
Mitigation Measure TR-13: There are no other feasible
improvements that can be made at this intersection beyond
those planned as part of the station development. VTA
proposes that the intersection be added to the City’s list of
Protected Intersections and adhere to the Protected
Intersection Policy. The LOS policy specifies that Protected
Intersections consist of locations that have been built to their
planned maximum capacity and where expansion of the
intersection would have an adverse effect upon other
transportation facilities (such as pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
systems). If a development project has significant traffic
impacts at a designated Protected Intersection, the project may
be approved if offsetting Transportation System Improvements
are provided that enhance pedestrian, bicycle and transit
facilities to the community near the Protected Intersection. As
part of the development of the station, surrounding pedestrian,
bicycle and transit facilities will be enhanced to serve the
station and surrounding community.

Capitol/
McKee

This intersection is
eligible as a
protected
Intersection. Project
should propose
protection.

The Draft EIS, on pages 3-158 and 3-159, states that this
intersection has been identified by the City of San Jose as a
Protected Intersection and that our project will comply with the
City of San Jose’s Protected Intersection Policy.
Mitigation Measure TR-11 on page 3-117 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-11: As described in the 2030 No Build
Alternative conditions chapter, there are no cost effective
feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection to
mitigate adverse effects from the BEP Alternative.
The
necessary improvements to improve intersection operations to
acceptable levels at this intersection consist of the addition of a
third southbound through lane and a second eastbound rightturn lane. However, the widening of Capitol Avenue and
McKee Road is not feasible. VTA will comply with the
Protected Intersections Program as required including
constructing provisions of bicycle and pedestrian improvements
in and around the station area. Because the BEP Alternative
would contribute to traffic congestion at this intersection, it will
contribute a ‘fair share’ amount toward the implementation of
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this traffic improvement. Should a feasible improvement be
determined, a ‘fair share’ contribution will be evaluated at that
time.
Mitigation Measure TR-11: As described in the 2030 No Build
Alternative conditions chapter, there are no cost effective
feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection to
mitigate adverse effects from the BEP Alternative. With the
newly constructed Capitol LRT line, Capitol Avenue has been
upgraded to its extent to allow for the operation of the LRT in its
median. Further improvement of the intersection would not be
compatible with LRT operations. VTA will comply with the
Protected Intersection Policy as required including providing
fair-share funding (amount to be negotiated) towards the
construction of identified offsetting improvements.
Mitigation Measure TR-15 on page 3-159 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-15: As described in the 2030 No Build
Alternative conditions chapter, there are no cost effective
feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection to
mitigate adverse effects from the SVRTP Alternative. The
necessary improvements to improve intersection operations to
acceptable levels at this intersection consist of the addition of a
third southbound through lane and a second eastbound rightturn lane. However, the widening of Capitol Avenue and
McKee Road is not feasible. VTA will comply with the
Protected Intersections Program as required including
constructing provisions of bicycle and pedestrian improvements
in and around the station area. Because the SVRTP
Alternative would contribute to traffic congestion at this
intersection, it will contribute a ‘fair share’ amount toward the
implementation of this traffic improvement. Should a feasible
improvement be determined, a ‘fair share’ contribution will be
evaluated at that time
Mitigation Measure TR-15: As described in the 2030 No Build
Alternative conditions chapter, there are no cost effective
feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection to
mitigate adverse effects from the BEP Alternative. With the
newly constructed Capitol LRT line, Capitol Avenue has been
upgraded to its extent to allow for the operation of the LRT in its
median. Further improvement of the intersection would not be
compatible with LRT operations. VTA will comply with the
Protected Intersection Policy as required including providing
fair-share funding (amount to be negotiated) towards the
construction of identified offsetting improvements.
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24th/ Santa
Clara

The Draft EIS, on pages 3-159 and 3-160, states that this
intersection has been identified by the City of San Jose as a
Protected Intersection and that our project will comply with the
City of San Jose’s Protected Intersection Policy.

Describe only as a
protected
intersection. No
need to describe
possible mitigation.

Mitigation Measure TR-16 on page 3-160 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-16: There are no cost effective feasible
improvements that can be made at this intersection to mitigate
the substantial adverse effects. The necessary improvements
to improve intersection operations to acceptable levels at this
intersection consist of the addition of an exclusive northbound
left-turn lane or a second westbound left-turn lane. However,
these improvements are not possible due to right-of-way
constraints. VTA will comply with the Protected Intersections
Program as required including constructing provisions of bicycle
and pedestrian improvements in and around the station area.
Because the SVRTP Alternative would contribute to traffic
congestion at this intersection, it will contribute a ‘fair share’
amount toward the implementation of this traffic improvement.
Should a feasible improvement be determined, a ‘fair share’
contribution will be evaluated at that time.
Mitigation Measure TR-16: There are no cost effective feasible
improvements that can be made at this intersection to mitigate
the substantial adverse effects at this intersection due to the
SVRTP Alternative. VTA will comply with the Protected
Intersection Policy as required including providing fair-share
funding (amount to be negotiated) towards the construction of
identified offsetting improvements.
Capitol/ Alum
Rock

This intersection is
eligible as a
protected
Intersection. Project
should propose
protection.

Mitigation Measure TR-17 on page 3-160 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-17: There are no cost effective feasible
improvements that can be made beyond those described for
2030 No Build Alternative conditions to mitigate the substantial
adverse effect. The necessary improvement to mitigate the
adverse effect at this intersection to an acceptable level
consists of the addition of a second southbound left-turn lane.
The widening of Capitol Avenue is not feasible due to right-ofway constraints. Because the SVRTP Alternative would
contribute to traffic congestion at this intersection, it will
contribute a ‘fair share’ amount toward the implementation of
this traffic improvement. Should a feasible improvement be
determined, a ‘fair share’ contribution will be evaluated at that
time.
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Mitigation Measure TR-17: There are no cost effective feasible
improvements that can be made beyond those described for
2030 No Build Alternative conditions to mitigate the substantial
adverse effect at this intersection for the SVRTP Alternative.
With the newly constructed Capitol LRT line, Capitol Avenue
has been upgraded to its extent to allow for the operation of the
LRT in its median. Further improvement of the intersection
would not be compatible with LRT operations. VTA proposes
that the intersection be added to the City’s list of Protected
Intersections and adhere to the Protected Intersection Policy.
The LOS policy specifies that Protected Intersections consist of
locations that have been built to their planned maximum
capacity and where expansion of the intersection would have
an adverse effect upon other transportation facilities (such as
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit systems). If the project has
significant traffic impacts at a designated Protected
Intersection, the project should provide offsetting Transportation
System Improvements that enhance pedestrian, bicycle and
transit facilities to the community near the Protected
Intersection. VTA will comply with the Protected Intersection
Policy as required including providing fair-share funding
(amount to be negotiated) towards the construction of identified
offsetting improvements.
Capitol Ave/
Capitol
Expwy

This intersection is
eligible as a
protected
Intersection. Project
should propose
protection.

Mitigation Measure TR-14 on page 3-118 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-14: As described in the 2030 No Build
Alternative conditions chapter, there are no cost effective
feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection to
mitigate adverse effects from the BEP Alternative. The
necessary improvement to mitigate the BEP Alternative’s
adverse effect at this intersection to an acceptable level
consists of the addition of a third southbound through lane and
the widening of Capitol Expressway from six mixed-flow
through lanes to eight mixed-flow through lanes. However, this
improvement is not feasible due to right-of-way constraints.
Because the BEP Alternative would contribute to traffic
congestion at this intersection, it will
Mitigation Measure TR-14: As described in the 2030 No Build
Alternative conditions chapter, there are no cost effective
feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection to
mitigate adverse effects from the BEP Alternative. With the
newly constructed Capitol LRT line, Capitol Avenue has been
upgraded to its extent to allow for the operation of the LRT in its
median. Further improvement of the intersection would not be
compatible with LRT operations. VTA proposes that the
intersection be added to the City’s list of Protected Intersections
and adhere to the Protected Intersection Policy. The LOS
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policy specifies that Protected Intersections consist of locations
that have been built to their planned maximum capacity and
where expansion of the intersection would have an adverse
effect upon other transportation facilities (such as pedestrian,
bicycle, and transit systems). If a project has significant traffic
impacts at a designated Protected Intersection, the project
should provide offsetting Transportation System Improvements
that enhance pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities to the
community near the Protected Intersection. VTA will comply
with the Protected Intersection Policy as required including
providing fair-share funding (amount to be negotiated) towards
the construction of identified offsetting improvements.
Mitigation Measure TR-21 on page 3-162 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-21: As described in the 2030 No Build
Alternative conditions chapter, there are no cost effective
feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection to
mitigate substantial adverse effects. The necessary
improvement to mitigate the substantial adverse effect at this
intersection to an acceptable level consists of the addition of a
third southbound through lane and the widening of Capitol
Expressway from six mixed-flows through lanes to eight mixedflow through lanes. However, this improvement is not feasible
due to right-of-way constraints. Because SVRTP Alternative
would contribute to traffic congestion at this intersection, it will
contribute a ‘fair share’ amount toward the implementation of
this traffic improvement. Should a feasible improvement be
determined, a ‘fair share’ contribution will be evaluated at that
time.
Mitigation Measure TR-21: As described in the 2030 No Build
Alternative conditions chapter, there are no cost effective
feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection to
mitigate adverse effects from the SVRPT Alternative. With the
newly constructed Capitol LRT line, Capitol Avenue has been
upgraded to its extent to allow for the operation of the LRT in its
median. Further improvement of the intersection would not be
compatible with LRT operations. VTA proposes that the
intersection be added to the City’s list of Protected Intersections
and adhere to the Protected Intersection Policy. The LOS
policy specifies that Protected Intersections consist of locations
that have been built to their planned maximum capacity and
where expansion of the intersection would have an adverse
effect upon other transportation facilities (such as pedestrian,
bicycle, and transit systems). If a project has significant traffic
impacts at a designated Protected Intersection, the project
should provide offsetting Transportation System Improvements
that enhance pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities to the
community near the Protected Intersection. VTA will comply
with the Protected Intersection Policy as required including
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Alameda/
Hedding

Describe only as a
protected
intersection. No
need to describe
possible mitigation.

VTA Response
providing fair-share funding (amount to be negotiated) towards
the construction of identified offsetting improvements.
Mitigation Measure TR-22 on page 3-164 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-22: As described in the 2030 No Build
Alternative conditions chapter, there are no cost effective
feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection to
mitigate the substantial adverse effect. The necessary
improvements to improve intersection operations to acceptable
levels consist of the addition of a third northbound through lane,
a second southbound left-turn lane, and an exclusive
eastbound right-turn lane. However, the widening of The
Alameda to this extent is not feasible due to right-of-way
constraints. VTA will comply with the Protected Intersections
Program as required including constructing provisions of bicycle
and pedestrian improvements in and around the station area.
Because the SVRTP Alternative would contribute to traffic
congestion at this intersection, it will contribute a ‘fair share’
amount toward the implementation of this traffic improvement.
Should a feasible improvement be determined, a ‘fair share’
contribution will be evaluated at that time.
Mitigation Measure TR-22: As described in the 2030 No Build
Alternative conditions chapter, there are no cost effective
feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection to
mitigate the substantial adverse effect for the SVRTP
Alternative. VTA will comply with the Protected Intersection
Policy as required including providing fair-share funding
(amount to be negotiated) towards the construction of identified
offsetting improvements.

Alameda/
Taylor

2-210

This intersection is
eligible as a
protected
Intersection. Project
should propose
protection.

Mitigation Measure TR-23 on page 3-164 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-23: There are no cost effective feasible
improvements that can be made beyond those described for
2030 No Build Alternative conditions to mitigate the substantial
adverse effect. The necessary improvement to improve
intersection operations to acceptable levels consists of the
addition of second northbound and southbound left-turn lanes
on The Alameda. However, the widening of The Alameda to
this extent is not feasible due to right-of-way constraints.
Because the SVRTP Alternative would contribute to traffic
congestion at this intersection, it will contribute a ‘fair share’
amount toward the implementation of this traffic improvement.
Should a feasible improvement be determined, a ‘fair share’
contribution will be evaluated at that time.
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Mitigation Measure TR-23: There are no cost effective feasible
improvements that can be made beyond those described for
2030 No Build Alternative conditions to mitigate the substantial
adverse effect. VTA proposes that the intersection be added to
the City’s list of Protected Intersections and adhere to the
Protected Intersection Policy. The LOS policy specifies that
Protected Intersections consist of locations that have been built
to their planned maximum capacity and where expansion of the
intersection would have an adverse effect upon other
transportation facilities (such as pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
systems). If a development project has significant traffic
impacts at a designated Protected Intersection, the project
should provide offsetting Transportation System Improvements
that enhance pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities to the
community near the Protected Intersection. VTA will comply
with the Protected Intersection Policy as required including
providing fair-share funding (amount to be negotiated) towards
the construction of identified offsetting improvements.

Notre Dame /
Santa Clara

This is a Downtown
Core intersection.
The Downtown Core
does not have LOS
thresholds. Not an
impact.

The City of San Jose’s General Plan – Land Use/Transportation
Diagram Section, which discusses the City of San Jose’s
exemption of Downtown Core Intersections from the City’s
Level of Service Transportation Policy, is attached for
reference.
Mitigation Measure TR-24 on page 3-165 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-24: There are no cost effective feasible
improvements that can be made at this intersection to mitigate
the substantial adverse effect. The necessary improvements to
improve intersection operations to acceptable levels consist of
the addition of a second westbound left-turn lane. However,
this improvement is not feasible due to right-of-way constraints.
Because the SVRTP Alternative would contribute to traffic
congestion at this intersection, it will contribute a ‘fair share’
amount toward the implementation of this traffic improvement.
Should a feasible improvement be determined, a ‘fair-share’
contribution will be evaluated at that time.
Mitigation Measure TR-24: The study intersection is located
within the Greater Downtown Core, which is exempt from the
City of San Jose level of service policy. The policy states that
the Downtown Core Area is exempted from traffic mitigation
requirements. Intersections within and on the boundary of this
area are also exempted from the Level of Service “D”
Performance Criteria. Since this is a local intersection subject
to the local agency’s thresholds, the project would not impact
this intersection based upon the Downtown Core LOS Policy.
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Market/ Santa
Clara

Mitigation Measure TR-25 on page 3-165 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:

This is a Downtown
Core intersection.
The Downtown Core
does not have LOS
thresholds. Not an
impact.

Mitigation Measure TR-25: As described in the 2030 No Build
Alternative conditions chapter, there are no cost effective
feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection to
mitigate the substantial adverse effect. The necessary
improvements to improve intersection operations to acceptable
levels consist of the addition of an exclusive southbound rightturn lane. However, this improvement is not feasible due to
right-of-way constraints. Because the SVRTP Alternative would
contribute to traffic congestion at this intersection, it will
contribute a ‘fair share’ amount toward the implementation of
this traffic improvement. Should a feasible improvement be
determined, a ‘fair share’ contribution will be evaluated at that
time.
Mitigation Measure TR-25: The study intersection is located
within the Greater Downtown Core, which is exempt from the
City of San Jose level of service policy. The policy states that
the Downtown Core Area is exempted from traffic mitigation
requirements. Intersections within and on the boundary of this
area are also exempted from the Level of Service “D”
Performance Criteria. Since this is a local intersection subject
to the local agency’s thresholds, the project would not impact
this intersection based upon the Downtown Core LOS Policy.

Meridian/ San
Carlos

2-212

Describe only as a
protected
intersection. No
need to describe
possible mitigation.

Mitigation Measure TR-26 on page 3-166 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-26: As described in the 2030 No Build
Alternative conditions chapter, there are no cost effective
feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection to
mitigate the substantial adverse effect. The necessary
improvements to improve intersection operations to acceptable
levels consist of the addition of a third eastbound through lane,
an exclusive westbound right-turn lane, and widening of
Meridian Avenue to provide three left-turn lanes, two through
lanes, and a right-turn lane on the northbound approach and
one left-turn lane, three through lanes, and one right-turn lane
on the southbound approach. In addition, protected left-turn
phasing would have to be provided in the
northbound/southbound direction. However, these
improvements would require the widening of both Meridian
Avenue and San Carlos Street, which is not feasible since it
would require removal of many retail uses lining these streets.
VTA will comply with the Protected Intersections Program as
required including constructing provisions of bicycle and
pedestrian improvements in and around the station area.
Because the SVRTP Alternative would contribute to traffic
congestion at this intersection, it will contribute a ‘fair share’
amount toward the implementation of this traffic improvement.
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Should a feasible improvement be determined, a ‘fair share’
contribution will be evaluated at that time.
Mitigation Measure TR-26: As described in the 2030 No Build
Alternative conditions chapter, there are no cost effective
feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection to
mitigate the substantial adverse effect. VTA will comply with
the Protected Intersection Policy as required including providing
fair-share funding (amount to be negotiated) towards the
construction of identified offsetting improvements.

Lincoln/ San
Carlos

This intersection is
eligible as a
protected
Intersection. Project
should propose
protection.

Mitigation Measure TR-27 on page 3-167 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-27: There are no cost effective feasible
improvements that can be made beyond those described for
2030 No Build Alternative conditions to mitigate the substantial
adverse effect. The necessary improvement to improve
intersection operations to acceptable levels consists of the
addition of second northbound and eastbound left-turn lanes,
an exclusive westbound right-turn lane, a third eastbound
through lane, and the widening of Lincoln Avenue to provide
two northbound and southbound through lanes. However, the
widening of Lincoln Avenue and San Carlos Street to this extent
is not feasible due to right-of-way constraints. Because the
SVRTP Alternative would contribute to traffic congestion at this
intersection, it will contribute a ‘fair share’ amount toward the
implementation of this traffic improvement. Should a feasible
improvement be determined, a ‘fair share’ contribution will be
evaluated at that time.
Mitigation Measure TR-27: There are no cost effective feasible
improvements that can be made beyond those described for
2030 No Build Alternative conditions to mitigate the substantial
adverse effect at this intersection for the SVRTP Alternative.
VTA proposes that the intersection be added to the City’s list of
Protected Intersections and adhere to the Protected
Intersection Policy. The LOS policy specifies that Protected
Intersections consist of locations that have been built to their
planned maximum capacity and where expansion of the
intersection would have an adverse effect upon other
transportation facilities (such as pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
systems). If a development project has significant traffic
impacts at a designated Protected Intersection, the project
should provide offsetting Transportation System Improvements
that enhance pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities to the
community near the Protected Intersection. VTA will comply
with the Protected Intersection Policy as required including
providing fair-share funding (amount to be negotiated) towards
the construction of identified offsetting improvements.
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Bird/ San
Carlos

This is a Downtown
Core intersection.
The Downtown Core
does not have LOS
thresholds. Not an
impact.

The City of San Jose’s General Plan states that the Downtown
Core Area is exempted from the City's Transportation Level of
Service policy. The City’s Transportation LOS policy applies
only to local intersections, not to CMP intersections. This
intersection is a CMP intersection. VTA is a regional agency,
and as such, will abide by the CMP thresholds for CMP
intersections. Therefore, no change is necessary to the
analysis of this intersection. The discussion in the Draft EIS on
pages 3-167 and 3-168, which states that this intersection has
been identified by the City of San Jose as a Protected
Intersection and that our project will comply with the City of San
Jose’s Protected Intersection Policy, still applies.

Bird/ I-280

This is a Downtown
Core intersection.
The Downtown Core
does not have LOS
thresholds. Not an
impact.

The City of San Jose’s General Plan states that the Downtown
Core Area is exempted from the City's Transportation Level of
Service policy. The City’s Transportation LOS policy applies
only to local intersections, not to CMP intersections. This
intersection is a CMP intersection. VTA is a regional agency,
and as such, will abide by the CMP thresholds for CMP
intersections. Therefore, no change is necessary to the
analysis of this intersection.

Old Oakland/
Montague

The North San Jose
Development Plan
has developed
mitigation for
Montague
Expressway
(widening of
Montague). The EIS
should describe the
master plan and
propose a fair share
contribution per the
City’s fair share
contribution analysis.

Mitigation Measure TR-4 on page 3-113 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-4: There are no other cost effective
feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection
beyond those identified under the 2030 No Build Alternative
conditions. Due to the relatively high conflicting turn movement
volumes at this intersection, there are no feasible at-grade
improvements to improve operation levels at this intersection.
Because, the BEP Alternative would contribute to traffic
congestion at this intersection, it will contribute a ‘fair share’
amount toward the implementation of this traffic improvement.
Should a feasible improvement be determined, a ‘fair share’
contribution will be evaluated at that time.
Mitigation Measure TR-4: There are no further feasible
improvements beyond the planned Montague widening
assumed under No Action conditions that can be implemented
to improve intersection levels of service to acceptable levels.
The North San Jose Development Plan (NSJDP) identified the
impacts to the intersection associated with its development as
significant and unavoidable due to the lack of feasible mitigation
measures. A traffic impact fee has been implemented as part
of the NSJDP, but is only applicable to development within the
NSJDP area. Development that impacts intersections within
the NSJDP area is required to make a fair-share contribution
towards identified improvements.
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Because the project would contribute to traffic congestion at
this intersection, the project will contribute a ‘fair share’ amount
toward the implementation of the identified traffic improvement
under 2030 No Action conditions. Should a feasible
improvement be determined, a ‘fair share’ contribution will be
evaluated at that time.
Mitigation Measure TR-7 on page 3-154 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-7: There are no other cost effective
feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection
beyond those identified under the 2030 No Build Alternative
conditions. Due to the relatively high conflicting turn movement
volumes at this intersection, there are no feasible at-grade
improvements to improve operation levels at this intersection.
Because the SVRTP Alternative would contribute to traffic
congestion at this intersection, it will contribute a ‘fair share’
amount toward the implementation of this traffic improvement.
Should a feasible improvement be determined, a ‘fair share’
contribution will be evaluated at that time.
Mitigation Measure TR-7: There are no further feasible
improvements beyond the planned Montague widening
assumed under No Action conditions that can be implemented
to improve intersection levels of service to acceptable levels.
The North San Jose Development Plan (NSJDP) identified the
impacts to the intersection associated with its development as
significant and unavoidable due to the lack of feasible mitigation
measures. A traffic impact fee has been implemented as part
of the NSJDP, but is only applicable to development within the
NSJDP area. Development that impacts intersections within
the NSJDP area is required to make a fair-share contribution
towards identified improvements.
Because the project would contribute to traffic congestion at
this intersection, the project will contribute a ‘fair share’ amount
toward the implementation of the identified traffic improvement
under 2030 No Action conditions. Should a feasible
improvement be determined, a ‘fair share’ contribution will be
evaluated at that time.

Trade Zone/
Montague

The North San Jose
Development Plan
has developed
mitigation for
Montague
Expressway
(widening of
Montague). The EIS
should describe the
master plan and

The North San Jose Development Policy is attached for
reference.
Mitigation Measure TR-5 on page 3-114 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-5: There are no other cost effective
feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection
beyond those identified under the 2030 No Build Alternative
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Intersection City of San Jose
Comment
propose a fair share
contribution per the
City’s fair share
contribution analysis.

VTA Response
conditions. Due to the relatively high conflicting turn movement
volumes at this intersection, there are no feasible at-grade
improvements to improve operation levels at this intersection.
Because, the BEP Alternative would contribute to traffic
congestion at this intersection, it will contribute a ‘fair share’
amount toward the implementation of this traffic improvement.
Should a feasible improvement be determined, a ‘fair share’
contribution will be evaluated at that time.
Mitigation Measure TR-5: There are no further feasible
improvements beyond the planned Montague widening
assumed under No Action conditions that can be implemented
to improve intersection levels of service to acceptable levels.
The North San Jose Development Policy (NSJDP) identified the
impacts to the intersection associated with its development as
significant and unavoidable due to the lack of feasible mitigation
measures. A traffic impact fee has been implemented as part
of the NSJDP, but is only applicable to development within the
NSJDP area. Development that impacts intersections within
the NSJDP area is required to make a fair-share contribution
towards identified improvements.
Because the project would contribute to traffic congestion at
this intersection, the project will contribute a ‘fair share’ amount
toward the implementation of the identified traffic improvement
under 2030 No Action conditions. Should a feasible
improvement be determined, a ‘fair share’ contribution will be
evaluated at that time.
Mitigation Measure TR-8 on page 3-154 of the Draft EIS has
been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TR-8: There are no other cost effective
feasible improvements that can be made at this intersection
beyond those identified under the 2030 No Build Alternative
conditions. Due to the relatively high conflicting turn movement
volumes at this intersection, there are no feasible at-grade
improvements to improve operation levels at this intersection.
Because the SVRTP Alternative would contribute to traffic
congestion at this intersection, it will contribute a ‘fair share’
amount toward the implementation of this traffic improvement.
Should a feasible improvement be determined, a ‘fair share’
contribution will be evaluated at that time.
Mitigation Measure TR-8: There are no further feasible
improvements beyond the planned Montague widening
assumed under No Action conditions that can be implemented
to improve intersection levels of service to acceptable levels.
The North San Jose Development Policy (NSJDP) identified the
impacts to the intersection associated with its development as
significant and unavoidable due to the lack of feasible mitigation
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Intersection City of San Jose
Comment

VTA Response
measures. A traffic impact fee has been implemented as part
of the NSJDP, but is only applicable to development within the
NSJDP area. Development that impacts intersections within
the NSJDP area is required to make a fair-share contribution
towards identified improvements.
Because the project would contribute to traffic congestion at
this intersection, the project will contribute a ‘fair share’ amount
toward the implementation of the identified traffic improvement
under 2030 No Action conditions. Should a feasible
improvement be determined, a ‘fair share’ contribution will be
evaluated at that time.

Refer to the San Jose LOS policy attached at the end of these responses.
In addition, the North San Jose Development Policy has been added as a related
project as noted below.
City of San Jose, North San Jose Area Development Policy
The Golden Triangle Task Force convened in November 1985 to
address traffic congestion problems in Santa Clara County. The
cities of Milpitas, Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, Mountain View, Palo
Alto, and San Jose were participants, as well as Santa Clara
County.
The objective of the Task Force was to better balance employment,
housing and roadway/transit systems in the Golden Triangle Area,
which. includes the City of San Jose, generally north of I-880 and
Berryessa Road, and all lands within the other five cities identified
above.
To accomplish its objective, the Golden Triangle Task Force
developed policies to: 1) reduce the number of cars on the
roadway system during the commute travel period; 2) increase the
capacity of roadway/transit facilities by funding capital
improvements; 3) increase housing, and 4) limit development to
that supportable by existing or planned transportation infrastructure.
The North San Jose Area Development Policy was adopted by the
San Jose City Council on March 1, 1988, revised on August 13,
1998, August 19, 2003, and December 9, 2003. The four essential
components of the policy, reflecting critical elements of the Golden
Triangle Task Force are listed below.
1.

A Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program to
reduce traffic generation and increase the efficiency of the
transportation system.
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2.

Capital improvements funded on a cooperative basis, to bring
the transportation system capacity into a closer alignment with
projected need.

3.

A Level of Service policy that allows consideration of an area
average instead of focusing on individual intersections.

4.

A Floor Area Ratio (FAR) policy that places a cap on the
magnitude of employment and encourages housing in the
impacted area.

5.

A housing strategy to internalize commute trips within the
Golden Triangle Area.

Figure 2-25 shows the area subject to the North San Jose
Development Policy within the San Jose city limits.
L4-2

The city's comment is noted. Construction of the extension's tunnel
through downtown San Jose and the Diridon area would be bored with the
use of earth pressure balanced tunnel-boring machines (EPB), minimizing
adverse construction effects on residences and businesses. An exception
to the use of EPBs would be the construction of the underground stations,
mid-tunnel ventilation structures and cross-over track sections, which
would utilize a cut and cover construction method. The Draft EIS
evaluates all associated impacts as "worst-case" scenario and will
continue to work with the City of San Jose to minimize these construction
impacts.

L4-3

As stated on page ES-68 of the Draft EIS, Mitigation Measure CNST-1
requires VTA to develop a construction education and outreach plan to
foster communication between VTA, various municipalities, and the public
during the construction phase. Critical components of the plan includes,
but are not limited to the following public outreach strategies: 1) frequent
updates to stakeholder groups, business organizations, and municipalities;
2) public workshops and meetings with community members; 3)
distribution of project information and advanced construction notification
via flyers, emails, mailers and face-to-face visits; continuous share of
project information and contacts posted to the website; 4) media relations,
i.e., new releases, new articles, and interviews; and 4) onsite outreach
coordinator/personnel.
Transportation Mitigation Measure CNST-TR-1, as stated on page ES-69
of the Draft EIS, requires VTA to work with the City of San Jose and the
public as indicated in Mitigation Measure CNST-1. Additionally, bus
bridges would be implemented to transfer light rail passengers around the
construction area. Implementation of these mitigation measures would
minimize construction impacts in the study area.
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L4-4

The SVRT program is completing a Station Campus Access Study that is
evaluating connections to all modes, including an improved light rail to
BART connection at the Milpitas Station. The interest in a direct and
convenient transfer between BART and LRT is noted.

L4-5

VTA, City of San Jose, and Caltrans are currently studying alternatives for
the conversion of the existing overcrossing at US 101/Mabury Road/Taylor
Street to a full interchange.
This study is part of the US 101
Implementation Plan. The Plan is looking at improvements on US 101
between the Trimble/De La Cruz Boulevard Interchange and McKee Road
Interchange. The Plan will be completed in the summer of 2009. The
proposed interchange would provide direct access from US 101 to the
existing Taylor Street/Mabury Road, improving regional mobility and intermodal connections with the planned BART extension Berryessa Station.
Funding for the project would originate from development traffic impact
fees and possibly federal, state or local sources.

L4-6

Chapter 2 Alternatives, Sub-section 2.6.1 Development Related Projects
in the Final EIS has been revised to include a description of the Flea
Market Mixed Use Transit Villages and the associated street network. The
Flea Market plans were considered in the Final EIS and the plan is
provided at the end of these responses.

L4-7

The construction of the Las Plumas Maintenance Yard is not VTA’s staff
preferred option at this location.
Please see Chapter 5 Affected
Environment, Section 5.12 Socioeconomics, Sub-section 5.12.3
Relocation Programs/Requirements for a discussion on VTA's adherence
to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of
1970.

L4-8

The City of San Jose's preference for the Northern offset tunnel alignment
at Coyote Creek and the tunnel's associated vent structure to be located
at the northwest or northeast corners of 13th and E. Santa Clara streets in
noted and will be provided to the VTA Board of Directors for their
consideration.

L4-9

The City of San Jose’s preference for Station Entrance Option M-1A in the
Bank of Italy/Bank of America building and support of Station Entrance
Option M-1C in the Western Dental/Moderne Drug building as an alternate
location for the station entrance are noted.

L4-10

The City of San Jose's concurrence to the development of a
comprehensive parking management plan, which would allow for shared
parking among area stakeholders, through the Diridon Station Area Plan is
noted.

L4-11

The support for green building strategies is noted.
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City of San Jose Transportation Level of Service Policy
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Letter P-1

P1-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-1
P1-1

The requested technical reports were provided as requested.
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Letter P-2

P2-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-2
P2-1

As stated in the Draft EIS on pages 2-2 through 2-6, based on extensive
public involvement and an evaluation of these alternatives against study
goals and objectives, and a number of evaluation criteria/performance
objectives, 6 of the 11 alternatives were further refined.
These
alternatives were subjected to additional technical analysis, including
comparative-level assessment of potential environmental effects. A
composite rating of how each alternative, including any deign options,
performed was established. The six alternatives ranked top to bottom are
listed below.
•

Alternative 11: BART on the former UPRR Alignment, which had seven
“high” and “medium high” ratings, the highest goal achievement
ranking of the six alternatives.

•

Alternative 2: Busway on the former UPRR Alignment, which placed
second with four “high” and “medium” ratings.

•

Alternative 1: Baseline Alternative, which had two “high” and two
“medium high” ratings

•

Alternative 9: LRT on the former UPRR Alignment, which had three
“medium high” ratings.

•

Alternative 3: Commuter Rail Alternative on the Alviso Alignment,
which had one “medium high” rating.

•

Alternative 5: Commuter Rail Alternative on the former UPRR
Alignment, which had no “high” or “medium high” ratings, the lowest
goals achievement ranking of the alternatives.

Upon evaluating the performance of the alternatives and considering
public comment, which favored the BART mode over light rail or other new
modal options, on November 9, 2001, the VTA unanimously selected
Alternative 11: BART on the former UPRR Alignment as the locally
preferred alternative/preferred investment strategy. This alternative best
achieved the goals and objectives for the corridor. When compared to the
other alternatives, the BART on the former UPRR Alignment alternative
offered the fastest travel times to passenger destinations; the greatest
congestion relief; improved air quality; best regional connectivity; lowest
traffic and safety impacts due to the fully grade-separated guideway; and
the most consistency with local land use plans and policies.
The VTA Board directed that the Alternative 11 be further evaluated in the
environmental review and compliance phase of project development in
accordance with state and federal guidelines. The major advantage of
BART is that it enables a rider to travel long distances without transferring
from one transit mode to another. For example, CyberTran from Oakland
to San Jose would involve a transfer, Oakland to Montague/Capitol on
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BART and then CyberTran 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.
It should be noted that the MIS completed by VTA satisfies FTA
requirements for project sponsors to conduct an Alternative Analysis prior
to beginning formal environmental review and engineering of alternatives
in the Draft EIS phase.

2-240

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

Letter P-3

P3-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-3
P3-1

2-242

The comment in support of the BART Extension is noted.
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Letter P-4

P4-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-4
P4-1

2-244

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) has developed the
Translink card to consolidate the payment of fares for all transit modes in
nine Bay Area counties. The program has been implemented and is now
available on AC Transit, Dumbarton Express and Golden Gate Transit and
Ferry. Translink is scheduled to be available on BART in the summer of
2009. Eventually, the Translink card will be used on all transit systems
throughout the nine Bay Area counties.
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Letter P-5
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-5
P5-1

2-246

The comment is noted.

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

Letter P-6

P6-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-6
P6-1

The BEP Alternative includes a 9.9-mile segment of the BART extension
and two new stations, the Milpitas station and the Berryessa station. At
this time it is anticipated that a New Starts capital funding request would
be made by the VTA for the BEP Alternative. In order to be eligible for this
federal funding, the 9.9 mile segment must meet New Starts performance
criteria (in terms of benefits versus costs) and be included in formal NEPA
environmental reviews. If the BART extension were to continue past
Berryessa (as proposed under the SVRTP alternative), the alignment
would transition from an at grade configuration, to a subgrade subway,
which substantially increases the costs, making this alternative less likely
to qualify for federal funding.
VTA is evaluating the BEP Alternative improvements separately from the
SVRTP Alternative to accurately document BEP Alternative features and
quantify BEP Alternative ridership potential costs, environmental impacts,
and other performance measures. The analysis of the BEP Alternative is
presented alongside the SVRTP Alternative to facility comparison of both
alternatives. The analysis in the Draft EIS presents the BEP Alternative as
an independent project, capable of being implemented apart from the
SVRTP Alternative although, as noted, VTA intends to construct the full
complement of corridor improvements simultaneously or in close
sequence.
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Letter P-7
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P7-1

P7-2
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P7-3

P7-4

P7-5

P7-6

P7-7

P7-8
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P7-8
Cont.

P7-9

P7-10

P7-11

P7-12

P7-13

P7-14

2-252

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

P7-14
Cont.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-7
P7-1

See response to comment P7-2.

P7-2

See response to comment P2-1.

P7-3

The comment is noted.

P7-4

Moody’s Economy.com was commissioned to develop a new projection of
interest rates, inflation, and Santa Clara County sales tax revenues for
VTA on January 14, 2009. The decision was made to procure a new
forecast at that time for two reasons: 1) to support development of an
updated New Starts financial plan for the SVRT project; and 2) in light of
the quickly deteriorating economy, which had begun to impact Santa Clara
County sales tax revenues. The new Moody’s Economy.com economic
projections, including the sales tax forecast, were delivered to VTA on
February 23, 2009.
VTA is developing a financial plan for the SVRT program that incorporates
Moody’s Economy.com February 2009 economic forecast. The plan
establishes a strategy to fund the capital and operating needs of the
Berryessa Extension Project of the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Program
and VTA’s baseline transit network. The preliminary findings of the plan
indicate that VTA can support construction and operation of the Berryessa
Extension Project by July 1, 2018 without significant impact on its ability to
operate, maintain, and expand its existing transit service and
infrastructure.
The reference to a “study by Bob Peskin” in this comment is inaccurate;
the projections were prepared by Moody’s Economy.com under a
purchase order agreement with AECOM Transportation, which is a
contractor to VTA. Bob Peskin is a Senior Consulting Manager with
AECOM Transportation and was responsible for engaging Moody’s
Economy.com to undertake these projections.

P7-5

VTA uses a travel demand model and forecasting assumptions accepted
by the FTA to project future transit and auto trips. Another important
aspect of this process is future land use assumptions--basically
projections of population and jobs by traffic analysis zone--prepared by the
Association of Bay Area Governments, the San Francisco Bay Area's
regional land use planning agency. The forecasting process is heavily
scrutinized internally and externally to ensure reasonable projections of
travel.

P7-6

In accordance with the VTA-BART comprehensive agreement, executed
in 2001, VTA is committed to providing BART funds to cover the net
operating costs of BART extension service into Santa Clara County plus a
capital reserve contribution towards the cost (not covered by federal or
other grants) of replacing capital facilities as they age. Measure B passed
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in November 2008 collects a one-eighth cent sales tax directed solely to
operate the BART extension. This sales tax is designed to cover
payments to BART for operations, maintenance, fixed overhead and future
capital reserve contributions. Therefore, bus operating funds would not be
redirected to support BART.
P7-7

Travel time savings is a primary factor in BART's ridership projections
(refer to Tables 3-12 and 3-21 in the Draft EIS for door-to-door travel times
and to Tables 3-10 and 3-19 in the Draft EIS for new linked transit trips, or
new riders diverted directly from auto). The cities along the BART
extension corridor have completed transit specific plans to increase
densities around the proposed stations. This work is in support of
increasing transit ridership through higher densities around BART stations.
VTA is also currently completing a Station Access Planning and
Conceptual Engineering Study. In addition to existing VTA bus routes that
will serve BART stations, this study includes recommendations for a bus
feeder system to serve BART.

P7-8

Refer to Section 1.2.2 Associated Needs, Continuing Rapid Growth in
Travel Demand in the Draft EIS for a discussion of work trips in the SVRT
Corridor. Refer to Table 1-5 in the Draft EIS for Year 2000 and Year 2030
estimated weekday work trips. Refer to Figures 1-4 and 1-5 in the Draft
EIS for a schematic diagram of inbound and outbound work trips to/from
Santa Clara County in 2030. These figures indicate that approximately
110,000 workers are traveling from Alameda County to Santa Clara
County Superdistricts 9, 11,and 12 while approximately 83,000 workers
are traveling in the opposite direction.

P7-9

The BART extension provides a direct connection to light rail and bus.
BART station campuses have planned for private employer shuttles
similar to services provided at the Mountain View Transit Center.
Additionally, the BART extension would capture a larger share of the 2030
future growth in jobs and housing in the vicinity of BART stations. As
shown in Table 3-4 in the Draft EIS, the average weekday riders in 2030
are projected to be 46,458 for the BEP Alternative and 98,751 for the
SVRTP Alternative. This is based on FTA approved ridership modeling.

P7-10

BART would be competitive with long distance auto travel times. Refer to
Tables 3-12 and 3-21 in the Draft EIS for door-to-door travel times and
Tables 3-10 and 3-19 in the Draft EIS for new linked transit trips, or those
trips diverted primarily from auto. Also refer to response to comment P79.

P7-11

For businesses to expand in Santa Clara County, in particular in and
around Silicon Valley, patterns of development will need to change. Higher
density development and, in some cases, the integration of business and
residential uses in or mixed-use development are necessary. This is
already happening and expected to accelerate in the future. Sprawling
campuses are giving way to multi-story structures (not necessarily high-
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rise except in certain nodes like downtown San Jose and near San Jose
Mineta International Airport). This has occurred or will occur on existing
sites or sites proposed for development or redevelopment. Around
several of the proposal BART stations, higher density redevelopment has
been carefully planned and is underway. These higher density transit
oriented developments will create opportunities for existing Silicon Valley
businesses to expand and for new businesses to locate.
P7-12

The Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Major Investment Study
analyzed transit alternatives for the Union Pacific Railroad alignment and
determined other modes such as light rail would have a lower capital cost
to construct, but would also attract fewer annual and weekday ridership,
and new transit trips. Additionally, the other alternatives were determined
to remove far fewer trips from corridor roadways and produce significantly
fewer hours of travel time savings. The projections found in the Draft EIS
have been reviewed by the Federal Transit Administration for accuracy.

P7-13

The Warm Springs Extension is proceeding and has not been delayed.
The WSX suit from Transdef was unsuccessful in court. Notice to proceed
with construction on the Fremont Central Park Subway Contract is
expected in the summer.

P7-14

See response to comment P7-13.
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Letter P-8

P8-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-8
P8-1

2-258

The comment supporting the SVRTP Alternative is noted.
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Letter P-9

P9-1

P9-2

P9-3

P9-4

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

2-259

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

P9-5
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P9-6

P9-7
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P9-8

P9-9
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-9
P9-1

The comment supporting a BART extension to the Milpitas Station is
noted.

P9-2

The Milpitas Station area would be located between Montague
Expressway and Capitol Avenue and on the east and west side of the
railroad ROW for both the BEP Alternative and the SVRTP Alternative. As
stated in the Draft EIS on page 2-26:
A pedestrian overcrossing would extend from the east
side of Capitol Avenue over the roadway to the adjacent
Montague LRT station situated in the median of Capitol
Avenue.
The walking distance from the proposed Milpitas Station to the existing
Montague LRT Station is approximately 400 feet.

P9-3

As stated in Section 9.4.1 of the Draft EIS, the funding sources for both
the BEP and SVRTP alternatives includes a combination of VTA local
sales taxes from Measure A and other revenues, State Traffic Congestion
Relief Program, and Federal Section 5309 New Starts funding sources.
Funding specifically from the City of San Jose has not been identified as a
source.

P9-4

A one-station extension to Milpitas would not be an adequate solution to
the anticipated growth in travel within the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit
Corridor. While substantial local and state funding have been identified for
the project, federal funding is also being pursued through the FTA's New
Starts program. FTA dictates that projects selected for New Starts funding
must satisfy criteria for meeting cost effectiveness. The BEP Alternative,
which includes the Milpitas and Berryessa stations, has been identified by
VTA and the FTA as the most cost effective segment most likely to
compete for New Starts funding.

P9-5

The current BART trackway alignment is within VTA property (formerly
UPRR) and is a straight path, thus minimizing costs and travel times. Due
to the aerial configuration of the Montague Light Rail Station, there are
financial and physical constraints with moving the current alignment and
station location that was identified as part of the MIS. Curving the
trackway to go under the Montague LRT Station would result in greater
ROW costs, increased travel times, and increased maintenance costs.
The SVRT program is completing a Station Campus Access Study that is
evaluating better connections to all modes, including an improved light rail
to BART connection at the Milpitas Station.

P9-6

As stated on page 1-8, of the Draft EIS, an objective of the SVRTC project
is to:
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Enhance regional connectivity by expanding and interconnecting
BART rapid transit service with VTA light rail, Amtrak, ACE,
Caltrain, and VTA bus services in Santa Clara County; improve
intermodal transit hubs where rail, bus, auto, bicycle and pedestrian
links meet.

The SVRTP Alternative would not compete with LRT in downtown San
Jose rather it would enhance and expand connectivity to other areas in
Santa Clara County through its connection to LRT rail lines in downtown
San Jose.
P9-7

A one-station extension to Milpitas would not be an adequate solution to
the anticipated growth in travel within the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit
Corridor. While substantial local and state funding have been identified for
the project, federal funding is also being pursued through the FTA's New
Starts program. FTA dictates that projects selected for New Starts funding
must satisfy criteria for meeting cost effectiveness. The BEP Alternative,
which includes the Milpitas and Berryessa stations, has been identified by
FTA as the most cost effective segment most likely to compete for New
Starts funding. See response to comment P6-1 regarding funding for the
build alternatives.
See response P2-1 regarding the alternatives
considered for the project.

P9-8

See response to comment P9-7.

P9-9

Not extending BART to downtown San Jose would not improve the
financial condition of the City of San Jose. San Jose is not a funding
partner for the BART extension. In addition, a BART extension would
reduce regional vehicle miles travelled and associated air pollution
emissions.
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Letter P-10

P10-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-10
P10-1

2-266

The 2007 Supplemental EIR included the South Calaveras Future Station
along with three parking structure options. In order to identify a more
fundable project, the South Calaveras Future Station was dropped from
the Draft EIS. This station was selected because it had the lowest
ridership of any of the stations and less than one-half of the boardings and
alighting of the next lowest ridership station in 2030.
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Letter P-11

P11-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-11
P11-1

A highway improvement alternative was not considered since it would not
meet the purpose and need of the project. Page 1-8 of the Draft EIS
states:
The overall project goal of a major transit improvement in
the SVRTC is to improve transit services and increase
intermodal connectivity, thereby improving mobility and
accessibility. Meeting this overall project purpose would
address a variety of related transportation needs in the
SVRTC and benefit major portions of the Bay Area.
Highway improvements would not fit with the stated purpose for the
project since they would not improve transit services and intermodal
connectivity. Additionally, as described on page 1-15 of the Draft EIS:
Clearly, existing capacity is fully utilized in many
segments of the roadway network.
Even future
improvements will not be sufficient to carry projected
future demand at an acceptable level of service. Despite
planned construction of high occupancy vehicle (HOV)
lanes on I-680 and I-880, projections indicate that traffic
congestion in these already congested corridors will
worsen because of expected growth patterns discussed
previously. Current levels of service are “F” (LOS F) in
the peak hour, with future level of service anticipated to
continue to be LOS F.
LOS F describes failure
conditions, with unacceptable delays to most vehicles,
long queues, and stop-and-go flow.
Unlike BART, such traffic congestion adversely affects performance of
buses and LRT vehicles must operate within public ROW and are not
grade separated.
In 2001 a MIS was conducted to compare 11 alternatives that would
address SVRTC transportation needs.
A busway alternative was
considered on the former UPRR Alignment (not on the congested public
ROW). Alternative 11: BART on the former UPRR Alignment was
selected as the locally preferred alternative/preferred investment strategy.
The BART Alternative was the environmentally superior alternative and
best achieved the goals and objectives for the corridor. When compared
to the other alternatives (including the busway alternative), Alternative 11
offered the fastest travel times to passenger destinations; the greatest
congestion relief; improved air quality; best regional connectivity; lowest
traffic and safety impacts due the fully grade-separated guideway; and,
the most consistency with local land use plans and policies. Alternative 2,
the Busway Alternative was ranked number two.

2-268

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

Letter P-12

P12-1

P12-2

P12-3
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-12
P12-1

The noise and vibration impacts have been thoroughly identified through
detailed analysis following the FTA guidelines, and mitigation measures
are proposed to reduce levels as described in Section 5.10.2 Noise Impact
Discussion in the Draft EIS. Where noise impacts to residences are
identified, sound walls were evaluated and proposed. Specifically, Figures
5.10-3H and 5.10-3I in the Draft EIS identify sound walls along the east
side of the alignment south of Trade Zone Boulevard for both options
being considered. Table 5.10-6 in the Draft EIS identifies the height at 7
feet from station number 409 to 412+50. Where the height of a sound wall
that would mitigate impacts to second and higher stories would be
infeasible, other mitigation is proposed in addition to a practical height
sound wall. The additional mitigation would consist of improved insulation.
This would be determined by evaluating whether the existing noise
insulation of affected residences is adequate to achieve interior levels
consistent with state standards. Where improved insulation such as
acoustically-rated windows was found to be necessary would be
implemented through a program under the direction of VTA.
Figures 5.10-3H and 5.10-3I in the Draft EIS also identify vibration
mitigation for areas south of Trade Zone Boulevard as shown in Table
5.10-10 in the Draft EIS.

P12-2

The build alternatives do not include a switching station near Trade Zone
Boulevard in San Jose. However, a Traction Power Substation (TPSS) is
proposed slightly south of Trade Zone Boulevard. This TPSS would be
located on the west side of the railroad ROW (STA 416+00), with access
provided to Qume Drive.
Noise is the typical public concern associated with traction power
substations. However, as discussed in the fourth paragraph on page
5.10-23 of the Draft EIS, the combined noise of the BART trains and the
TPSS located south of Trade Zone Boulevard would not exceed the FTA
Noise Impact Criterion of 56 dBA. As a result, noise from this TPSS would
not result in an adverse effect as indicated in the Draft EIS.

P12-3

The tracks would be situated below ground level under Hostetter Road.
As stated in the fourth paragraph on page 2-30 of the Draft EIS:
Approaching Hostetter Road, BART would transition back
into a retained cut. Hostetter Road would be supported
above the retained cut on a new roadway bridge
structure.

2-270

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

Letter P-13

Letter P-13
P13-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-13
P13-1

2-272

See response to comment T3-2.
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P14-1

P14-2

P14-3

P14-4

P14-5
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-14
P14-1

The comment is noted. The comment is unclear as to the specific concern
regarding cost and technology. In regards to cost, Chapter 9, Financial
Considerations, of the Draft EIS provides an evaluation of anticipated
costs, revenues, and funding for the BEP and SVRTP alternatives. As
stated on page 9-1:
At this phase in the project development process, costs
and revenues for a BART extension project are
preliminary. The information provided in the Draft EIS is
the best available at the time of its preparation. The
capital cost estimates are based on the initial phase of
engineering (“preliminary engineering”).
Revenues,
including the financial plan, for funding both the capital
improvements and operating costs for either of the build
alternatives are similarly based on preliminary
information. The financial plan includes assumptions and
estimates of funding that incorporate some element of
uncertainty. The plan is also based on governmental
actions that have not been finalized. To minimize the
risks that such uncertainty poses, planning assumptions
for a BART extension project have attempted to be
conservative and not underestimate costs nor
overestimate sources of funding.
In regards to technology, Sections 2.4.3 and 2.5.3 of the Draft EIS provide
a discussion of the technologies required for each build alternative,
including electrical, train control, communication, and rail intrusion
detection system facilities.

P14-2

As stated on pages 2-48 and 2-72 of the Draft EIS, the BEP Alternative
and the SVRTP alternatives would take approximately eight years to
construct and perform start-up testing. The schedules are also shown in
Figures 2-14 and 2-23 of the Draft EIS.
VTA plans to implement construction strategies to minimize impacts to
local businesses. Construction strategies include but are not limited to
minimizing the duration of street closures and minimizing street closures
during business hours. Marketing strategies could include ad campaigns
for affected businesses that are designed to facilitate maintaining existing
customers through enhanced signage and other promotional efforts.
VTA will also develop a construction education outreach program as part
of Mitigation Measure CNST-1 (see page 6-2 of the Draft EIS). The
program will include outreach to all communities along the project corridor
and communication with various municipalities during the construction
phase. The plan will be implemented to coordinate construction activities
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with existing business operations and other development projects, and
establish a process that will adequately address the concerns of
businesses and their customers, property owners, residents, and
commuters.
P14-3

The construction time table for the BEP Alternative and the SVRTP
Alternative is not based on a mile per year calculation, but is determined
by considering time periods associated with ROW acquisition, utility
relocation, construction timing and testing and commissioning. As stated
on pages 2-48 and 2-72 of the Draft EIS, the BEP Alternative and the
SVRTP Alternative would take approximately eight years to construct and
perform start-up testing. The schedules are also shown in Figures 2-14
and 2-23 of the Draft EIS. Additionally, the BEP Alternative would
continue the BART alignment into Santa Clara County for 9.9 miles and
the SVRTP Alternative would be 16.1 miles, not 18 miles as indicated in
the comment.
The comment is noted regarding light rail running in the same location (on
streets) to Fremont. Also refer to response to comment P2-1.

P14-4

See response to comment P2-1.

P14-5

The funding of a light rail extension is not part of the project, and is
therefore not considered in the Draft EIS. The funding for this project is
described in detail in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIS.
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Letter P-15

P15-1

P15-2

P15-3

P15-4
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-15
P15-1

Measure B was a ballot initiative to fund operations, maintenance and
improvements for a 16.1-mile BART extension into Santa Clara County.
The VTA Board of Directors has committed to building the full SVRT
extension alternative into Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara with local
and state funding, as well as federal funding through the FTA competitive
New Starts funding program. However, due to the current economic
environment phasing the project may be necessary. The BEP Alternative,
which includes the Milpitas and Berryessa stations, has been identified by
VTA and the FTA as the most cost-effective segment most likely to
compete for New Starts funding.

P15-2

Extending BART one station farther to Alum Rock would substantially
increase costs since the alignment would be in a tunnel and the station
would be underground. Both the excavation of the tunnel and the
underground station would also introduce substantially greater
construction impacts including stockpiling and hauling of excess materials
offsite. Therefore, an Alum Rock Station terminus would be less
competitive for securing federal funding because of costs and have
greater environmental impacts.

P15-3

The Berryessa Station location was selected based on the availability of
vacant, minimally developed and non-residential land uses and the
potential for future transit oriented development of the Flea Market site.
As stated on page 1-22 of the Draft EIS, the VTA recognizes that densities
along transit corridors must be relatively high, non-home destinations that
are easily walkable from transit stops or convenient by short shuttles.
Land uses in the Silicon Valley and the SVRTC have been intensifying
over time, which encourages greater transit and travel by non-auto modes.
The SVRTC cities of Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara have
established plans and policies that support transit-oriented development,
particularly around planned-transit stations. Improved transit in the
SVRTC would be consistent with these plans and policies. Elsewhere,
BART station areas have become nodes for higher density mixed
commercial and housing development

P15-4
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The US 101/Mabury Interchange Project is listed in VTA's Valley
Transportation Plan 2035. This project is modeled in the 2030 No Action
Conditions as a background project.
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Letter P-16

P16-1

P16-2
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-16
P16-1

The noise impact analysis follows the FTA guidelines and evaluates the
impact of all noise sources both existing (e.g., freight trains, motor vehicle
traffic) and those associated with the future operating BART trains. The
proposed mitigation is based on the projected future noise environment
with all sources taken into account. It should be noted that the existing
railroad tracks will be shifted approximately 55 to 60 feet to the west;
farther from the Beresford area. This will result in a reduction in railroad
noise. The proposed BART alignment sits approximately where the
existing railroad tracks are today. However, the noise levels from the
BART vehicles are substantially less than for freight trains and the lighting
impacts would also be less.

P16-2

As noted in response to comment P16-1, the BART project would result in
a reduction in noise levels compared to existing conditions. Table 5.10-4,
BEP Alternative Projected Severe Impacts in the Draft EIS did not identify
the Beresford Terrace area as an area that would require noise mitigation.
The existing noise wall would mitigate future noise levels. However,
vibration impacts were projected to exceed the FTA criteria at this
location. Therefore, as shown in Figures 5.10-3D and 5.10-3E of the Draft
EIS, a floating slab underlay is included as mitigation to reduce vibration to
below the FTA criteria. The existing double-paned glass would reduce
future noise levels from the BART extension and relocated freight
movements to within the criteria.

P16-3

The noise analysis follows the FTA guidelines and criteria to determine the
need for mitigation. The noise levels are similar along the alignment for
the cities of Fremont, Milpitas, and San Jose. All three cities have
residential areas adjacent to the alignment. The need for mitigation
depends on the distance a sensitive receptor is from the tracks and the
effectiveness of any existing sound walls.
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Letter P-17
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BART comment from Charlie Cameron:
Dear Mr. Fitzwater:
1) Please see and find bus maps by A/C Transit 4 maps that show its daily ridership for 2008
yrs. 2008.
2) Do/due note this/these Fig. have been about the same 215,000 Fig. ever since the yr.
2000.
3) I forgot to write down this by you and your VTA Planners used on Chapter #3 Transit and
you quote the Fig. q 227,000 daily riders something is all wrong and incorrect????
4) See, the 227,000 daily riders Fig. that you do use is more than 215,000 daily A/C Trans.
Riders (wording).
5) Today I am sick w/the flu and don’t want to go to the Fremont Library (Main/Library) to
get you the page # to help you out find this pg.
6) Other than that the project looks pretty good.
P.S. Please take up this w/your staff contact at A/C Transit Oakland, CA.
Very truly yours
Charlie Cameron
PO Box 55
Hayward, CA 94543
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-17
P17-1

2-284

The 227,000 Average Weekday Boardings on AC Transit in Table 3-1 of
the Draft EIS is from the AC Transit website's "Ridership, Bus Fleet, and
Service" page. This number reflects information from the 2006-2007
Fiscal Year that was available at the time of preparation of Table 3-1.
Therefore, the information is accurate for the year identified. The AC
Transit website has been updated since publication of the Draft EIS. The
updated ridership numbers do not change the conclusions of the EIS. The
commenter's support for the project is noted.
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Letter P-18
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-18
P18-1

As discussed on pages 11-2 and 11-3 of the Draft EIS, the scoping
process for the Draft EIS began with formal agency notification. On
September 21, 2007, the Notice of Intent (NOI) was printed in the Federal
Register. The formal public and agency scoping period was from
September 21 to October 29, 2007. The NOI included the three
alternatives; No-Build Alternative, SVRT Project Alternative-BART
Extension to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara, and the Berryessa
Extension Project Alternative. These three alternatives were described
and discussed in all of the subsequent announcements and meetings.
Three scoping meetings were held in October 2007 for the Draft EIS in
which the VTA asked the public to provide input on the proposed project’s
purpose and need, alternatives, environmental and community impacts to
be evaluated, and evaluation methodologies. VTA held the meetings at
6:30 PM on October 9, 11, and 18, 2007 in Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa
Clara, respectively. The three scoping meetings drew approximately 86
public attendees and 13 speakers.
VTA notified potentially interested organizations and individuals regarding
the availability of the Draft EIS and the public scoping meetings. The
public meetings were announced through a public notice mailer, display
advertisements, a media release and the VTA Web site. The public notice
mailer was produced in four languages (English, Spanish, Chinese, and
Vietnamese) and was mailed to the study mailing list of approximately
5,508 interested businesses and residents along the alignment. The
display advertisements ran in the following periodicals: San Jose Mercury
News (published on September 28, 2007), The Milpitas Post (published on
September 27, 2007), El Observador (published on September 28, 2007),
Thoi Bao (published on September 28, 2007), Santa Clara Weekly
(published on October 3, 2007), and the Fremont Argus (published on
October 1, 2007). The media release was distributed to approximately 65
radio and newspaper outlets via email and fax.
Community Working Group (CWG) meetings were conducted prior to the
public scoping meetings on October 9, 11 and 18, 2007. The CWGs
include representatives such as leaders of neighborhood and business
associations, community organizations, advocacy groups and planning
commissioners.
On March 13, 2009 the availability of the Draft EIS was published in the
Federal Register. Approximately 550 CDs were mailed to the distribution
list identified in Chapter 12 of the Draft EIS. In addition, a Notice of
Availability was mailed to over 30,000 businesses and individuals along
the alignment and additional names on the mailing list identifying that the
Draft EIS was available online and for review at VTA, Fremont Main
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Library- 2400 Stevenson Boulevard, Fremont, Milpitas Library- 160 North
Main Street, Milpitas, Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Main Library- 150 East
San Fernando Street, San Jose, and Central Park Library- 2635
Homestead Road, Santa Clara. Approximately one-third of the over
30,000 notices (9,200+) were addressed within the Berryessa district (zip
codes: 95116, 95127, 95131 and 95133).
Notices were also published in the following newspapers; San Jose
Mercury: March 18, 2009, El Observador: March 20, 2009 (translated into
Spanish), Thoi Bao: March 21, 2009 (translated into Vietnamese), San
Jose Mercury: March 30, 2009, Milpitas Post: April 2, 2009, Fremont
Argus: April 6, 2009 and Santa Clara Weekly: April 8, 2009.
Power point presentations and public hearings were held at three
locations including April 6 at the San Jose City Hall, April 13 at the Milpitas
Unified School District Board Room and April 20 at the Santa Clara Senior
Center Auditorium. The official agency and public comment period ended
May 8, 2009.
At City of San Jose Councilmember Chu’s request, an additional week of
review was provided to accommodate the Berryessa community and a
May 6 information meeting. The public comment period ended on May 15,
2009. This 63-day public comment period exceeds the NEPA requirement
that the time period for review and comment on Draft EISs shall not be
less than 45 calendar days.
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P19-1

P19-2

P19-3
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-19
P19-1

As stated on page 1-8 of the Draft EIS, the project is intended to:
…enhance regional connectivity by expanding and
interconnecting BART rapid transit service with VTA light
rail, Amtrak, ACE, Caltrain, and VTA bus services in
Santa Clara County [and]…improve intermodal transit
hubs where rail, bus, auto, bicycle and pedestrian links
meet.
Page 1-17 of the Draft EIS also documents the need for the project in
relation to providing regional transit connectivity. As stated on page 1-17
of the Draft EIS:
A BART extension into Santa Clara County would extend
the regional BART system and connect with Caltrain
commuter rail through the San Francisco Peninsula. This
would effectively complete a high-speed, high capacity
rail system along the lower San Francisco Bay.
The BART extension would also provide public transit access to Alameda
County and the greater East Bay. As such, the project intends to create a
multi-modal transit connection rather than creating an island of mass
transit.

P19-2

As discussed on page 3-11 and 3-19 of the Draft EIS, the BEP Alternative
and SVRTP Alternative stations would be accessible by bus. As
explained in the first paragraph on page 1-8, the overall project goal
includes increasing intermodal connectivity, thereby improving mobility
and accessibility. Therefore, the connection of the proposed BART
extension with local bus systems is considered a key aspect of the build
alternatives and bus transit centers are located at all of the BART stations
except the Downtown San Jose Station. As described on pages 2-39 and
2-68 to 2-69 of the Draft EIR, the BEP Alternative and the SVRTP
Alternative, respectively, include changes to the bus routes to
accommodate the changes in bus ridership that they would create. The
SVRTP Alternative would also include connections to LRT, Caltrain, Bus
Rapid Transit (BRT) and ACE train. The Alum Rock Station would have
pedestrian connections to LRT or BRT. The Downtown San Jose Station
would include connections to LRT. Santa Clara Station would offer
opportunities for intermodal transfers to Caltrain, ACE train, and the
planned People Mover connection to Norman Y. Mineta San Jose
International Airport. At times when buses and trains are not running,
other modes of transportation, such as automobiles and taxis, could be
used to and from the proposed BART stations.
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P19-3

As noted on page 1-9 of the Draft EIS, various deficiencies in the SVRTC
transportation network and growing transportation needs of businesses
and residents have prompted VTA to pursue the proposed project.
Chapter 1, Purpose and Need in the Draft EIS acknowledges the regional
growth and the increasing roadway congestion as a consequence of rapid
growth in jobs and households. The build alternatives are proposed to
address the problem of congestion and to promote regional transit
connectivity.
Despite the overall beneficial regional effects of the build alternatives,
operation of the BART stations would adversely affect freeway segments
and intersections near the stations. The Draft EIS addresses localized
adverse traffic effects in Chapter 3, Transportation and Transit. Traffic
affects to freeway segments, including those near Berryessa Station, were
analyzed in this chapter of the Draft EIS. Pages 3-103 to 3-105 of the
Draft EIS summarize the effects of Berryessa Station under the BEP
Alternative to nearby freeway segments. The BEP Alternative is projected
to have an adverse affect on 4 of the 24 studied directional freeway
segments near Berryessa Station. The mitigation necessary to reduce
adverse effects to these freeway segments is the widening of the freeway.
Due to the substantial cost, this measure is not considered feasible,
resulting in a substantial adverse effect to freeways. Although local traffic
impacts would occur, the BEP Alternative would have a beneficial effect to
the region by reducing VMT over No Build conditions.

P19-4
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See response to comment 15-1.
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P20-1

P20-2
P20-3

P20-4
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Cont.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-20
P20-1

The VTA Board of Directors has committed to building the full SVRTP
Alternative into Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara. However, VTA, in
coordination with FTA, have identified the Berryessa Extension Project
(BEP) Alternative, which includes the Milpitas and Berryessa Stations, as
the candidate for the federal New Starts funding program. Refer to
Section 2.2.2, Rationale for Two Build Alternatives in the Draft EIS for a
more in depth discussion of this topic.
Public hearings for the Draft EIS were held on April 6, 13, and 20, 2009 in
San Jose, Milpitas and Santa Clara, respectively.
Additionally, a
community workshop was conducted for the Berryessa community and the
formal Draft EIS comment period was extended for one week to
accommodate Berryessa community input. VTA will continue outreach
activities for the Berryessa extension and will actively engage the
community. Also refer to response to comment P18-1 for an additional
discussion of outreach activities including over 9,200 notices of availability
of the Draft EIS sent to Berryessa district zip codes.

P20-2

See response to comment P18-1.

P20-3

See response to comment P20-1.

P20-4

See response to comment P15-1.

P20-5

The project alternatives have undergone extensive consideration and
evaluation. The alternatives are outcomes of various prior studies that
have evaluated transportation needs in the SVRTC. Prior studies date
back to 1994. As described in response P2-1, in 2001, the VTA Board of
Directors approved a locally preferred alternative that would extend BART
service through Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara. A combined draft
environmental impact report EIR/EIS & Draft 4(f) Evaluation was prepared
in accordance with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA and released for
public review and comment in March 2004. A final EIR was prepared in
December 2004 (the EIS component was dropped by VTA due to further
exploration of federal funding). On September 21, 2007, FTA published a
NOI to prepare an EIS on the project. The Draft EIS was released for
public review and comment in March 2009.
The intent of the EIS is to provide enough information to enable decision
makers, interested parties, and the public to evaluate and identify a
preferred alternative for addressing the purpose and need of the project.
The EIS will be used by federal, state, and regional, and local agencies to
assess the environmental impacts of the BEP and SVRTP alternatives on
resources under their jurisdiction or to make discretionary decisions
regard the project. FTA, the State of California, and the San Francisco
Bay Area’s Metropolitan Panning Organization, the Metropolitan
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Transportation Commission, will use this document in deciding whether
and how to fund the project.
P20-6

As described on page 1-8 of the Draft EIS, the SVRTC project is intended
to achieve the following objective:
…enhance regional connectivity by expanding and
interconnecting BART rapid transit service with VTA light
rail, Amtrak, ACE, Caltrain, and VTA bus services in
Santa Clara County; improve intermodal transit hubs
where rail, bus, auto, bicycle and pedestrian links meet.
The need for opportunities for available transfers to destinations through
the San Francisco Bay Area are described on page 1-19 of the Draft EIS.
As stated:
There is a need for intermodal connections to existing
and future service such as VTA’s light rails and buses
throughout Santa Clara County, Caltrains to San
Francisco, ACE commuter rail to Central Valley…
Connections to other transit services are shown in Figure 2-3: BEP
Alternative and Figure 2-15: SVRTP Alternative in the Draft EIS.

P20-7
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The opposition to building an end terminus BART station in Berryessa is
noted. The Measure B was approved by the voters of Santa Clara County
and would require another vote to negate this measure. Refer to
responses to comments P20-1 through P20-6 regarding the other
summary of comments.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-21
P21-1

See response to comment P20-1.

P21-2

See response to comment P20-2.

P21-3

See response to comment P20-3.

P21-4

See response to comment P18-1.

P21-5

See response to comment P20-5.

P21-6

See response to comment P20-6.

P21-7

See response to comment P20-7.
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Letter P-22

P22-1

P22-2
P22-3

P22-4

P22-5
P22-6

P22-7
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-22
P22-1

See response to comment P20-1.

P22-2

See response to comment P20-2.

P22-3

See response to comment P20-3.

P22-4

See response to comment P18-1.

P22-5

See response to comment P20-5.

P22-6

See response to comment P20-6.

P22-7

See response to comment P20-7.
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Letter P-23

P23-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-23
P23-1

The BART extension project is intended to provide a transit service that
facilitates other modes of transportation, including non-motorized travel.
Section 3.6, Bicycles, in the Draft EIS provides a discussion of existing
and planned bicycle facilities within the cities of Fremont, Milpitas, San
Jose, and Santa Clara within proximity to the proposed BART stations. As
discussed on pages 3-45 through 3-47 in the Draft EIS, bicycle facilities
such as bike lanes, bike paths, and bike parking are planned as part of the
station campuses and would be planned, designed, and constructed
consistent with BART Facilities Standards.
VTA is currently completing a Station Access Planning and Conceptual
Engineering Study. The BEP and SVRTP alternatives would improve
bicycle connectivity through station areas. New bicycle lanes would be
installed near the Milpitas Station under the BEP and SVRTP alternatives
and the Alum Rock Station under the SVRTP Alternative. The BEP and
SVRTP alternatives would also provide bicycle parking at the proposed
stations. VTA will continue to work with the City of San Jose on off-site
bicycle access improvements to the future Berryessa BART Station.
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Letter P-24

P24-1

P24-2
P24-3

P24-4

P24-5
P24-6

P24-7
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-24
P24-1

See response to comment P20-1.

P24-2

See response to comment P20-2.

P24-3

See response to comment P20-3.

P24-4

See response to comment P18-1.

P24-5

See response to comment P20-5.

P24-6

See response to comment P20-6.

P24-7

See response to comment P20-7.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-25
P25-1

As discussed on page 5.3-5 of the Draft EIS, police and fire departments
in the City of San Jose would serve the Berryessa Station Area through
mutual aid agreements among the cities, BART, and VTA.
In addition, the plans for the Berryessa Station area now include a BART
security office at this location. As a result, adequate police and fire
services would be provided to the Berryessa Station Area, demonstrating
sufficient service infrastructure for supporting the Berryessa Station. The
BEP Alternative would also not adversely affect other city services,
including parklands and religious institutions, as noted on page 5.3-2 of
the Draft EIS.
In regards to increased traffic in the Berryessa area, Section 3.7 of the
Draft EIS evaluates effects of the Berryessa Station Area under the BEP
Alternative in regards to freeway volumes and intersection level of service.
As stated on pages 3-103 and 3-105, a total of four directional freeway
segments in the vicinity of the Berryessa Station would be adversely
affected under the BEP Alternative. Pages 3-108 and 3-109 state that a
total of 9 of the 30 study intersections within the Berryessa Station Area
would also be adversely affected by the BEP Alternative. Of the nine
intersections, four of the affected intersections would be mitigated;
however, cost effective feasible mitigation would not be achievable at five
of the affected intersections (listed on page 3-119). While mitigation
necessary to reduce several of the adverse effects is deemed infeasible,
the BEP Alternative would result in an overall reduction in vehicle miles
traveled within the BEP Alternative region. Page 5.1-16 indicates that the
BEP Alternative would result in 0.13 percent less vehicle miles traveled
when compared to the No Build Alternative, demonstrating an overall
reduction in regional traffic. While the freeway segments and local
intersections within close proximity to the Berryessa Station would
experience increased traffic volumes, the overall regional vehicle miles
traveled would be reduced with implementation of the BEP Alternative.
The parking study conducted for the project concluded that 4,835 parking
spaces would be needed at the Berryessa Station in 2030 with
construction of the BEP Alternative. The proposed combination of a
parking structure (up to 8 stories) and surface parking lots at the station
would be sufficient to accommodate the anticipated demand for parking.
Therefore no adverse effects, such as spillover parking into nearby areas,
are anticipated. In the event that future parking demand is greater than
that anticipated, VTA would, in association with BART and the local
jurisdiction, help institute parking control programs such as time
restrictions, neighborhood only parking areas, and/or charges to park at
the station. Parking conditions at all stations will be monitored at least
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annually to determine whether corrective actions would be necessary to
avoid spillover.
Regarding pollution issues, Section 5.1, Air Quality, of the Draft EIS also
evaluates the long-term adverse effects and benefits of the BEP
Alternative to regional air quality. As shown in Table 5.1-2 of the Draft
EIS, the BEP Alternative would not exceed federal and Bay Area Air
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) significance thresholds for criteria
pollutants and would result in less tons per year and grams per day of
several criteria pollutants, including reactive organic gases (ROG), carbon
monoxide (CO), and particulate matter PM2.5, and PM10. As concluded in
the Draft EIS, operation of the BEP Alternative would not result in an
adverse air quality effect. The BEP Alternative would also not result in an
adverse effect related to localized carbon monoxide emissions within the
Berryessa Station Area, as stated on page 5.1-8. Furthermore, the BEP
Alternative would not result in an adverse toxic air contaminant effect as
there would be a reduction in overall vehicle miles traveled, as stated on
page 5.1-16 of the Draft EIS.
The NEPA document is intended to address impacts to the physical
environment (i.e., earth, water, biological resources, etc.) that would result
from an alternative being constructed and operated. Public health, as it
relates to physical environmental impacts associated with air quality
pollution, potential hazardous materials exposure, and exposure to
excessive noise and vibration, is discussed within Sections 5.1, 5.8, and
5.10 of the Draft EIS, respectively. In regards to air quality, the BEP and
SVRTP alternatives would result in a reduction of criteria pollutants for
ROG, CO, and particulate matter, a reduction in toxic air contaminants,
and would not exceed federal or BAAQMD thresholds for nitrous oxide
(NOX), demonstrating a beneficial public health effect. While the BEP and
SVRTP alternatives would have the potential for human exposure to
existing contaminated soil and groundwater and accidents involving
hazardous material release, a health and safety plan, as well as additional
mitigation measures, would be implemented to reduce potentially adverse
effects to public health in regards to hazards and hazardous materials.
Further, noise and vibration effects related to ground-borne noise and
vibration as a result of project operation would be mitigated to reduce
noise effects to achieve the FTA noise criteria for residential uses, thus
maintaining adequate public health in regards to noise levels within
proximity of the build alternatives.
Crime does not pose a physical environmental impact, and therefore an
evaluation of crime is considered to be outside the scope of NEPA. While
crime was not specifically evaluated in the Draft EIS, Section 5.3,
Community Services and Facilities, and Section 5.11, Security and
System Safety, of the Draft EIS evaluate the effects of the BEP Alternative
on security and safety systems and public services, including police and
fire services. Section 5.11, Security and System Safety, documents the
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potential for the project alternatives to affect security and system safety.
As noted on pages 5.11-1 through 5.11-2, security personnel and safety
department staff would be expanded to cover the BART extension.
Further, a Security Facility would be included at the Berryessa Station
(relocated from the Alum Rock Station), which will provide a visible
security presence for passengers and enhance the responses to
emergency calls at this and other stations for the build alternatives.
Additionally, VTA and BART would expand existing mutual aid
agreements with the cities of Fremont, Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa
Clara to provide a safe environment. The mutual aid agreements among
local police, fire, and emergency service providers would be expanded to
include security personnel, station areas, and facilities.
As such,
implementation of the BEP or SVRTP alternatives would not adversely
affect emergency response times, performance objectives, or service
ratios for police and fire departments in the cities of Fremont, Milpitas, San
Jose, and Santa Clara.
P25-2
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Letter P-26

P26-1

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

2-311

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-26
P26-1
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Letter P-27

P27-1

P27-2
P27-3
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-27
P27-1

See response to comment P15-1. Additional information regarding VTA’s
public outreach is provided in response to comment P18-1.

P27-2

Adverse effects to local intersections near the Berryessa station under the
BEP Alternative are discussed on pages 3-108 and 3-109 of the Draft EIS.
In summary, the BEP Alternative would adversely affect 9 out of 30
intersections studied near Berryessa station. As addressed on page 5.112 of the Draft EIS, the BEP Alternative includes safety measures and is
therefore not anticipated to have adverse effects related to security and
system safety. Also, refer to response to comment P25-1 for additional
responses addressing traffic congestion and crime.

P27-3

All of the comments on the Draft EIS will be compiled in the Final EIS
along with their responses. This information will be reviewed by the
Federal Transit Administration prior to making a decision. Regarding
Measure B, please see response to comment P15-1.
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Letter P-28

P28-1

P28-2
P28-3

P28-4

P28-5
P28-6

P28-7
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-28
P28-1

See response to comment P20-1.

P28-2

See response to comment P20-2.

P28-3

See response to comment P20-3.

P28-4

See response to comment P18-1.

P28-5

See response to comment P20-5.

P28-6

See response to comment P20-6.

P28-7

See response to comment P20-7.
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Letter P-29

P29-1

P29-2
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-29
P29-1

The VTA Board of Directors has committed to building the full SVRT
extension alternative into Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. Federal
funding is being requested for a portion of the full SVRTP Alternative. The
BEP Alternative, which includes the Milpitas and Berryessa stations, has
been identified by FTA as the segment most eligible for New Starts
funding. Also see response to comment P20-1.

P29-2

The comment supporting BART to downtown is noted.
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Letter P-30

P30-1

P30-2

P30-3

P30-4

P30-5
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P30-6

P30-7

P30-8

P30-9

P30-10

P30-11

P30-12

P30-13

P30-14
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-30
P30-1

The Draft EIS provides an analysis of traffic, air quality, and noise effects
associated with the BEP and SVRTP alternatives.
Chapter 3,
Transportation, discusses existing and future transportation conditions and
quantifies the expected long-term adverse transportation effects
associated with the alternatives. Section 3.7 specifically provides an
analysis of vehicular traffic effects. Section 4.1, Air Quality, identifies
existing air quality data and standards that apply to the SVRTC, while
Section 5.1, Air Quality, considers the long-term adverse effects and
benefits of the project alternatives with regard to regional air quality.
Section 4.10, Noise and Vibration, describes the existing noise and
vibration conditions along the alignment, while Section 5.10, Noise and
Vibration, addresses the adverse effects of noise and vibration and
mitigation measures for the alternatives. Also, refer to response to
comment P25-1 for responses addressing crime.

P30-2

As discussed on pages 1-27 through 1-29 of the Draft EIS, the Draft EIS
has been prepared in accordance with NEPA. NEPA is the federal
environmental clearance process as compared to CEQA which is the state
environmental clearance process. Prior CEQA evaluation was performed
for the project through the 2004 Final EIR and 2007 Supplemental EIR.
Thus, the project has been subject to CEQA review and clearance prior to
the preparation of this Draft EIS. However, the BEP Alternative was not
addressed in previous CEQA clearances and therefore, a second
Supplemental EIR will need to be prepared to address the BEP Alternative
if that is the approved project under NEPA.
Chapters 3, 4 and 5 of the Draft EIS evaluate all relevant environmental
issue areas under NEPA, including transportation, air quality, biological
resources, community services and facilities, cultural and historical
resources, electromagnetic fields, energy, geology and seismicity,
hazardous materials, land use, noise and vibration, security and system
safety, socioeconomics, utilities, visual quality and aesthetics, and water
resources. As discussed on page 1-27, the information presented in the
Draft EIS is intended to enable decision makers, interested parties, and
the public to evaluate and identify a preferred alternative for addressing
the project purpose and need. The Draft EIS is also intended to be used
by the FTA, State of California, and San Francisco’s Metropolitan
Transportation Commission in deciding whether and how to fund the
project. Once FTA approves the Final EIS and issues a Record of
Decision (ROD), the EIS can be used as the basis for issuing permits and
approvals. The ROD formalizes the final selection of the preferred
alternative. The ROD is a written public record explaining why an agency
has taken a particular course of action and must include a statement
explaining the decision, an explanation of alternatives that were
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considered and those that are environmentally preferable; factors
considered by the agency in making the decision; explanation of mitigation
measures; and a monitoring and enforcement program for any adopted
mitigation measures. Through the preparation and signing of the ROD,
the EIS is deemed adequate. Any challenge to the adequacy of the EIS
would need to be directed at the FTA since they are the lead agency.
P30-3

VTA has already set aside funds for Caltrain Electrification. On June 4,
2009 the VTA Board of Directors approved the Biennial Budget for Fiscal
Years 2010 and 2011 that included $800,000 for Caltrain Electrification.
However, before proceeding, Caltrain Electrification will require substantial
coordination with the California High Speed Rail Project to avoid conflicts.
The Biennial Budget also includes a number of other transit projects such
as Caltrain safety enhancements and service upgrades, Santa Clara and
San Jose Diridon Station upgrades, Vasona light rail extension, bus rapid
transit in the Santa Clara/ Alum Rock Corridor and along El Camino Real,
among other projects.

P30-4

As described on page 10-3 of the Draft EIS, the environmental benefits
and adverse effects of the alternatives include:
•

Air quality: Change in annual National Ambient Air Quality(NAAQ)
pollutant emissions

•

Air quality: Change in greenhouse gas emissions in tons of CO2
equivalents

•

Mobile (vehicle) energy consumption: Change in annual gallons of
gasoline equivalents

•

Displacements: Number of residences

•

Displacements: Number of businesses

•

Historic properties: Number of parcels and structures affected

•

Acres of wetlands/habitat affected

•

Adverse traffic effects: Number intersections adversely affected before
and after mitigation of LOS

•

Adverse construction effects

The BEP Alternative would be a shorter extension from the Warm Springs
BART station at 9.9 miles in length compared to the extension proposed
with the SVRTP Alternative (16.1 miles in length) and would therefore
create less physical adverse effects on the environment (such as
displacements, impacts to historic properties, and adverse construction
effects). However, since the SVRTP Alternative would regionally reduce
the amount of cars in the region, it would provide the greatest benefits to
air quality (in terms of reducing operational emissions and greenhouse
gases) and traffic as measured in vehicle miles traveled (VMT).
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P30-5

The VTA Board of Directors has committed to building the full SVRT
extension to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. Federal funding is being
requested for a portion of the full SVRTP Alternative. The BEP
Alternative, which includes the Milpitas and Berryessa stations, has been
identified by FTA as the segment most eligible for New Starts funding. In
terms of ridership, the BEP Alternative has a projected ridership of 46,450
in 2030 as compared to 98,750 riders with the SVRT Project Alternative.
Refer to Section 2.2.2 Rationale for Two Build Alternatives for a
discussion of this topic. At this time there are not sufficient funds to
construct the SVRTP Alternative.

P30-6

The Draft EIS considers two build alternatives, the BEP and SVRTP
alternatives, which are intended to provide a high-quality transit alternative
for travel through the Alameda-Santa Clara corridor. As described on
page 5.1-17 of the Draft EIS, the BEP Alternative would result in a
reduction of vehicle miles traveled when compared to the No Build
Alternative. Thus, the BEP Alternative would reduce the overall number of
vehicles on the major highways and roadways within the North San Jose
area near the BEP Alternative alignment. While implementation of the
Berryessa Station would incorporate park and ride and kiss and ride
facilities which would attract vehicle trips around the Station Area, only
four local intersections within the Berryessa Station Area would be
adversely affected and overall traffic in the area would be reduced.

P30-7

Since the BEP Alternative reduces overall trips it is not anticipated that the
North San Jose Task Force will need to reconvene. Also see response to
comment P30-6.

P30-8

The existing San Jose 2020 General Plan, adopted in August 1994,
represents the City’s assessment of the amount, type, and phasing of
development needed to achieve the City’s social, economic, and
environmental goals. The City of San Jose recently amended the San
Jose General Plan, particularly for areas around the proposed SVRTP
Alternative stations, to allow higher densities and mixed-used
development supportive of transit. As described on page 4.9-18 of the
Draft EIS, the San Jose General Plan allows for the establishment of
BART Station Area Nodes, with the intention of directing transit-oriented
and pedestrian friendly land use development in close proximity to BART
Stations. As indicated in Comment Letter 4 (L4) of this Final EIS from the
City of San Jose, the City of San Jose adopted a new local transportation
impact policy that supports “overriding” traffic impacts near transit stations
in order to support high density, transit oriented development in these
areas. The City of San Jose also includes a list of feasible traffic
mitigation measures that are desirable and feasible at some locations
where the Draft EIS indicates no mitigation is feasible, specifically the
Lundy Avenue/Berryessa Road intersection and the Bird Avenue/I-280
South intersection. See responses to comments L4-1 and L4-3 for a
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discussion of the City of San Jose’s General Plan policies pertaining to
BART and local transportation impacts and mitigation.
P30-9

At the present time, projected Measure A sales tax revenues are not
projected to be sufficient to fund construction of a the original plans for
BART without deferring construction of the segment from Berryessa to
Santa Clara until after 2030. Bond financing is already assumed in the
financial plan to finance construction to Berryessa. Assuming further
borrowing would be imprudent given the limited capacity of the existing
sales tax projection to support additional debt financing. Note, however,
that the current sales tax forecast is based on historic and projected
economic conditions at a single point in time and reflects a best estimate
of future conditions given information available at the time the forecast
was produced. The assumptions underlying the forecast are subject to
future revision as economic conditions change—for example, if county
sales tax revenues in the near-term recover faster than projected in the
forecast. VTA will continue to monitor economic conditions and receive
updated forecasts annually or more frequently, as conditions warrant.

P30-10

The parking study conducted for the project concluded that 4,835 parking
spaces will be needed at the Berryessa Station in 2030 with construction
of the BEP Alternative. The proposed combination of a parking structure
(up to 8 stories) and surface parking lots at the station would be sufficient
to accommodate the anticipated demand for parking. Therefore no
adverse effects, such as spillover parking into nearby areas, are
anticipated. In the event that future parking demand is greater than that
anticipated, VTA would, in association with BART and the local
jurisdiction, help institute parking control programs such as time
restrictions, neighborhood only parking areas, and/or charges to park at
the station. Parking conditions at all stations will be monitored at least
annually to determine whether corrective actions would be necessary to
avoid spillover.

P30-11

The parking demand for the Berryessa Station is greater for the full
extension project, the SVRTP Alternative (6,590 spaces) than for the
Berryessa Extension Project (4,835). Therefore, there would be no
savings.

P30-12

The VTA Board of Directors has committed to building the full SVRT
extension alternative into Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. The City of
San Jose has approved a General Plan amendment to support a
proposed master plan that would create an additional 2,800 new housing
units near the planned Berryessa Station, increasing housing within onehalf mile of the station to more than 6,000 units. Therefore, the
development community is already anticipating an opportunity for higher
development at this location. The developer would need to assess their
own risk in determining the rate of development. This amendment
addresses the major of the land around the Berryessa Station that could
be developed at a higher density without major redevelopment.
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P30-13

See response to comment P30-5.

P30-14

Comments received on the Draft EIS are responded to in this Final EIS.
Also see response to comment P30-5 regarding VTA’s position.
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Letter P-31

P31-1

P31-2
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-31
P31-1

The opposition to a BART end terminus station at Berryessa is noted.
Section 3.7, Vehicular Traffic, of the Draft EIS provides a full evaluation of
vehicular traffic effects under the No Build, BEP, and SVRTP alternatives.
Three traffic reports, including the Milpitas BART Station Transportation
Impact Analysis (July 24, 2008), San Jose BART Stations Transportation
Impact Analysis (July 24, 2008), and the Santa Clara BART Station
Transportation Impact Analysis (July 24, 2008), were prepared for the
project and formed the basis of the vehicular traffic evaluation in the Draft
EIS. Pages 3-55 through 3-174 include a detailed analysis of traffic
impacts related to freeway segment volumes and intersection level of
service, including intersections along Berryessa Road. Specifically, the
Berryessa Road/North Capitol Avenue, Berryessa Road/Flickinger
Avenue,
Lundy
Avenue/Berryessa
Road,
and
Berryessa
Road/Commercial Street intersections were evaluated. Figure 3-6 of the
Draft EIS identifies the location of the remaining intersections studied
within the Berryessa Station Area. Based on the traffic studies conducted
for the Draft EIS, the BEP Alternative would adversely affect 9 of the 30
study intersections within the Berryessa Station Area, including the
Flickinger Avenue/Berryessa Road and Lundy Avenue/Berryessa Road
intersections. The SVRTP Alternative would adversely affect 3 of the
study intersections near the Berryessa Station Area. Mitigation measures
for adverse traffic effects in the Berryessa Station Area are shown on
pages 3-114 through 3-119 of the Draft EIS, which would reduce such
adverse effects associated with the BEP Alternative. Mitigation measures
for the SVRTP Alternative in the Berryessa Station Area are described on
pages 3-156 to 3-157 of the Draft EIS. Even with mitigation, some
adverse effects to local intersections would remain.
These are
summarized in Tables 3-36 and 3-39 of the Draft EIS. Notably, no cost
effective feasible mitigation can be implemented at the Lundy
Avenue/Berryessa Road intersection to mitigate the impact under either
build alternative.
The Draft EIS included an air quality analysis in accordance with the
requirements of NEPA and is presented in Section 5.1, Air Quality in the
Draft EIS. This section considers the long-term adverse effects and
benefits of the project alternatives related to regional air quality. The Draft
EIS also considers the project’s conformity with the applicable State
Implementation Plan (SIP) as required under the federal Clean Air Act
(CAA) amendments of the 1993 United States Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) transportation conformity regulations for operations
emissions. As stated on page 5.1-1, significance thresholds for evaluating
air quality effects are based on guidance provided by the BAAQMD, the
USEPA, and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Although the
Draft EIS is not subject to the requirements of CEQA, the Draft EIS
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incorporates the requirements and thresholds established by the
BAAQMD.
P31-2
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Letter P-32

P32-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-32
P32-1
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In 2001 VTA and BART signed a Cooperative Agreement in connection
with the proposed Santa Clara County BART Extension. The Agreement
specifies that the extension will be built by VTA and operated by BART.
Security responsibility will be provided by BART.
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Letter P-33

P33-1
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HIGH SPEED PASSENGER RAIL
Accountability Integrity Reliability

Highlights
Highlights of GAO-09-317, a report to
congressional requesters

Future Development Will Depend on Addressing
Financial and Other Challenges and Establishing a
Clear Federal Role

Why GAO Did This Study

What GAO Found

Federal and other decision makers
have had a renewed interest in how
high speed rail might fit into the
national transportation system and
address increasing mobility
constraints on highways and at
airports due to congestion. GAO
was asked to review (1) the factors
affecting the economic viability—
meaning whether total social
benefits offset or justify total social
costs—of high speed rail projects,
including difficulties in determining
the economic viability of proposed
projects; (2) the challenges in
developing and financing high
speed rail systems; and (3) the
federal role in the potential
development of U.S. high speed rail
systems. GAO reviewed federal
legislation; interviewed federal,
state, local, and private sector
officials, as well as U.S. project
sponsors; and reviewed high speed
rail development in France, Japan,
and Spain.

Factors affecting the economic viability of high speed rail lines include the
level of expected riders, costs, and public benefits (i.e., benefits to non-riders
and the nation as a whole from such things as reduced congestion), which are
influenced by a line’s corridor and service characteristics. High speed rail
tends to attract riders in dense, highly populated corridors, especially where
there is congestion on existing transportation modes. Costs largely hinge on
the availability of rail right-of-way and on a corridor’s terrain. To stay within
financial or other constraints, project sponsors typically make trade-offs
between cost and service characteristics. While some U.S. corridors have
characteristics that suggest economic viability, uncertainty associated with
rider and cost estimates and the valuation of public benefits makes it difficult
to make such determinations on individual proposals. Research on rider and
cost forecasts has shown they are often optimistic, and the extent that U.S.
sponsors quantify and value public benefits varies.

What GAO Recommends
GAO recommends that the
Secretary of Transportation
develop a strategic vision of how
high speed passenger rail systems
fit into the national transportation
system, and develop guidance and
tools to improve the reliability and
accuracy of ridership, cost, and
other forecasts for these systems.
The Department of Transportation
(DOT) said it generally agreed with
the information presented but did
not take a position on GAO’s
recommendations. DOT said the
strategic plan required by the
American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009 may
include a vision for high speed rail.

Once projects are deemed economically viable, project sponsors face the
challenging tasks of securing the up-front investment for construction costs
and sustaining public and political support and stakeholder consensus. In the
three countries GAO visited, the central government generally funded the
majority of the up-front costs of high speed rail lines. By contrast, federal
funding for high speed rail has been derived from general revenues, not from
trust funds or other dedicated funding sources. Consequently, high speed rail
projects must compete with other nontransportation demands on federal
funds (e.g., national defense or health care) as opposed to being compared
with other alternative transportation investments in a corridor. Available
federal loan programs can support only a fraction of potential high speed rail
project costs. Without substantial public sector commitment, private sector
participation is difficult to secure. The challenge of sustaining public support
and stakeholder consensus is compounded by long project lead times, by
numerous stakeholders, and by the absence of an established institutional
framework.
The recently enacted Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008
will likely increase the federal role in the development of high speed rail, as
will the newly enacted American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. In
the United States, federal involvement with high speed rail to date has been
limited. The national rail plan required by the Passenger Rail Investment and
Improvement Act of 2008 is an opportunity to identify the vision and goals for
U.S. high speed rail and how it fits into the national transportation system, an
exercise that has largely remained incomplete. Accountability can be
enhanced by tying the specific, measurable goals required by the act to
performance and accountability measures. In developing analytical tools to
apply to the act’s project selection criteria, it will be important to address
optimistic rider and cost forecasts and varied public benefits analyses.
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United States Government Accountability Office
Washington, DC 20548

March 19, 2009
Congressional Requesters
Federal, state, and local decision makers have had a renewed interest in
looking at how high speed rail might fit into our national transportation
system and address increasing mobility constraints on the nation’s
highways and at airports due to congestion. Although the current
economic downturn has recently reduced the level of highway and air
travel, projections show that intercity travel will grow again and that
existing transportation capacity limitations will constrain mobility. The
Department of Transportation (DOT) estimates that several intercity
highways linking major urban markets will experience significant
congestion by 2035. According to a recent report, capacity limitations will
constrain air traffic at 14 airports in 8 metropolitan areas, even if planned
capacity improvements are carried out through 2025.1 In addition, the
dependence of growing highway and air travel on fossil fuels raises
significant environmental concerns regarding greenhouse gas emissions.
As a result, transportation decision makers are exploring options that not
only expand transportation capacity and relieve increasing congestion but
also minimize the deleterious environmental impacts of increasing
highway and air travel. The average intercity passenger train can produce
significantly less emissions than other transportation modes.
The National Railroad Passenger Rail Corporation (Amtrak), the nation’s
intercity passenger rail provider, has seen nearly a 20 percent increase in
riders in the last 2 years, in part because service enhancements in some
intercity corridors have improved overall travel time and reliability,
making the train more competitive with highway and air travel. Still,
Amtrak does not offer service in many heavily traveled intercity corridors.
Moreover, Amtrak’s service continues to have slow average speeds relative
to other transport modes, and experiences significant delays, often
resulting from sharing track with commuter and freight rail. Proposals for
investment in high speed rail in the United States have existed for decades.
However, corridor service that exceeds Amtrak’s predominant top speed
of 79 miles per hour currently only exists on Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor

1

The MITRE Corporation, Center for Advanced Aviation System Development, Capacity
Needs in the National Airspace System (2007-2025), an Analysis of Airports and
Metropolitan Area Demand and Operational Capacity in the Future (May 2007).
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between Boston, Massachusetts, and Washington, D.C., and in a few other
corridors—including New York City, New York, to Albany, New York;
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, to Harrisburg, Pennsylvania; and Los Angeles,
California, to San Diego, California—and on a segment of track between
Chicago, Illinois, and Detroit, Michigan.2 By contrast, countries in Europe
and Asia have developed extensive rail systems with top speeds exceeding
150 and even 200 miles per hour, which have attracted relatively high
numbers of riders compared with other transportation modes.
As part of a larger effort to reexamine transportation funding and decision
making in the United States, the National Surface Transportation Policy
and Revenue Study Commission and its Passenger Rail Working Group
issued a report that laid out the potential for a new vision of intercity and
high speed rail development in the United States, and that called for an
initial investment of $5 billion per year.3 Moreover, in October 2008,
Congress enacted the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of
2008 (PRIIA), which establishes a program to develop high speed rail
corridors—authorizing $1.5 billion in funding for project development.4
The recently enacted American Recovery and Reinvestment of Act of 2009
(ARRA) appropriated $8 billion for high speed rail and intercity passenger
rail congestion and capital grants (the latter of which were authorized by
the PRIIA), with priority given to projects that support the development of
high speed rail service.5 To better understand the role that high speed rail
service could play in the U.S. transportation system, we were asked to
assess (1) the factors affecting the economic viability of high speed rail
projects—that is, whether a project’s total social benefits offset or justify
the total social costs—and difficulties in determining the economic
viability of proposed projects; (2) the challenges that U.S. project sponsors
experience in developing and financing high speed rail projects; and
(3) the federal role in the potential development of high speed rail
systems.

2

In addition to these corridors, the long-distance route between Chicago, Illinois, and Los
Angeles, California, operates at 90 miles per hour over portions of its route.

3

“Vision for the Future: U.S. intercity passenger rail network through 2050,” prepared by the
Passenger Rail Working Group for the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue
Study Commission, December 6, 2007.

4

Pub. L. No. 110-432, Div. B, title V, § 501(d), 122 Stat. 4907, 4963 (Oct. 16, 2008), codified at
49 U.S.C. § 26106(h).

5

Pub. L. No. 111-5, 123 Stat. 115 (2009)(ARRA).
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For the purposes of this report, we use the Federal Railroad
Administration’s (FRA) definition of high speed ground transportation,
which is “service that is time-competitive with air and/or automobile travel
in a given intercity corridor.”6 This definition does not define high speed
rail on the basis of a specific speed threshold. As a result, our review
includes a wide range of projects, including both “incremental” projects,
which are designed to increase the speed—above 79 miles per hour and up
to 150 miles per hour—or reliability of rail service on existing track
usually shared with commuter or freight railroads, and “new” high speed
rail projects—capable of speeds above 150 miles per hour—which are
designed to operate on their own tracks or guideway not shared with other
rail services. Our review is also technology neutral, meaning that we did
not analyze or consider the technical feasibility of the various rail
technologies available, such as diesel, electrified trains, or magnetic
levitation (maglev) trains,7 but rather we considered only the service and
performance aspects of these different technologies in the proposals we
reviewed.
We obtained information from numerous sources to address our
objectives. Specifically, we conducted structured interviews with officials
involved in the planning and operation of the 5 corridor rail lines that
currently exceed 79 miles per hour, and with project sponsors for 11
specific corridor projects in the United States that are actively being
pursued and have advanced into the environmental review phase of
project development. (See app. I for a detailed discussion of our scope and
methodology, and apps. II and III for a detailed description of each project
we reviewed.) The 5 existing projects are all incremental improvements,
and of the 11 proposed projects, 6 are incremental projects, and 5 are new
high speed rail projects that would involve new track or guideways. Three
of the latter projects are considering maglev technology. We structured the
interviews to determine (1) the most important characteristics and factors
that affect the project’s viability; (2) the most important challenges faced
by project sponsors in developing the project; and (3) the roles of various

6

See, for example, FRA’s Notice Requesting Expressions of Interest in Implementing a High
Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Corridor, 73 Fed. Reg. 76443 (issued Dec. 16, 2008).

7

According to FRA, maglev is an advanced transport technology in which magnetic forces
lift, propel, and guide a vehicle over a specially designed guideway. This technology can
reduce or eliminate the need for wheels and many other parts, thereby minimizing
mechanical friction and permitting excellent acceleration, with cruising speeds of about
300 miles per hour or more. See Department of Transportation, Federal Railroad
Administration, Costs and Benefits of Magnetic Levitation (Washington, D.C.: 2005).

Page 3

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

GAO-09-317 High Speed Passenger Rail

2-343

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

federal, state, local, and private sector entities in the development of the
project. Also, we conducted case studies of 2 high speed rail projects that
had been terminated (the Florida Overland Express and the Texas TGV) as
well as case studies of high speed rail in France, Japan, and Spain (see
app. IV for more details on the terminated projects, and app. V for
information on the high speed rail systems in France, Japan, and Spain).
We chose the terminated projects to identify the challenges encountered
by previous attempts to develop high speed rail in the United States, and
we chose these countries on the basis of their experiences with the
development and operation of high speed rail service. In addition, we
reviewed relevant literature on high speed rail systems in these and other
countries as well as information, studies, and reports on domestic high
speed rail proposals. Lastly, we conducted over 90 interviews with a wide
range of stakeholders and interested parties, including academics;
consultants involved in ridership forecasting and planning; representatives
from private firms that invest in transportation infrastructure; engineers
involved in developing various rail technologies; state and local
government agencies and organizations; and officials at Amtrak, FRA, the
Surface Transportation Board, and other federal agencies involved in the
domestic projects we reviewed.
We conducted this performance audit from December 2007 to March 2009
in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that
the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives.

Results in Brief

Factors affecting the economic viability of high speed rail lines include
expected ridership levels, construction and operating costs, and public
benefits (i.e., benefits to nonriders and to the nation as a whole) due, for
example, to reduced congestion. While some U.S. corridors have
characteristics that suggest potential economic viability, decision makers
have faced difficulties in ascertaining whether a specific proposed high
speed rail line will be viable, due to the uncertainties of ridership
forecasts, cost estimates, and public benefits proposed by project
sponsors. In the United States or elsewhere, high speed rail tends to
attract riders in corridors with high population and density, especially
where congestion on existing transportation modes prevails. Service
characteristics of a high speed rail line relative to other travel
alternatives—such as trip time, frequency of service, reliability, and
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safety—are also critical factors. High speed rail lines incur high up-front
costs, whether built on dedicated right-of-way or as incremental
improvements to existing right-of-way. Corridors where right-of-way is
available for rail purposes and are relatively flat with straight track
alignments can help lower costs. To stay within financial or other
constraints, project sponsors must typically trade-off some level of
ridership to reduce costs. For example, most domestic projects currently
under consideration are incremental projects on track shared with freight
operators—a choice that limits the travel time competitiveness and
reliability valued by riders that would be possible on more expensive,
dedicated track. Research on ridership and cost forecasts for
transportation projects has shown that such forecasts are often
significantly optimistic, and different ridership forecasting methods may
yield diverse, and therefore uncertain, results. While all U.S. sponsors
cited a variety of public benefits that would flow from their projects, such
as congestion relief or environmental benefits, the extent to which
benefits have been quantified and valued varied across projects.
Once projects are deemed economically viable, project sponsors
encounter several other challenges—most notably, securing the up-front
investment necessary to fund the substantial construction costs as well as
sustaining public and political support and obtaining stakeholder
consensus. In each of the three countries we visited, the central
government paid the up-front construction costs of their country’s high
speed rail lines, and did so with no expectation that its investment would
be recouped through ticket revenues. Federal funding for rail in general,
and high speed rail in particular, has largely been derived from general
revenues, as opposed to trust funds or other dedicated federal funding
sources, such as those that fund other transportation modes.
Consequently, high speed rail projects must compete with other
nontransportation demands on federal funds, such as national defense,
education, or health care, as opposed to being compared with other
alternative transportation investments or policies in a corridor. Alternative
federal funding sources, such as authorized under the Transportation
Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act of 1998 (TIFIA), are available,
but in their present form can support no more than a small fraction of
potential high speed rail project costs. State funding is also limited since
few states have dedicated funding sources for passenger rail, and general
revenues can be limited. Private sector participation is also difficult to
secure without a substantial public sector commitment—both financial
and political. The financial and ridership risks associated with high speed
rail projects can also deter private entities from investing. Sustaining
public and political support for high speed rail development is also
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challenging, particularly since uncertainties regarding ridership forecasts
and cost estimates can undermine confidence in the benefits claimed for
proposed projects. Long project lead times compound the difficulty in
sustaining political support, which typically must extend over several
electoral cycles. In addition, project sponsors must coordinate project
decisions among numerous stakeholders and across jurisdictional
boundaries—a difficult task, especially in the absence of an established
institutional framework.
Although in the United States the federal government has not historically
exercised a strong leadership role in the development of high speed rail,
the recently enacted PRIIA will likely increase the federal role. Following
key principles we have developed for reexamining surface transportation
programs would help ensure that implementation of the PRIIA and a
possible heightened federal role is both efficient and effective. For
example, there is currently no federal high speed rail policy. The national
rail plan required by the PRIIA provides an opportunity to identify the
vision and goals for U.S. high speed rail and how high speed rail might fit
into the national transportation system, as well as to identify the
appropriate federal role in achieving the established goals. There has been
little effort previously to identify the role of high speed rail, and the
national rail plan required by the PRIIA does not explicitly include high
speed rail, although it must be consistent with state rail plans that are to,
among other things, include a review of proposed high speed rail lines. In
the countries we visited, we found that national rail plans have proven
instrumental in guiding high speed rail development. In addition, the PRIIA
specifies criteria for selecting high speed rail corridors and projects for
development. The act also requires FRA to develop a schedule for
achieving specific, measurable goals related to such things as the
development of a national rail plan and to assess progress against these
goals. We have previously reported on the importance of incorporating
performance and accountability for results to help target resources to
programs that best achieve intended outcomes and national transportation
priorities. FRA has not yet determined how performance and
accountability will be incorporated into the review and evaluation of grant
applications. Accountability can be enhanced by tying the specific,
measurable goals required by the PRIIA to performance and accountability
measures. Furthermore, as FRA develops analytical tools and approaches
to apply the project selection criteria, it will be important to address such
things as optimistic ridership and cost forecasts. Obtaining forecasts from
independent sources and subjecting forecasts to peer review are among
the ways to potentially increase the reliability of these forecasts. Ensuring
the fiscal sustainability of high speed rail projects, both while projects are
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being planned and constructed, as well as once they become operational,
will also be important. The project selection criteria contained in the
PRIIA will help in efforts to ensure the short- and long-term fiscal
sustainability of federal investments in high speed rail projects. FRA is
currently in the process of evaluating the PRIIA and preparing final rules
for how high speed rail projects will be reviewed and selected for federal
funding under provisions of the act.
To ensure effective implementation of the provisions of the PRIIA that
relate to high speed passenger rail, we are recommending that the
Secretary of Transportation, in consultation with Congress and other
stakeholders, develop a written strategic vision for high speed rail,
particularly in relation to the role that high speed rail can play in the
national transportation system, clearly identifying potential objectives and
goals for high speed rail systems and the roles that federal and other
stakeholders should play in achieving each objective and goal. We also
recommend that the Secretary develop specific policies and procedures
for reviewing and evaluating grant applications under the PRIIA that
clearly identify the outcomes expected to be achieved through the award
of grant funds and that include performance and accountability measures.
Finally, we recommend that the Secretary develop guidance and methods
for ensuring the reliability of ridership and other forecasts used to
determine the viability of high speed rail projects and to support the need
for federal grant assistance.
We provided copies of our draft report to DOT and Amtrak for comment.
DOT said that it generally agreed with the information presented and
noted that with the passage of ARRA, its work on high speed rail has been
considerably accelerated. Specifically, the act calls for FRA to submit,
within an expedited time frame, a strategic plan to the Congress describing
how FRA will use the $8 billion funding identified in the act to improve
and deploy high speed passenger rail systems. DOT indicated that the
strategic plan may include the Department’s vision for developing high
speed rail services, criteria for selecting projects, an evaluation process
that will be used to measure effectiveness, and a discussion of the
relationship between the ARRA grant programs and the recently enacted
PRIIA. DOT said it is also working to comply with statutory requirements
to issue interim guidance in June 2009, describing grant terms, conditions
and procedures. DOT told us that in order to provide information to the
public and potential grantees as expeditiously as possible, it has already
posted a set of questions and answers relating to ARRA on its Web site.
Finally, DOT noted that the draft report does not include information
relating to the administration’s new federal commitment to high speed rail.
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Specifically, as described in the President’s proposed fiscal year 2010
budget, the administration has proposed a 5-year $5 billion high-speed rail
state grant program. DOT indicated that this program is intended to build
on the $8 billion included in ARRA for high speed rail and marks a new
federal commitment to practical and environmentally sustainable
transportation. DOT did not take a position on our recommendations.
Amtrak said it generally agreed with our conclusions and also did not take
a position on our recommendations. Amtrak provided technical
comments, which we incorporated where appropriate.

Background

Five corridor rail lines currently exceed Amtrak’s predominant top speed
of 79 miles per hour in the United States. Proposals for high speed rail
projects in 44 other specific corridors are at some stage of planning and
development. Eleven of these projects have advanced into the
environmental review phase (see table 1).

Table 1: High Speed Rail Projects in the United States

Number
of miles

Corridor
Rail corridors in current operation above 79 miles per hour

Proposed type of
improvement
and technology to be
used

Current top speed
of existing rail
services (miles
per hour)

a

Los Angeles, California – San Diego, California

130

Incremental/Diesel

90

New York, New York – Albany/Schenectady, New York

158

Incremental/Diesel

110

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania – Harrisburg, Pennsylvania

104

Incremental/Electric

110

Boston, Massachusetts – New York, New York – Washington, D.C.

458

Incremental/Electric

150

Chicago, Illinois – Detroit/Pontiac, Michigan

304

Incremental/Diesel

95

Los Angeles, California – San Francisco, Californiab

520

New/Electric

79c

Anaheim, California – Las Vegas, Nevada

269

New/Maglev

No service

Victorville, California – Las Vegas, Nevada

183

New/Electric or diesel

No service

Eugene, Oregon – Portland, Oregon – Vancouver, Canada

310

Incremental/Diesel

79

New York, New York – Scranton, Pennsylvania

133

Incremental/Diesel

No service

Chicago, Illinois – St. Louis, Missouri

284

Incremental/Diesel

79

Chicago, Illinois – Minneapolis/St. Paul, Minnesota

441

Incremental/Diesel

High speed rail projects in the environmental review process

Baltimore, Maryland – Washington, D.C.

40

New/Maglev

79
110d

Atlanta, Georgia – Chattanooga, Tennessee

251

New/Maglev or electric

Washington, D.C. – Charlotte, North Carolina

452

Incremental/Diesel

79

Richmond, Virginia – Hampton Roads, Virginia

108

Incremental/Diesel

79
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Number
of miles

Corridor

Proposed type of
improvement
and technology to be
used

Current top speed
of existing rail
services (miles
per hour)

High speed rail projects being planned that have yet to move into the environmental review process
Phoenix, Arizona – Tucson, Arizona

119

Incremental/Diesel

No service

Bay area, California – Los Angeles, California (Coastal)

476

Incremental/Diesel

79

San Jose, California – Sacramento, California

137

Incremental/Diesel

79

Jacksonville, Florida – Orlando, Florida

140

Not specified

79

Orlando, Florida – Miami, Florida

235

Not specified

79

92

Not specified

Tampa, Florida – Orlando, Florida

c

79

Casper, Wyoming – Denver, Colorado – Albuquerque, New Mexico

788

Incremental/Diesel

No service

Atlanta, Georgia – New Orleans, Louisiana

518

Incremental/Diesel

79

Houston, Texas – New Orleans, Louisiana

350

Incremental/Diesel

79

New Orleans, Louisiana – Mobile, Alabama

141

Incremental/Diesel

79

Chicago, Illinois – Carbondale, Illinois

309

Incremental/Diesel

79

Chicago, Illinois – Cincinnati, Ohio

304

Incremental/Diesel

79

Chicago, Illinois – Cleveland, Ohio

373

Incremental/Diesel

79

Chicago, Illinois – Grand Rapids/Holland, Michigan

212

Incremental/Diesel

79

Chicago, Illinois – Green Bay, Wisconsin

217

Incremental/Diesel

No servicee

Chicago, Illinois – Omaha, Nebraska

476

Incremental/Diesel

79

Chicago, Illinois – Port Huron, Michigan

319

Incremental/Diesel

95f

Chicago, Illinois – Quincy, Illinois

258

Incremental/Diesel

79
No service

Indianapolis, Indiana – Louisville, Kentucky

111

Incremental/Diesel

Kansas City, Missouri – St. Louis, Missouri

283

Incremental/Diesel

79

Twin Cities, Minnesota – Duluth, Minnesota

154

Incremental/Diesel

No service

Boston, Massachusetts – Montreal, Canada

330

Incremental/Diesel

No service

58

Incremental/Diesel

79

New Haven, Connecticut – Springfield, Massachusetts
Columbus, Ohio – Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

g

99

Incremental/Diesel

No service

Cincinnati, Ohio – Cleveland, Ohio

260

Incremental/Diesel

No service

Cleveland, Ohio – Buffalo, New York – Toronto, Canada

294

Incremental/Diesel

79

Cleveland, Ohio – Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

154

Incremental/Diesel

79

Cleveland, Ohio – Toledo, Ohio – Detroit, Michigan

154

Incremental/Diesel

No serviceh

Raleigh, North Carolina – Jacksonville, Florida

446

Incremental/Diesel

79

Charlotte, North Carolina – Atlanta, Georgia – Macon, Georgia

346

Incremental/Diesel

No servicei

Atlanta, Georgia – Jacksonville, Florida

321

Incremental/Diesel

No service

Dallas, Texas – Houston, Texas

280

New/Electric

No servicej

Dallas, Texas – San Antonio, Texas

271

New/Electric

79

Source: GAO, based on Joseph P. Schweiterman and Justin Scheidt, “Survey of Current High-Speed Rail Planning Efforts in the United
States,” interviews with project sponsors, and Amtrak schedules.
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a

All of these lines have plans to improve the speed and reliability of the service. In addition to these
corridors, the long-distance route between Chicago, Illinois, and Los Angeles, California, operates at
90 miles per hour over portions of its route.
b

This represents phase one of this project, starting in Anaheim, California. Phase two envisions
extensions to Sacramento, California, and San Diego, California.
c

Service between Los Angeles, California, and San Francisco, California, exists along the coastal
route as well as along an inland route. The inland route requires a connection by bus between Los
Angeles, California, and Bakersfield, California.
d

Current service is part of the Northeast Corridor, and reaches 110 miles per hour on this segment.

e

Service exists on this corridor from Chicago, Illinois, to Milwaukee, Wisconsin, but not between
Milwaukee, Wisconsin, and Green Bay, Wisconsin.
f

Current service reaches 95 miles per hour on a segment that is also part of the Chicago, Illinois, to
Detroit, Michigan, line.

g

Service is not direct and can only be provided through Albany, New York. Service to Albany can be
provided through Springfield, Massachusetts.
h

Rail service exists between Cleveland, Ohio, and Toledo, Ohio, but not between Toledo, Ohio, and
Detroit, Michigan. A bus connection is required between Toledo, Ohio, and Detroit, Michigan.
i

Service exists between Charlotte, North Carolina, and Atlanta, Georgia, but not between Atlanta,
Georgia, and Macon, Georgia.

j

Service is not direct, and can only be provided through San Antonio, Texas.

Financing for the proposed projects has yet to be arranged, with the
partial exception of the proposed Los Angeles, California, to San
Francisco, California, system, for which voters recently approved $9.95
billion in bond funding.8 For those projects that currently operate above 79
miles per hour, financing came from federal or state sources. Federal
funding for high speed rail has generally gone to improvements to rail
service in the Northeast Corridor between Washington, D.C., and Boston,
Massachusetts, and to research and development. Some $3.1 billion has
been spent by the federal government on the Northeast Corridor since
1990—about 75 percent of all federal funding identified by FRA as having
been spent for high speed rail over this period. The remaining 25 percent
has primarily gone to research and development purposes related to high
speed rail. For example, the first foray into high speed rail development
was in 1965, when Congress provided funding to begin studying high speed
rail technologies.9 Later, the Magnetic Levitation Deployment Program
provided funds to begin studying maglev as a new high speed
transportation technology and to advance a demonstration project in the

8

Proposition 1A, Safe, Reliable High-Speed Train Act, approved November 2008. This
funding represents less than one-third of the total estimated project cost.

9

High Speed Ground Transportation Act of 1965, Pub. L. No. 89-220, 79 Stat. 893 (1965).
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United States.10 States have also invested in high speed rail in some
instances. For example, state funding was used to help achieve speeds
above 79 miles per hour between New York, New York, and Albany, New
York; Los Angeles, California, and San Diego, California; Chicago, Illinois,
and Detroit, Michigan; and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania.
Several federal agencies have played a role in the planning and
development of high speed rail projects to date, and others may potentially
be involved as projects progress. FRA has generally been the lead federal
agency—sharing that role with other federal agencies, such as the Surface
Transportation Board—regarding the environmental review process. The
Surface Transportation Board must give its approval before any new rail
lines can be constructed that connect to the interstate rail network.11 FRA
also designates corridors as “high speed rail” corridors, and is the agency
responsible for any safety regulations or standards regarding high speed
rail operations. Safety standards relative to tracks and signaling
requirements become more stringent as train speeds increase. For
example, at speeds of 125 miles per hour or higher, highway-rail grade
crossings must be eliminated, and trains must be equipped with positive
train control, which will automatically stop a train if the locomotive
engineer fails to respond to a signal. To operate at speeds above 150 miles
per hour, FRA requires dedicated track—that is, track that can only be
used for high speed rail service. No safety regulations currently exist for
speeds above 200 miles per hour. In addition to FRA and the Surface
Transportation Board, the Federal Highway Administration and the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) may play a role if highway or other
transit right-of-way will be used or if highway or transit funds are to be
used for some part of a high speed rail project. The Bureau of Land
Management is responsible for granting rights-of-way on public lands for
transportation purposes and, thus, would be involved in any new high
speed rail project that envisions using public lands. Various other agencies
would be involved in the environmental approval process, including the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Environmental Protection Agency,
among others.

10

Section 1218 of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century created a National
Magnetic Levitation Transportation Technology Development Program, Pub. L. No.
105-178, 112 Stat. 107, 216-219 (1998).
11

49 U.S.C. § 10901.
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Economic Viability of
High Speed Rail Is
Affected by Many
Corridor and Service
Characteristics, but
Uncertainties About
Ridership and Other
Estimates Make
Viability
Determinations
Difficult

Based on our interviews with both domestic project sponsors and foreign
operators of high speed rail lines, in addition to a literature review, we
identified many common characteristics that tend to lead to relatively high
numbers of riders and resulting public benefits and to relatively lower
costs. High speed rail tends to attract the most riders and resulting public
benefits in corridors between roughly 100 and 500 miles with existing high
demand for intercity travel. Service characteristics relative to other travel
alternatives—such as travel time and price competitiveness, high
frequency, greater reliability, and safety—are also critical in attracting
riders and producing public benefits. Costs of high speed rail tend to be
lower in corridors where right-of-way exists that can be used for high
speed rail purposes, and a relatively flat- and straight-alignment can be
used. While several U.S. corridors exhibit characteristics that suggest
potential economic viability, decision makers have faced difficulties in
ascertaining whether any specific proposed line will be viable due to
uncertainties in how accurately project sponsors forecast riders and
estimate costs, and to the lack of agreement and standards regarding how
a project’s public benefits should be valued and assessed.

Numerous Corridor and
Service Characteristics,
and Trade-offs between
Service and Costs,
Influence a Project’s
Economic Viability

High levels of demand for intercity travel are needed to justify a new high
speed rail line. (See app. V for a discussion of techniques for forecasting
demand for intercity travel and riders on high speed rail.) Project sponsors
identified high levels of population and expected population growth along
a corridor, and strong business and cultural ties between cities as factors
that can lead to higher demand for intercity travel. In some corridors,
riders are expected to come from business travelers and commuters due
to the strong economic ties between cities along the corridor; while in
other corridors, a larger number of tourists and leisure travelers comprise
the expected riders. Officials in Japan expressed the importance of
connecting several high-population areas along a corridor as a key factor
in the high number of riders on their system, to effectively serve several
travel markets, including commuters and travelers from cities along the
corridor. The corridor between Tokyo and Osaka in Japan is unique in that
it is one of the most populous regions in the world, with multiple urban
areas of several million inhabitants located along the corridor. This
corridor attracts the highest number of riders of any high speed rail line in
the world—over 150 million riders annually. In other foreign corridors we
examined, however, population and densities were not as high, but foreign
officials indicated that high speed rail revenues in these areas were
sufficient to cover ongoing operating costs, although not necessarily
sufficient to recoup the initial investment in the line. Some, but not all of
the corridors under development in the United States today have
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population levels similar to corridors in the foreign countries we examined
(see figs. 1 and 2).
Figure 1: Population of Cities Along Selected Foreign High Speed Rail Lines
Project

Distance (in miles)
0

100

200

300

400

500

Total
distance

Travel
time

320
miles

2 hrs.,
25 mins.

368
miles

2 hrs.,
56 mins.

255
miles

1 hr.,
57 mins.

386
miles

2 hrs.,
38 mins.

Tokyo Osaka (Japan)
34.0
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Distance between cities
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Population (graphic representation)
City name

Source: GAO analysis of data from domestic project sponsors, foreign transportation officials, the U.S. Census Bureau, and Demographia.
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Figure 2: Population of Cities Along Selected Current and Proposed High Speed Rail Lines in the United States
Project
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Source: GAO analysis of data from domestic project sponsors, foreign transportation officials, the U.S. Census Bureau, and Demographia.
a

Several proposals exist in this corridor, with varying attributes and estimated travel times. See
appendix VII of this report for more information on the various proposals.

High speed rail also has more potential to attract riders in corridors
experiencing heavy travel on existing modes of transportation (i.e.,
conventional rail, air, and highways—including automobile and bus) and
where there is, or is projected to be, congestion and constraints on the
capacity of existing transportation systems.12 These situations lead to
demand for an additional transportation alternative, or demand for
expansion or improvements to existing transport modes. To attract riders
from existing transportation alternatives, a proposed high speed rail line

12

The initial high speed rail lines in each of the three countries we visited (i.e., Paris-Lyon,
Madrid-Seville, and Tokyo-Osaka) were specifically constructed, in part, to relieve at or
near capacity conventional rail lines.
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needs to be time- and price-competitive with the alternatives, and also
needs to have favorable service characteristics related to frequency,
reliability, and safety. FRA and others have found that high speed rail
tends to be most time-competitive at distances of up to 500 miles in
length.13 Existing high speed rail lines in Japan tend to be most timecompetitive and attain the highest relative levels of service in corridors of
roughly similar distances (see fig. 3).14 According to foreign and domestic
officials with whom we spoke, generally lines significantly shorter than
100 miles do not compete well with the travel time and convenience of
automobile travel, and lines longer than 500 miles are unable to overcome
the speed advantage of air travel.15 Between 100 and 500 miles, high speed
rail can often overcome air travel’s speed advantage because of reductions
in access and waiting times. Air travel requires time to get to the airport,
which can often be located a significant distance from a city center, as
well as time related to checking baggage, getting through security, waiting
at the terminal, queuing for takeoff, and waiting for baggage upon arrival
at a destination.16 By contrast, high speed rail service is usually designed to
go from city center to city center, which generally allows for reduced
access times for most travelers. Some travelers will have destinations or
starting points outside of city centers in closer proximity to airports, thus,
potentially minimizing or eliminating in some cases the access time
advantage of high speed rail where high speed rail service does not

13
See DOT/FRA, Costs and Benefits of Magnetic Levitation, ES-6. Also see GAO, Intercity
Passenger Rail: National Policy and Strategies Needed to Maximize Public Benefits from
Federal Expenditures, GAO-07-15 (Washington, D.C.: Nov. 13, 2006), which finds that
corridor services are most competitive between 100 and 300 miles; and Ginés De Rus and
Gustavo Nombela, “Is Investment in High Speed Rail Socially Profitable?” Economics of
Infrastructure and Transport, University of Las Palmas (Spain), April 2005, which finds that
the time savings of high speed rail relative to air are sufficient to offset the greater speed of
airplanes over trains typically over distances of 120 to 480 miles.
14
In and of itself, a total travel time advantage does not guarantee that a mode is viable, nor
superior in those terms to some alternative.
15
According to Amtrak officials, some shorter distance routes can be competitive with
automobile travel (e.g., New York, New York, to Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, has the third
highest Acela Express ridership of any city pair on the Northeast Corridor), depending on
the level of traffic congestion.
16

As an example, an official with the Department of Aviation for Clark County, Nevada (Las
Vegas), told us that at Las Vegas/McCarran International Airport, it takes passengers about
35 to 45 minutes to get to their gate from the curb. Upon arrival, a high percentage of
passengers claim a bag once they deplane, which takes an average of 22 minutes. At
nonpeak times, it will take a passenger 15 minutes to get a taxi or onto a bus connection
and another 15 to 20 minutes to get to their hotel. This results in it taking nearly 1 hour to
get to the Las Vegas city center once the plane has arrived.
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connect to airports or other locations preferred by travelers. High speed
rail also generally has less security and waiting time than airports.17 On the
foreign high speed rail lines we observed, there was no formal security
comparable to airport security, and travelers could arrive at a station just a
few minutes prior to departure.18
Figure 3: Transportation Mode Share in Japan, by Distance Traveled
Share of passenger transportation (percentage)
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0
188-313

314-469

470-625 626 or more

Traveling distance (in miles)
Airplane
Ship
Automobile
Railway
Source: GAO presentation of Japanese Ministry of Land, Infrastructure, Transport, and Tourism data.

In France, Japan, Spain, and elsewhere, high speed rail has been shown to
be time-competitive with air travel and has relieved capacity constraints at
airports. For example, high speed rail in Japan has resulted in eliminating

17
Some stakeholders argue that high speed rail may require additional security that would
increase these times for high speed rail.
18

Airports in these countries generally have fewer security delays than airports in the
United States. According to Japanese airline officials, air travelers can arrive at Japanese
airports 15 to 20 minutes prior to a domestic departure.
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one air route (Tokyo-Nagoya), while several others have lost significant
market share to high speed rail. With the introduction of the MadridBarcelona high speed rail line in February 2008, air travel between the two
cities has dropped an estimated 30 percent (from 5.0 million to 3.5 million
air passengers), while high speed rail riders increased markedly. In
France, high speed rail has captured 90 percent of the Paris-Lyon air-rail
market, and Air France officials estimated that for high speed rail trips of
between 2 and 3 hours, high speed rail is likely to capture about 80 percent
of the air-rail market over time. By displacing shorter distance air travel,
high speed rail has freed up considerable airport capacity in those cities
for other longer distance flights. However, because high speed rail
becomes a new competitor with short-distance air travel, airlines have in
some cases actively opposed its development. In the United States, most
of the 16 high speed rail projects we focused on will connect metropolitan
areas with anticipated capacity constraints at nearby airports (see fig. 4).
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Figure 4: Future Airport Capacity, by 2025, and Selected High Speed Rail Proposals in the United States
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Sources: FAA (airport capacity, metropolitan capacity); MapArt (base map).

While high speed rail will generally have superior travel times compared
with automobile or bus travel for trips greater than 100 miles—depending
on the service—it is difficult for a high speed rail service to compete with
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the low price of bus travel and convenience of automobile travel and,
therefore, is not likely to attract a sufficient number of these travelers to
have a significant effect on highway congestion and capacity in a corridor.
According to a study on high speed rail ridership forecasting, intercity bus
travel is limited and bus riders care more about price than about time.
Therefore, to the extent that a new high speed rail line provided time
savings at somewhat higher cost, the contribution of bus travel to a new
high speed rail line will be insignificant.19 However, this result depends on
how the high speed rail service is priced. If the high speed rail service is
publicly funded, then a legitimate public policy question arises regarding
fare-setting (i.e., whether high speed rail fares should be set to maximize
revenues or to attract higher numbers of riders from other modes). The
study also contends that those who travel by car tend to care more about
price and convenience (e.g., leaving when they choose, bringing additional
passengers or cargo at no extra cost) and less about trip time.
The effect on highway congestion of diverting automobile travelers to high
speed rail will vary based on the specific locations and times. For
example, if high speed rail can divert travelers from making an intercity
trip through a congested highway at peak times, then it may have a
noticeable effect on traffic. Over the long term, however, whatever trips
are diverted on a congested corridor to another mode of travel are likely to
be at least partially replaced by other trips, since the reduced congestion
from diversion makes it easier to travel—a phenomenon known as
“induced demand.” Nonetheless, given the great number of trips by car,
the diversion of a small percentage of automobile travelers to high speed
rail could have a significant impact on the number of high speed rail
riders, and result in benefits arising from increased capacity in the
transportation system and thus more trips being carried. For example, in
Japan, a survey on a recently developed high speed rail line showed that
21 percent of riders on a new high speed rail line diverted from the
automobile mode. Similarly, in studies conducted for California’s
proposed statewide high speed rail system, over 40 percent of forecasted
riders are projected to be diverted from automobile travelers, but the high
speed rail line will only reduce automobile travel by an estimated 7
percent.

19
Daniel Brand, Thomas E. Parody, Poh Ser Hsu, and Kevin F. Tierney, “Forecasting HighSpeed Rail Ridership,” Transportation Research Record 1341 (1992), 12-18.
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In the countries we visited, automobile travel also tends to be significantly
more expensive than in the United States, resulting from tolls on intercity
roads and higher gas prices and taxes, which makes high speed rail a more
cost-competitive option.20 For example, according to Japanese government
officials, to drive between Tokyo and Osaka—a distance of approximately
318 miles by automobile—can cost almost $200 each way, including over
$90 in tolls, and between $70 and $105 in fuel costs, depending on the fuel
economy of the vehicle (in August 2008, the average price of gasoline in
Japan was $6.50 per gallon).21 This cost compares with a high speed rail
fare of about $130 per passenger. By comparison, to travel one-way
between Los Angeles and San Francisco by automobile, a distance of 432
miles, will require a $4 toll to cross the Bay Bridge, and roughly $25 to $40
in fuel costs (on Jan. 27, 2009, the average price of gasoline in California
was $2.10 per gallon, although at gas prices over $4 per gallon, at which
they were recently, fuel costs could be over $80 and could rise over the
long term). This cost compares with an average air fare of about $108, and
the California High Speed Rail Authority is anticipating a high speed rail
fare of about half the air fare, or about $60 in this example.
Another factor that affects the competitiveness of high speed rail relative
to alternative intercity transportation modes is the extent to which it is
part of an integrated transportation system and adequate transit services
are available at the destination points for travelers. Foreign officials in
France, Japan, and Spain pointed to the importance of strong transit
access to, from, and within downtown areas to attract riders to high speed
rail. European high speed rail stations are designed to be integrated with
the urban transportation network, including subways, conventional rail,
and local buses. In France, high speed rail also connects with airports. In
Spain, high speed rail generally does not connect to airports. Japanese
stations are also integrated with transit options, although high speed rail in
Japan also does not connect to airports. In these countries, rail travelers
will generally not require an automobile at the end of the rail line to get to

20

In addition to costs associated with driving, several other factors may also influence
travelers’ decisions between traveling by automobile or rail. For example, lower carownership rates in an area may make rail a more attractive option, whereas higher carownership rates could predispose travelers to drive rather than travel by train.

21
The level of tolls and taxation is a decision by the government to make automobile travel
more expensive. It reflects a social commitment to divert some travel away from highways
and toward other transport modes, such as rail. One might view the tolls and taxes as
either justified or excessive recompense for the use of public roads, depending on one’s
view of the social costs of automobile compared with rail travel.
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their final destination in metropolitan areas. Most urban transit systems in
the United States are not as well developed as compared with systems in
France or Japan. For some proposed lines in the United States, travelers
may need access to an automobile at their destination, potentially making
travel by high speed rail a less attractive option for those riders. However,
a number of domestic project sponsors recognize the importance
associated with designing and constructing their high speed rail systems to
take advantage of existing transit connections and planned improvements.
For example, the proposed maglev line between Las Vegas, Nevada, and
Anaheim, California, is being designed to connect to a new intermodal
transit terminal being built in Anaheim. In addition, in California, the bond
measure that was recently passed to help fund high speed rail
development allocates $950 million for funding toward connecting rail
transit services.
Officials in France, Japan, and Spain also attributed their high ridership to
the reliability and safety of their high speed rail lines, relative to
alternative modes of transportation. In Japan, the average delay between
Tokyo and Osaka was 30 seconds per train in 2007,22 and, beginning in
March 2009, up to 13 trains per hour will leave Tokyo for Osaka on any
given business day. In Spain and France, delays are also minimal, although
service is less frequent. Between 20 and 36 one-way trains run daily on the
Madrid to Seville, Madrid to Barcelona, and Paris to Lyon lines.23
Regarding safety, there have been no fatalities on Japanese high speed rail
lines in over 40 years of service, with a similar record in France and Spain.
By contrast, other transport modes do not have similar records of safety
reliability, particularly at peak periods, or where capacity constraints
exist. For example, automobile travel can be significantly delayed by
congestion at peak periods and results in tens of thousands of injuries and
fatalities per year. Similarly, the U.S. aviation system is prone to significant
delays. As we recently reported, 2007 represented the second worst year

22
This is the average delay throughout the year and includes delays caused by typhoons,
earthquakes, snowfall, heavy rain, and other natural disasters.
23

To ensure on-time performance in Europe and Japan, train operators are given strong
incentives to stay on-time, including passengers receiving a full ticket price refund in Spain
if the train is delayed more than 5 minutes, and driver pay deductions in Japan if the train is
delayed more than 1 minute due to human error.
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on record for flight delays and cancellations, which have been steadily
increasing since 2002.24
The economic viability of high speed rail is also affected by cost. Costs of
high speed rail tend to be lower in corridors where right-of-way exists that
can be used for rail purposes, and a relatively flat- and straight-alignment
can be used, compared with corridors that require the acquisition of new
right-of-way, substantial tunneling, or bridges. In addition, tradeoffs are
often made relative to cost and service characteristics. For example,
incremental projects on track shared with freight operators may be less
expensive, but these tracks often cannot achieve the same types of travel
time-competitiveness or reliability as dedicated track, which is not shared
with other trains.25 The foreign high speed rail systems we reviewed
attributed their ability to achieve the time-competitiveness, frequency,
reliability, and safety, that we have previously described, to operating on
dedicated track and having no at-grade highway or other crossings. These
systems cost billions of dollars to construct, although construction cost
per mile varied substantially (see table 2). In Spain, construction costs
ranged from $37 million to $53 million per mile, the latter heavily
influenced by the construction of two tunnels.26 According to Japanese
transportation officials, construction costs in Japan are typically higher
because of antiseismic safeguards, high land costs, and the number of
bridges and tunnels needed to accommodate straight- and level-track
through Japan’s mountainous terrain.

24

GAO, National Airspace System: DOT and FAA Actions Will Likely Have a Limited
Effect on Reducing Delays during Summer 2008 Travel Season, GAO-08-934T
(Washington, D.C.: July 15, 2008).

25

Some lines have limited shared track in metropolitan areas.

26

The 18-mile Guadarrama tunnel is the world’s fifth longest tunnel and cost about $1.5
billion to build.
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Table 2: Estimated Construction Costs for Selected High Speed Rail Projects in
France, Japan, and Spain, by Construction Cost Per Mile
Dollars in millions

High speed rail
project

Approximate
construction
cost (per
Length (in
route mile)
miles)

Estimated
construction
cost (in 2008
a
dollars)

Construction
completion date

Europe
Cordoba – Malaga
(Spain)

96

$37

$3,558

December 2007

Madrid –
Barcelona –
Figueras (Spain)b

468

39

18,223

February 2008

Paris – Strasbourg
(France)

186

42

7,730

June 2007

Madrid –
Valladolid (Spain)

111

53

5,894

December 2007

Yatsushiro –
Kagoshima

79

82

6,508

March 2004

Takasaki –
Nagano

73

143

10,403

Japan

October 1997

Source: GAO analysis of data provided by French, Japanese, and Spanish officials.
a

The cost figures for different projects are not strictly comparable for a number of reasons including:
provided data may be calculated according to diverse accounting conventions, outlays for a project
may be expended at different points in time, and the schedule of such outlays was not available to us.
Cost estimates are based on different foreign currencies with varying rates of inflation and fluctuating
exchange rates. Cost data was converted into 2008 dollars to provide a rough approximation of the
variation in construction costs for different projects in different countries. Also, total construction cost
does not include the cost of the passenger rail vehicles. The International Union of Railways noted
that, historically, one high speed rail trainset costs between $32 million and $40 million.
b

Spanish officials noted that 82 miles of this line are still being planned and constructed.

Four of the five new domestic projects we reviewed that were planning to
use dedicated track are also expected to cost several billion dollars to
construct (see table 3). The Baltimore, Maryland, to Washington, D.C.,
project has the highest estimated construction cost per mile, because it
plans to use maglev technology, which is costlier to construct than lines
using electrified, diesel, or other train technology,27 and to be built along a
corridor that is densely populated, meaning higher land acquisition costs

27

While construction costs of maglev systems are higher than other technologies,
proponents of this technology cite reduced ongoing maintenance and operations costs as
an advantage that should be taken into account.
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and more costly technical construction. On the other end of the spectrum
is the Victorville, California (a city 80 miles outside of Los Angeles,
California), to Las Vegas, Nevada, project. Factors contributing to this
project’s relatively low estimated cost include the use of electrified or
diesel train technologies, which operate at lower top speeds (i.e., up to 150
miles per hour); construction along a relatively flat corridor; and starting
service in Victorville, instead of Los Angeles proper. These factors allow
the project to avoid the additional costs of bridges and tunnels through the
mountain range between the Los Angeles area and Victorville, as well as to
avoid the costs to build through the densely populated areas entering Los
Angeles. In addition, because the project is looking to use existing
highway right-of-way and land owned by the federal government,
acquisition costs are expected to be lower as compared with developing
new right-of-way on privately owned land.28 However, by starting outside
of the Los Angeles area, many stakeholders expressed significant
uncertainty about whether travelers will use the line at the level being
forecasted. (See app. VII for a more detailed discussion of the Los AngelesLas Vegas corridor.)
Table 3: Estimated Construction Costs for Dedicated Right-of-Way High Speed Rail Projects in the United States, by
Construction Cost Per Mile
Dollars in millions

Top
speed

Average
speed

Length
(miles)

Approximate
construction
cost (per
route mile)

Victorville, California, to Las
Vegas, Nevada

150

125

183

$22

Anaheim, California, to Las
Vegas, Nevada

311

150-200

269

48

Los Angeles, California, to
b
San Francisco, California

220

Not available

520

63 – 65

32,785 – 33,625 2008

Baltimore, Maryland, to
Washington, D.C.

250

125

40

132

5,267 2007

High speed rail project

Estimated
construction cost Year costs
(in 2008 dollars)a were projected
$3,990 2003
12,798 2005/2006

Source: GAO, from information provided by project sponsors.

Note: The Atlanta to Chattanooga dedicated high speed rail project did not have project cost
estimates available.

28
This project will construct new rail right-of-way to provide service, but this rail right-ofway will primarily be built in existing highway right-of-way.
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a

The cost figures for different projects are not strictly comparable for a number of reasons including:
provided data may be calculated according to diverse accounting conventions, outlays for a project
may be expended at different points in time, and the schedule of such outlays was not available to us.
Cost data was converted into current dollars to provide a rough approximation of the variation in
construction costs for the proposed dedicated high speed rail projects.
b

Only includes phase 1 of project and does not include phase 2 extensions of project to San Diego
and Sacramento.

Incremental projects tend to cost less than new dedicated track projects.
Construction costs per mile for the 6 proposed incremental projects that
we reviewed ranged from $4.1 million to $11.4 million per mile. Top and
average speeds for the incremental projects, however, ranged from 80 to
110 miles per hour—substantially slower than dedicated track speeds. This
slower speed could make these projects less competitive with other
transportation modes and less reliable than dedicated track because of the
need to share rail lines with other passenger and freight operations.

Uncertainty Regarding
Forecasts of Riders and
Costs, and How Public
Benefits Are Quantified
and Valued Make
Determinations of a
Specific Project’s
Economic Viability
Difficult

While several U.S. corridors exhibit characteristics that suggest potential
economic viability, determining whether any specific proposed line will be
viable has proven to be difficult for decision makers. This difficulty is due
to uncertainties with the forecasts of riders and cost estimates that project
sponsors produce, the lack of agreement and standards regarding how a
project’s public benefits should be valued and quantified, and the lack of
comparison with alternative investments in highway or air infrastructure.

Uncertainty and Inaccuracy in
Forecasts of Riders and Costs

Rider forecasts and cost estimates are inherently uncertain and subject to
some degree of inaccuracy simply because they are trying to predict future
circumstances. However, analyses and research on the accuracy of rider
forecasts and cost estimates for rail infrastructure projects have found
that a systematic problem and incentive to be optimistic may exist—that
is, actual riders are more likely to be lower than forecasted, while actual
costs are more likely to be higher than estimated. For example, a study of
over 250 transportation infrastructure projects in Europe, North America,
and elsewhere, found that rail projects—while not all high speed—had the
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highest cost escalation out of all the transportation modes studied—
averaging 45 percent higher than estimated.29 Another study that included
27 rail projects, 1 of which was a high speed rail project, from around the
world found that rider forecasts for over 90 percent of the rail projects
studied were overestimated, and 67 percent were overestimated by more
than two-thirds.30
Numerous techniques are available in travel demand modeling31 (a
common tool for forecasting riders) and, thus, different models for the
same proposed project could have diverse results. A modeler usually
makes choices on the theory and assumptions upon which the model is
based, the mathematical form of the model, and the variables to be
included. For example, a modeler may design a survey to determine how
travelers would react to a new transportation mode, but there is a risk that
the design or implementation of that survey could lead to biased survey
results. Survey instruments can be scrutinized by third parties, but the
process of data collection is less accessible to outside observers,
especially after the fact. Furthermore, decisions on how to handle data
within a model may enable the analyst to steer the result in a preferred
direction. For an external, disinterested reviewer, the evolution of such
decisions is very difficult to trace. (See app. VI for more details on travel
demand forecasting and modeling.)

Lack of Consistency or
Standards, and Difficulty in
Valuing Public Benefits
Relative to Modal Alternatives

While most project sponsors in the United States cited a variety of public
“external” benefits, such as congestion relief or environmental benefits
that would flow from their projects, the extent to which benefits had been
quantified and valued varied across projects. For the 16 domestic projects

29
Bent Flyvbjerg, Mette K. Skamris Holm, and Soren L. Buhl, “Underestimating Costs in
Public Works Projects: Error or Lie?,” Journal of the American Planning Association, vol.
68, no. 3 (2002). Fifty-eight of the total 258 transportation infrastructure projects studied
were rail projects.
30
Bent Flyvbjerg, Mette K. Skamris Holm, and Soren L. Buhl, “Inaccuracy in Traffic
Forecasts,” Transport Reviews, vol. 26, no. 1 (2006). The study covered a total of 210
transportation infrastructure projects.
31

In this context, a model is a mathematical equation describing a relationship among a set
of variables.
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that we reviewed, formal benefit-cost analyses32 have been conducted for 4
of them33—although many proposed projects have not advanced to the
stage of conducting in-depth analyses. Of these analyses, none have
formally compared the proposed project with alternative modal
investments, such as airport or highway expansion, although the proposed
high speed rail line between Los Angeles, California, and San Francisco,
California, has created a rough comparison of high speed rail investment
with stated investment needs on the highway and air modes. Even if a
formal benefit-cost analysis has not been done, public benefits of some
domestic projects are considered in some ways within the context of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.34 Under NEPA, the
weighing of the merits and drawbacks of the various alternatives need not
be displayed in a monetary benefit-cost analysis, but an environmental
impact statement should at least indicate factors not related to
environmental quality, which are likely to be relevant and important to a
decision.35
Project sponsors with whom we spoke—domestically and
internationally—cited several types of public benefits that were significant
in determining the economic viability of proposed high speed rail lines,
including:

32

Benefit-cost analysis is an established method for evaluating infrastructure projects in the
United States. For example, Executive Order 12893 states that expected benefits and costs
should be quantified and monetized to the maximum extent practicable when evaluating
federal infrastructure investments in the areas of transportation, water resources, energy,
and environmental protection. Federal spending infrastructure programs include direct
spending and grants. Executive Order 12893, Principles for Federal Infrastructure
Investments, 59 Fed. Reg. 4233 (Jan. 31, 1994).
33

Studies of proposed domestic projects that have been conducted have found the potential
for positive public benefits. For example, a study of the proposed California statewide high
speed rail project found that the total benefits exceeded costs by more than 2 to 1. See
Daniel Brand, Mark R. Kiefer, Thomas E. Parody, and Shomik R. Mehndiratta, “Application
of Benefit-Cost Analysis to the Proposed California High-Speed Rail System,”
Transportation Research Record, no. 1742, Paper 01-2959 (2001). Also see DOT/FRA, High
Speed Ground Transportation for America (Washington, D.C.: September 1997), 7-23
through 7-28, which finds numerous corridors with the potential for positive economic
benefits.
34

Pub. L. No. 91-190, 83 Stat. 852 (Jan. 1, 1970); 42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.

35

40 C.F.R. § 1502.23.
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•

Travel time savings: Travelers using alternative modes may experience
travel time savings as a result of reduced highway traffic and airport use
by travelers shifting to high speed rail.

•

Environmental benefits: Environmental benefits could result from
reducing pollution and carbon dioxide emissions, to the extent that the rail
service reduces congestion on highways or at airports and makes use of
fuel-efficient technology (i.e., high speed rail service using diesel
locomotives would provide less environmental benefit than service that is
electrified, all else being equal).

•

Traffic safety: Benefits from increased traffic safety include reduction in
traffic accidents, to the extent that the rail service reduces congestion on
highways.

•

Economic development, land use, and employment: A high speed rail
system that encourages relocation of households and firms, and in cities
where passenger rail stations are located, could experience growth of
population and business presence—increasing retail sales, rental income,
and property values.
Government officials in the countries we studied told us that a national
policy decision had been made that the public benefits flowing from high
speed rail are sufficient to justify some amount of public subsidy in high
speed rail systems. In other words, passenger fare revenues are not
necessarily expected to cover the full cost of constructing, operating, and
maintaining the system. For example, in Japan, government officials told
us that the construction of a new high speed rail line will be built only if
certain criteria are met, including stable public subsidies, profitability of
the operator, and a positive benefit-cost ratio. In Spain, one of the goals of
high speed rail is to increase social and territorial cohesion. French
officials said subsidies depend on the line—core lines like Paris-Lyon can
cover construction costs from passenger fares.
Quantifying public benefits can be difficult, however, and the level at
which to value some benefits can be subject to disagreement.
Furthermore, there are currently multiple federal guidelines in the United
States for valuing public benefits, yet none have been designated for use in
analyzing proposed high speed rail projects. For example, high speed rail
service that reduces congestion on highways or at airports and makes use
of fuel-efficient technology may provide an environmental benefit (i.e.,
reduced pollution and greenhouse gas emissions). However, the value to
assign to the reduction of pollution and greenhouse gas reductions is
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difficult to determine, since there is no current market for pollution
reduction in the United States.36 Thus, the valuation of pollution
reduction—defined as the public’s willingness to pay—is generally left to
economists to estimate by indirect methods. The valuation of greenhouse
gas reductions entails additional considerations that are based on
uncertain future benefits. Other intangible benefits, such as economic
development impacts, are also difficult to estimate and are subject to
disagreement. Officials in Japan told us that, although they previously
calculated regional economic development benefits and included them in
high speed rail decision making, they abandoned the practice because it
was too difficult to isolate the impacts and because they believe that
benefits accrued through revenues and passenger benefits alone are
sufficient to meet their criteria for constructing new high speed rail lines.
Moreover, while benefits such as improvements in economic development
and employment may represent real benefits for the jurisdictions in which
a new high speed rail service is located, from another jurisdiction’s
perspective or from a national view they may represent a transfer or
relocation of benefits.

High Up-front Costs
Are the Main
Challenge to High
Speed Rail
Development, and
Challenges Also Exist
in Sustaining Support
and Building
Consensus

Once domestic projects are deemed to be economically viable, efforts to
develop those projects will continue to encounter significant challenges in
financing the high up-front construction and other costs. In addition,
sustaining public and political support for project development will also
be a challenge. Uncertainties regarding rider forecasts and cost estimates
can undermine confidence in whether projects will actually produce
claimed benefits. Project sponsors must also sustain political support over
several electoral cycles and coordinate project decisions among numerous
stakeholders in different jurisdictions, typically without the benefit of an
established institutional framework.

36
Efforts are under way to organize “cap-and-trade” markets for emission rights, but
currently participation in such arrangements is voluntary.
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Substantial Up-front
Investment Requirements
Far Exceed Limited
Available Public Funding

Once economic viability is determined, the main challenge is securing the
investment necessary to fund the substantial up-front capital costs, such
as those incurred for planning and preliminary engineering, building the
infrastructure, and acquiring train equipment. In addition, high speed rail
projects require a very long lead time, and the lengthy development
periods can increase the uncertainty over future costs and benefits, and
the front-loaded nature of the required spending can increase risk.
Passenger fares are generally insufficient to finance the capital and
operating costs of a high speed rail system, and the public “external”
benefits cannot necessarily be captured in a revenue stream based on
prices. Therefore, public subsidies are generally required, at least for the
initial investment. Domestic project sponsors for all of the proposed high
speed rail projects we reviewed, except one,37 indicated that they have or
will need some federal funding to develop and construct their projects.
The PRIIA authorized annual funding—a total of $1.5 billion for fiscal
years 2009 to 2013—for high speed rail corridor development across the
entire United States. ARRA appropriated $8 billion for high speed rail and
intercity passenger rail congestion and capital grants (the latter of which
were authorized by the PRIIA). However, this funding will not likely be
sufficient to fund large-scale projects.38 For example, project sponsors for
the proposed high speed rail line between Los Angeles, California, and San
Francisco, California, are anticipating $12 billion to $16 billion in federal
funding alone, and, according to the California High Speed Rail Authority,
total project costs are expected to exceed $40 billion if the entire system is
constructed.
Federal funding that has historically been made available for high speed
rail has been derived from general revenues, rather than a dedicated
funding source. Consequently, high speed rail projects must compete with
other nontransportation demands on federal funds, such as national
defense, education, or health care, as opposed to being compared with
other alternative transportation investments or policies in a corridor. By
contrast, other transportation modes are funded through federal
programs—such as federal-aid highways, the FTA’s New Starts Program,
and the federal Airport Improvement Program—which benefit from
(1) dedicated funding sources based on receipts from user fees and taxes,
(2) a format for allocating funds to states, and (3) in some cases, a

37

The proposed project between Victorville, California, and Las Vegas, Nevada, proposed by
Desert Xpress Enterprises, expects to be financed solely with private funds.

38

Pub. L. No. 110-432, § 501(d).
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structure for identifying projects to be funded. As we have previously
reported, comparison of alternative investments in other transport modes,
such as high speed rail, generally does not occur when decision makers
are evaluating projects or applying for funding from any of these
programs.39
Given the lack of dedicated federal grant funding currently available for
high speed rail projects, project sponsors are exploring other federal
financing mechanisms for high speed rail projects, such as federal loan
programs. Available federal loan programs, however, may be limited in
their ability to help fund the substantial cost of high speed rail projects or
the number of projects competing for federal loans. Two project sponsors
told us that they plan to apply (and one project sponsor indicated it did
not plan to apply, but elements of its project would be eligible) for credit
under the TIFIA program, which offers credit assistance to surface
transportation projects.40 According to TIFIA documents, the $122 million
authorized by Congress annually for the program provides over $2 billion
in credit assistance.41 Sponsors of high speed rail projects could request
that amount or more for one loan, thereby constraining TIFIA’s ability to
fund other projects in the same year, as we noted when analyzing the
Florida Overland Express (FOX) project in 1999.42 There may be other
challenges as well. For example, because TIFIA assistance cannot exceed
33 percent of a project’s construction costs, project sponsors must secure
other sources of funding to construct a project, which has proven
difficult.43 In addition, the availability of TIFIA funds, or other federal
funding, may be questionable since the federal government faces

39

GAO, Highway and Transit Investments: Options for Improving Information on
Projects’ Benefits and Costs and Increasing Accountability for Results, GAO-05-172
(Washington, D.C.: Jan. 24, 2005).
40
TIFIA authorizes DOT to provide credit assistance for projects of national significance. As
of February 2008, the Federal Highway Administration had approved 15 TIFIA projects
totaling over $4.3 billion, with individual TIFIA direct loans and loan guarantees ranging
from $42.0 million to $916.8 million. Project sponsors did not indicate why they plan to use
TIFIA in lieu of other debt-financing mechanisms.
41

TIFIA Program Guide (January 2007), 1-2.

42

GAO, Surface Transportation: High-Speed Rail Projects in the United States,
GAO/RCED-99-44 (Washington, D.C.: Jan. 14, 1999).

43

See 49 C.F.R. § 80.5.
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significant future fiscal challenges, as we have noted in recent reports.44
Finally, as Amtrak officials suggested, the TIFIA program’s requirement
that loans and loan guarantees be repaid may be another limitation on the
program’s usefulness in funding high speed rail projects.
In the countries we visited, the central government generally funds the
majority of up-front costs of their country’s respective high speed rail
projects, and they do so without the expectation that their investment will
be recouped through ticket revenues. The public sector’s ability to recover
its financial investment has varied on the basis of how revenues have
grown, but transportation officials in Japan and Spain told us that a public
subsidy was generally necessary because ticket revenues are insufficient
to fully recoup the initial investment. In Japan, while two early lines
developed in the 1960s and 1970s may have fully repaid the initial
investment and debt related to their construction, three of the high speed
rail lines built since the 1987 privatization have been able to recover 10
percent, 52 percent, and 63 percent of their construction costs through
ticket revenues. Spanish officials told us the original high speed line in
Spain between Madrid and Seville has been profitable on an operating cost
basis but has not covered all of its costs, including the original
construction costs. A Spanish academic researcher told us that future lines
might not cover even their operating costs.
State funding for high speed rail can also be limited by the lack of
dedicated funding sources and restrictions on the use of gasoline tax
revenues. None of the project sponsors with whom we spoke obtained
funding from a dedicated source of state funding for high speed rail; one
project sponsor (i.e., the Virginia Department of Rail and Public
Transportation), however, noted that it had a dedicated rail funding source
available. Since the two high speed rail projects currently being developed
in Virginia are still in the planning stages, according to the Virginia
Department of Rail and Public Transportation, they have not yet sought
funds from Virginia’s Rail Enhancement Fund, which provides about $25
million annually for both freight and passenger rail improvements. In
addition, according to a report by the Brookings Institution, 30 states—
including states where high speed rail projects are proposed, such as
Minnesota, Nevada, and Pennsylvania—are restricted from spending

44
GAO, The Nation’s Long-Term Fiscal Outlook: September 2008 Update, GAO-09-94R
(Washington, D.C.: Nov. 7, 2008).
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revenues from excise taxes on gasoline, which typically is a state’s main
source of transportation revenue.45
In lieu of a dedicated source of state funding, some project sponsors have
sought funding directly through appropriations of state revenue or bond
measures, which compete with numerous other state budgetary needs.
New York State Department of Transportation officials said that
appropriations from general state revenue and bonding measures enabled
them to fund only incremental improvements along the New York, New
York, to Albany, New York, corridor, not the major expansions that had
been planned. The choice of a financing mechanism can have serious
implications for states and local governments, which as we have
previously reported, will face broader fiscal challenges over the next 10
years, because of increasing gaps between receipts and expenditures.46 For
example, in November 2008, California voters passed a ballot initiative that
would allow the state to issue $9.95 billion in bonds, $9.0 billion of which
would go toward the construction of a statewide high speed rail system.47
According to information prepared by California, this bond issue,
including principal and interest, could cost the state general fund about
$19.4 billion over 30 years. Also, bonding mechanisms may cost more than
using appropriations of general revenues. For example, we reported that a
proposal to allow Amtrak to issue up to $12.0 billion in tax credit bonds
over a 10-year period for capital improvements on designated high speed
rail corridors and the Northeast Corridor would have cost the U.S.
Treasury as much as $11.2 billion (in present value terms) in lost tax
receipts over a 30-year period if states had financed their contribution
from tax-exempt borrowing and Amtrak had used accumulated losses to
offset taxable earnings in a trust fund established to repay the bond

45

Robert Puentes and Ryan Prince, Fueling Transportation Finance: A Primer on the Gas
Tax, Brookings Series on Transportation Reform, Center on Urban and Metropolitan
Policy, Brookings Institution (March 2003). In some states, excise taxes on gasoline and
other fuels may be used to fund transit projects, including rail transit.

46

GAO, State And Local Governments: Growing Fiscal Challenges Will Emerge during the
Next 10 Years, GAO-08-317 (Washington, D.C.: Jan. 22, 2008); and, A Call For Stewardship:
Enhancing the Federal Government’s Ability to Address Key Fiscal and Other 21st
Century Challenges, GAO-08-93SP (Washington, D.C.: Dec. 17, 2007).

47

Proposition 1A, Safe, Reliable High-Speed Train Bond Act, approved November 2008.
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principal.48 This cost compared with an estimated total cost to the U.S.
Treasury of between $7.3 billion and $8.2 billion (in present value terms) if
annual federal appropriations of federal revenues had been used for the
same purpose. Another possibility are tax-exempt private activity bonds,
which can be used to finance high speed rail facilities. Such bonds were
formerly restricted to high speed intercity passenger rail facilities that
operate at speeds in excess of 150 miles per hour and proceeds could not
be used for rolling stock (passenger rail vehicles).49 ARRA modified these
restrictions to make eligible projects that are “capable of attaining”
maximum speeds in excess of 150 miles per hour, rather than operating at
such speeds. This modification may increase the number of projects that
can qualify to use tax-exempt private activity bonds for high speed
intercity passenger rail facilities.50

Attracting Private Capital
Is Also a Challenge,
Particularly When the
Public Sector Does Not
Assume Substantial
Financial Risk

Both current and former domestic high speed rail project sponsors have
sought private financing but found it difficult to obtain private sector buyin, given the significant financial risks high speed rail projects pose. In
February 2008, we reported that public-private partnerships can provide
potential benefits, such as transferring some risk from the public to the
private sector, and an increased potential for operational efficiencies. The
level of private sector involvement anticipated by some domestic high
speed rail projects is unprecedented, particularly given the limited private

48

GAO, The High-Speed Rail Investment Act of 2001 (S. 250), GAO-01-756R (Washington,
D.C.: June 25, 2001). Under the proposal, bondholders would have received tax credits
instead of interest payments, and the principal would have been repaid from a trust fund
established for that purpose.
49

Tax-exempt private activity bonds are used for purposes such as transportation and water
infrastructure, including high speed rail facilities. Tax-exempt means that the interest paid
to bondholders is generally not included in the gross income of bondholders for federal
income tax purposes. Private activity bonds allow tax-exempt debt to be used by private
entities to help finance qualified facilities. Private activity bonds used for governmentowned high speed intercity facilities are not subject to state volume caps—that is, a
maximum amount of tax-exempt bonds that can be issued during a calendar year.
However, 25 percent of private activity bonds used for privately owned high speed intercity
facilities are subject to state volume caps. In both cases, for a government-owned high
speed intercity rail facility or a privately owned high speed intercity rail facility, a
government entity must approve the private activity bonds.

50
See ARRA § 1504. AARA also provides a temporary modification of alternative minimum
tax limitations for such bonds. See § 1503.
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sector involvement with operating domestic high speed rail to date.51 For
example, the California High Speed Rail Authority is looking to the private
sector to provide between $6.5 billion and $7.5 billion of the total cost to
finance, construct, operate, and maintain the first phase of its statewide
system.
Private sector firms have expressed interest in high speed rail projects, but
the firms with which we spoke noted that without public sector
commitment—both financial and political— private sector involvement
and financing would be limited, due to the financial and ridership risks of
such projects. A good illustration of the domestic relationship between the
public and private sectors in high speed rail is the FOX project. The
private sector’s willingness to finance a portion of that project’s
construction costs was predicated on an understanding that Florida would
cover costs that could not be recouped through ticket revenues. Although
the state agreed to provide $70 million annually over a 40-year period to
support the project, it was terminated when this support was withdrawn.
(See app. IV for more detail on the FOX project.) Similarly, in California,
private sector entities have expressed interest in investing in part of the
high speed rail project, but noted that they would need substantial public
sector commitment to the project before participating.
Efforts to develop entirely privately financed high speed rail projects in
the United States have proven unsuccessful to date. According to the
Texas High Speed Rail Authority, the Texas TGV project, which was
intended to be a privately financed project in the Texas triangle (HoustonDallas-Fort Worth-San Antonio), was unsuccessful, primarily because one
of the firms involved in the private consortium encountered financial
difficulties. (See app. IV for more details on the Texas TGV project.) In
Florida, an effort to pursue a privately financed high speed rail project
during the 1980s also failed (before the FOX project). One current project,
the Desert Xpress project, from Victorville, California, to Las Vegas,
Nevada, is also seeking to develop an entirely privately financed high
speed rail line, but as of February 2009, the project had not secured private
financing.52

51

GAO, Highway Public-Private Partnerships: More Rigorous Up-front Analysis Could
Better Secure Potential Benefits and Protect the Public Interest, GAO-08-44 (Washington,
D.C.: Feb. 8, 2008).

52
The Desert Xpress project has made progress on its planning and environmental review
studies, but has not yet started right-of-way acquisition or construction.
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Public-private partnerships are one means by which foreign governments
are seeking to share the financial risks of their expanding high speed rail
systems. In Japan—where the rail system was privatized in 1987—the
national government and local governments still assume the financial risk
of constructing a new high speed rail line, investing two-thirds and onethird of the construction costs, respectively (see fig. 5). With the
government’s financial commitment, the private railroad operating
companies undertake the operational risk and rely on ticket revenues to
cover operating and maintenance costs.53 The railroad operating
companies’ business model, which includes various business ventures and
nonrail revenue streams, also helps them assume this risk for rail lines
with relatively low numbers of riders, since these additional revenues may
be able to cover high speed rail operating losses, if they occur.
Figure 5: Public and Private Sector Roles in High Speed Rail Development and
Operation in Japan
Operations and maintenance

Construction

Track usage
feesa

Public entity

Public subsidies
National
government

1
2/3

/3

Local
government

Construction of high
speed rail line

Private entity

Lease
infrastructure

Source: GAO.
a

According to Japanese officials, track usage fees are set at the break-even level, assuming the rail
operator’s income is only from ticket revenues. This fee is set for a 30-year period, indirectly providing
incentives to improve the operational efficiency of the rail operator over time.

As France and Spain look to expand their high speed rail systems, they are
exploring private sector participation to, among other reasons, attract
additional financing, and, in the case of France, tap private sector

53

DOT officials told us that certain Japanese railroads, including JR Kyushu, JR Hokkaido,
JR Shikoku, and JR Freight are owned by the Japanese government and that the remote
island JRs are not profitable enough for privatization.
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management and technical expertise.54 France is contemplating a publicprivate partnership contract scheme where risks associated with
financing, designing, building, and maintaining a high speed rail line are
allocated to the private sector (see fig. 6). Under this scheme, the private
sector essentially would assume the responsibilities of the public
infrastructure manager,55 put up the initial construction financing, take on
the projects’ construction cost and schedule risks, and ensure that the
infrastructure is available to a passenger rail operator for a certain
percentage of time.56 The line must also be maintained to certain levels to
ensure safety. The public sector assumes the risk associated with
operating the rail service, and commits to making fixed annual payments
to the private sector, as long as the infrastructure is available the
prescribed percentage of time.57 French officials acknowledged that there
is currently much uncertainty about how these arrangements will work
and whether there will be sufficient private sector interest. At the time of
our visit, France had not implemented a public-private partnership.
However, a recent call for tenders on the Tours-Bordeaux line raised the
interest of 3 French contractors. French officials expect this contract to
close by the end of 2009. Spain was in the process of completing a publicprivate partnership for a line from Figueras to the French border.
However, this arrangement was used to construct a portion of a high
speed rail line in the Netherlands, and, according to an official with the
private sector consortium that constructed this line, if there is a public
sector commitment, the private sector can make a public-private
partnership work.

54
According to French documents, in 2006, a French national law authorized the national
government and infrastructure manager to develop major national and international rail
infrastructure projects through public-private partnerships.
55

In the early 1990s, Europe adopted a scheme in which rail operations were separated
from rail infrastructure ownership and management. Under this scheme, rail operators pay
an access fee to use rail infrastructure to provide service. This separation of rail operations
from rail infrastructure ownership and management is not typically seen in the United
States.

56

The availability payments begin once the private sector entity makes the rail line available
to an operator(s) and are calculated on the basis of the percentage of time the line is
available to the operator(s). The availability payments should cover the cost of financing,
constructing, and maintaining a high speed rail line, while providing a return on
investment.
57
A line might not be available due to such things as routine maintenance or capital
improvements.
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Figure 6: Proposed French Public-Private Partnership Contract Model

High speed passenger
rail provider
“public entity”
Responsibilities
• Passenger operations

National government,
local government(s),
and European Union

Infrastructure manager
“public entity”
Infrastructure
fees

Responsibilities
• Contracting Authority
• Traffic Management
• Capacity Allocation
• Owner of Rail Network

Public
subsidies

Responsibilities
• Approves projects
• Enforces laws and
regulations
• Sets policy

Availability
payments

Private sectora
Responsibilities
• Financing
• Designing
• Building
• Maintaining
Private
financing

Construction of high
speed rail project

Source: GAO.
a

In countries such as the Netherlands where the contract partnership structure has been
implemented, the private sector entity was a consortium consisting of construction, engineering,
management, and financial firms.

Sustaining Public and
Political Support over
Lengthy Development
Process and Reaching
Multistakeholder
Consensus Will Also Be
Challenges

Additional challenges faced in developing high speed rail projects include
sustaining public and political support over lengthy development timelines
for high speed rail. As we have previously mentioned, high speed rail
projects require long lead times. The five new right-of-way rail projects we
reviewed have been in project development between 4 years and 18 years,
and on average 13 years. Similarly, in France, transportation ministry
officials told us that high speed rail projects in their country take about 14
to 16 years to complete. This time comprises when project planning begins
to when the project opens for revenue service. A considerable amount of
this time is for studies and analysis as well as public debate about the
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merits of a project. Sustaining public support over this length of time can
be difficult and can have significant impacts on a project. As the
experience with the FOX project demonstrated, development of high
speed rail projects can occur over multiple electoral cycles, which not
only can change the course of project development but can also lead to
project termination if public and political support is not sustained. For
example, as we have previously discussed, the Florida DOT had planned to
provide $70 million annually to help construct the FOX project. The
project began under one gubernatorial administration that supported the
project. The project was terminated under a different administration that
did not support the project. Several public and private sector officials we
spoke with cited the need for someone or some organization to
“champion” a project over a long period of time. French officials told us it
is easier to sustain public support for a high speed rail project once it has
the commitment of the central government.
There are also challenges associated with the ability to provide
transparency and confidence in project cost estimates and rider forecasts.
As we have previously discussed, these estimates and forecasts can often
be inaccurate, which may erode public support for high speed rail. During
the FOX project, advocacy organizations, state transportation agencies,
and GAO each questioned the reliability of project cost estimates and rider
forecasts.58 The governor of Florida decided to cancel state funding for the
project, in part due to the skepticism raised by these organizations.
Cancellation of state funding led to termination of the project. More
recently in California, a report by numerous advocacy organizations raised
similar concerns about the rider forecasts and costs estimates for the
statewide high speed rail project. Although the public approved nearly a
$9.95 billion bond to support this project, over time public support could
erode, along with public funding, if confidence in rider, revenue, and cost
estimates is lost.
Reaching consensus on project decisions, such as a rail line’s actual route,
involves difficult negotiations, which can cause substantial project delays
and disagreements among stakeholders. Given that high speed rail projects
can span hundreds of miles and sometimes cross multiple states,
numerous stakeholders and jurisdictions are involved. Stakeholders
typically include, among others, federal, state, and local governments; the
private sector; and advocacy organizations. For example, project sponsors

58

GAO/RCED-99-44.
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of the Southeast High Speed Rail Corridor (a project from Washington,
D.C., to Charlotte, North Carolina) noted that some 50 federal, state, and
local government agencies are involved in the project as well as a 214member advisory committee. Coordinating on project decisions with these
stakeholders—each with their own priorities and views—can be difficult,
particularly without an established institutional framework within which
this can occur, as exists for other transportation modes. For example, in
planning highway and transit projects, federal agencies, local transit
agencies, metropolitan planning organizations, and state transportation
departments benefit from established procedures for planning and public
involvement.
Development of domestic high speed rail projects may typically be led by
rail divisions within state DOTs or by high speed rail authorities and
commissions. These organizations are often limited in terms of
institutional and financial resources. For example, in the case of the
California High Speed Rail Authority, funding has fluctuated from a little
over $1 million per year to a little over $14 million (see table 4) as a result
of changes in its annual appropriation from the state legislature. The $3.9
million in state funding for fiscal year 2005-2006 was planned to support
approximately 4 staff members in developing a $45 billion, 800-mile
statewide high speed rail system. Rail divisions within state DOTs also
face similar funding and manpower issues, since there is typically no
dedicated state funding for rail services, as we previously discussed. In
addition, rail has generally not been a primary focus of state
transportation plans, which are more focused on highway projects.
Table 4: State Funding for California High Speed Rail Authority
Dollars in millions (nominal)
Fiscal year

Budget

2004-2005

$1.1

2005-2006

3.9

2006-2007

14.3

2007-2008

1.2

Source: GAO analysis of California budgets.

Commissions and authorities may face other institutional challenges
related to their role and authority. For example, a Virginia official told us
that legislation to create a high speed rail authority fails every year it
comes up for a vote because of concerns that an authority might issue
bonds and jeopardize the state’s triple A bond rating. In addition, the role
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of high speed rail authorities is sometimes unclear. According to the final
report of the Texas High Speed Rail Authority, as well as the former
director of the authority, rail authorities can sometimes be conflicted
between advocating for a high speed rail project and objectively
determining whether a system is in the “public convenience and
necessity.”59
Stakeholder consensus is also a considerable challenge for projects that
involve incremental improvements for high speed rail service. Nine of the
11 incremental project sponsors with whom we spoke said that working
with stakeholders such as Amtrak, commuter railroads, and private freight
railroads can be difficult and time-consuming since each has its own
interests. Projects that cross state lines pose additional stakeholder
challenges, particularly with respect to allocating benefits and costs
among the states. To address multistate issues, some states have pursued
interstate compacts and commissions as a means to formalize decision
making. For example, the Virginia-North Carolina Interstate High Speed
Rail Compact established a commission to provide project leadership and
vision and to define roles. However, interstate compacts can be difficult to
implement and involve working out many practical issues, including
deciding on what type of service to provide, how financial contributions
will be distributed, and what occurs if and when one or more states do not
meet their financial or other responsibilities.

59
Texas High Speed Rail Authority, High Speed Rail in the Rear-View Mirror: A Final
Report of the Texas High Speed Rail Authority (October 1995).
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Federal Leadership
Has Been Limited, but
Following
Reexamination
Principles Can Ensure
That the Federal Role
Is Focused on
Yielding Maximum
Benefits

In the United States, the federal government has not historically had a
strong leadership role in high speed rail. The recently enacted PRIIA
provides a framework for developing a federal role. ARRA will also likely
affect the federal role by providing $8 billion for high speed rail. Following
reexamination principles we have reported on for surface transportation
programs would help ensure that the implementation of the act, and a
possible heightened federal role, is efficient, effective, and focused on
yielding maximum benefits for its investment.

Federal Leadership Has
Been Limited, but Recent
Legislation Provides for a
Potentially Greater Federal
Role

Since the 1960s, Congress has authorized various programs dealing with
high speed ground transportation, including high speed rail, but no federal
vision or national plan for determining the role of high speed rail in the
U.S. transportation system exists. FRA officials told us that they do not
have a high speed ground transportation policy, and, as one FRA official
told us, policies related to high speed rail have varied from one
administration to another. FRA officials also told us that creating interest
in promoting high speed rail at the national level has been difficult to
sustain.
The recently enacted PRIIA, in addition to authorizing funding, provides
numerous other opportunities for a greater federal role in high speed rail
development, as follows:

•

the act requires the Secretary of Transportation to establish and carry out
a rail cooperative research program that will address, among other things,
new high speed wheel on rail systems;60

•

the FRA Administrator is tasked with the development of a long-range
national rail plan consistent with approved state rail plans and the rail
needs of the nation;

60

Pub. L. No. 110-432, § 306, codified at 49 U.S.C. § 24910.
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•

the FRA Administrator is required to support high speed rail development,
including high speed rail planning;61

•

the act explicitly provides a framework for the establishment of a High
Speed Rail Corridor Development Program, which permits the Secretary
to make grants to states, groups of states, and others to finance capital
projects in high speed rail corridors;62

•

the act requires the Secretary to issue a request for proposals for the
financing, design, construction, operation, and maintenance of high speed
intercity passenger rail systems operating within high speed rail
corridors;63 and

•

the Secretary is to study high speed rail routes and establish a process for
states or groups of states to redesignate or modify designated high speed
rail corridors.64
High speed rail projects will largely continue to be initiated at the statelevel, but the federal government can be expected to play an increased
role in funding and assisting in the development of high speed rail
corridors and projects.

61

A preliminary national rail plan is to be developed within 1 year after the enactment of the
PRIIA, Pub. L. No. 110-432, § 307, codified at 49 U.S.C. § 103(j)(2), (3), and (5).

62

For the purposes of this section, “high speed” is defined as intercity passenger rail service
that could reasonably be expected to reach top speeds of at least 110 miles per hour.
Pub. L. No. 110-432, § 501(d), codified at 49 U.S.C. § 26106(h)(4).
63

Pub. L. No. 110-432, § 502(d), codified at 49 U.S.C. § 26106 note. The law defines “high
speed rail corridors” as the Northeast Corridor and those corridors which have been
designated by the Secretary of Transportation pursuant to provisions of the law. The latter
corridors were designated under laws that predated the PRIIA. The request for proposals
was issued on Dec. 16, 2008. 73 Fed. Reg. 76443 (December 16, 2008). This is just the first
step in the process. Expressions of interests received will be reviewed by the Secretary and
possibly by a commission formed by the Secretary. The results of these reviews will be
summarized in one or more reports to Congress, which will make recommendations for
further action regarding no more than one project concept for each corridor.
64
Pub. L. No. 110-432, § 224(c)(1),(2). The high speed rail corridor studies are to be
submitted to Congress within 1 year after enactment of the PRIIA.
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Following Reexamination
Principles Can Help
Ensure the Federal Role Is
Effective and Efficient and
Focused on Yielding
Maximum Benefits

A number of principles could help guide the potential federal role in high
speed rail, particularly as the newly enacted PRIIA and ARRA are
implemented. These principles will increase the likelihood that the federal
role in high speed rail is efficient, effective, sustainable, and focused on
maximizing public benefits. We have discussed such principles in our
work calling for a reexamination of federal surface transportation
programs.65 As applied here, the principles would address, going forward,
the federal interest in developing a high speed intercity passenger rail
policy, based on high speed rail purpose and relevance, its effectiveness in
achieving goals and outcomes, its efficiency and targeting, its affordability,
and its sustainability. These principles are as follows:

•

Create well-defined goals based on identified areas of national interest.
This would include establishing the expected outcomes related to each
goal, and the federal role in achieving each goal.

•

Incorporate performance and accountability for results into funding
decisions.

•

Employ the best analytical tools and approaches to emphasize return on
investment.

•

Ensure fiscal sustainability. This would include consideration of such
things as whether funding is affordable and stable over the short- and longterm; the extent to which costs and revenues are shared among federal,
state, and local participants; and whether any project fees and taxes are
aligned with use and benefits.
Given the current fiscal crisis facing the nation and the pressing needs
facing the federal government in many areas, it is critical that federal
dollars are used efficiently and effectively and are focused where they can
produce the greatest benefits. Failure to apply these principles could lead
to an unfocused federal investment in high speed rail corridors or projects
and, as a consequence, little impact on the congestion, environmental,
energy, and other issues that face the U.S. transportation system.

65
See, for example, GAO, Surface Transportation: Principles Can Guide Efforts to
Restructure and Fund Federal Programs, GAO-08-744T (Washington, D.C.: July 10, 2008);
and Surface Transportation: Restructured Federal Approach Needed for More Focused,
Performance-Based, and Sustainable Programs, GAO-08-400 (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 6,
2008).
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Identify Areas of Federal
Interest, Create Well-Defined
Goals, and Establish and Define
the Federal Role

We have previously reported that specific, measurable, achievable, and
outcome-based goals that are in turn based on identified areas of federal
interest, improve the foundation for allocating federal resources and
optimizing the results from the investment. Determining the federal
interest involves examining the relevance and relative priority of
programs, including high speed rail, in light of 21st century challenges and
identifying areas of emerging national importance, such as congestion,
dependence on foreign fuel sources, and the impacts of transportation on
climate change. With the federal interest clearly defined, policymakers can
clarify the goals for federal involvement (i.e., specific goals could be set on
the basis of the expected outcomes), and can clearly define the roles of
federal, state, and local government in working toward each goal. Where
the federal interest is greatest, the federal government may play a direct
role in setting priorities and allocating resources, as well as fund a higher
share of program costs. Conversely, where the federal interest is less
evident, state and local governments could assume more responsibility.
To date, there has been little consideration at a national policy level of
how high speed rail could or should fit into the national transportation
system and what high speed rail development goals should be. In the 1990s
FRA studied the commercial feasibility of high speed rail and focused on
the economics of bringing high speed ground transportation (including
high speed rail) to well-populated groups of cities in the United States. Its
report identified potential opportunities where high speed rail could
complement highway or air travel.66 One purpose of the study was to lay
the groundwork for high speed rail policy in the United States. However,
according to FRA, this policy was never developed.
The PRIIA requires the FRA Administrator to prepare a long-range
national rail plan; preparing that plan will provide an opportunity for the
federal government to identify the vision and goals of high speed rail for
the nation and identify how, if at all, high speed rail fits into the national
transportation system.67 Although the act does explicitly require that high
speed rail be included in the national rail plan, the national rail plan must
be consistent with state rail plans and, among other things, state rail plans
are to include a review of all rail lines in a state, including proposed high

66

DOT/FRA, High Speed Ground Transportation for America.

67

Certain provisions of the PRIIA reflect intermodal considerations; for example, FRA’s
high speed rail project selection will be based, in part, on a project’s anticipated ability to
help relieve air and highway congestion.
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speed rail lines. National vision and goals, influenced by an intermodal
perspective, have been key components in the development of high speed
rail systems and national rail plans in both Europe and Asia. For example,
in Europe, the vision and goals laid out by the central governments have
evolved from being focused on reviving an industry (the railroads) and
addressing transportation capacity constraints, to being focused on
increasing the role of rail in an intermodal transportation system, making
rail a preferred transport mode in short-distance intercity corridors, and
using rail to achieve broader environmental, energy, and economic
development goals. In Japan, after the initial success of the first high speed
rail line between Tokyo and Osaka, the central government developed a
national rail master plan that laid out the vision and goals for how the
system would develop (including making passenger rail competitive with
air travel), where it would extend, and the benefits that were to be
expected. That master plan has guided high speed rail development ever
since.
The development of a vision for high speed rail in the United States may
need to be coordinated with reexamination of other federal surface
transportation programs. As we reported, in March 2008, one reason that
existing federal transportation programs are not effective in addressing
key challenges, such as increasing highway and airport congestion and
freight transportation demand, is because federal roles and goals are not
clear. In addition, we reported that many programs lack links to needs or
performance, the programs lack the best analytical tools and approaches,
and there is modal stovepiping at DOT.68
Project sponsors, states, and others with whom we spoke are looking for
federal leadership and funding in creating a structure for high speed rail
development and in identifying how to achieve the potential benefits that
these projects may offer. All but 1 of the 11 high speed rail proposals we
reviewed have a projected need for federal funds in addition to any state,
local, or other funding they may receive. Aside from funding, project
sponsors and others are also looking for a stronger federal policy and
programmatic role. For example, officials from 15 of the 16 projects we
reviewed told us that the federal role should be to set the vision or
direction for high speed rail in the United States. An official with the
Florida DOT told us that no high speed rail system would be built in
Florida or elsewhere in the United States absent a true federal high speed

68

GAO-08-400.

Page 46

2-386

GAO-09-317 High Speed Passenger Rail

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

rail program. Private sector officials also told us of the importance of a
federal role and vision for high speed rail, and that leadership is needed
from the federal government in providing governance structures for high
speed rail projects that help to overcome the institutional challenges
previously described in this report. Other stakeholders similarly
mentioned the need for a federal role in promoting interagency and
interstate cooperation, and identified other potential federal roles, such as
setting safety standards, promoting intermodal models of transportation,
and assisting with right-of-way acquisition.

Incorporate Performance and
Accountability for Results

As we reported in July 2008, our work has shown that an increased focus
on performance and accountability for results could help the federal
government target resources to programs that best achieve intended
outcomes and national transportation priorities.69 Tracking specific
outcomes that are clearly linked to program goals can provide a strong
foundation for holding potential grant recipients responsible for achieving
federal objectives and measuring overall program performance.
Accountability mechanisms can be incorporated into grants in a variety of
ways. For example, as we reported in March 2008, grant guidelines can
establish uniform outcome measures for evaluating grantees’ performance
toward specific goals, and grant agreements can depend in part on the
grantees’ performance instead of set formulas. Incentive grants or penalty
provisions in transportation grants can also create clear links between
performance and funding and help hold grantees accountable for
achieving desired results.
The PRIIA establishes criteria for the selection of high speed rail corridors
and high speed rail projects for development.70 The criteria include a
determination that the proposals are likely to result in a positive impact on
the nation’s transportation system. The Secretary of Transportation will
select proposals that provide substantial benefits to the public and the
national transportation system, is cost-effective, offers significant
advantages over existing services, and meets other relevant factors
determined by the Secretary. The PRIIA also requires that the FRA
Administrator develop a schedule for achieving specific, measurable
performance goals related to such things as the development of a longrange national rail plan, and, beginning in fiscal year 2010, to submit to the
relevant congressional committees the administration’s performance

69

GAO-08-744T.

70

Pub. L. No. 110-432, § 501(d), 502, codified at 49 U.S.C. § 26106.
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goals, schedule, and a progress assessment.71 FRA has not yet determined
how performance and accountability will be incorporated into the review
and evaluation of grant applications under the PRIIA.
The extent to which other countries we visited used performance and
accountability measures in their high speed rail systems was limited. In
France, postproject evaluations of the performance of major transport
infrastructure projects have been required since 1982. However, a French
government official told us that most of the current French high speed rail
network was built before this 1982 postproject evaluation requirement
began to be enforced. Consequently, few postproject evaluations have
been done, even though this official said some evaluations had been done.
Government officials in Spain said that economic evaluations of high
speed lines had been conducted but, in some cases, did not determine the
government’s choice of lines to develop. Rather, the government chose to
develop lines that would create a high speed network that extends the
benefits of high speed rail to the whole national territory. Territorial
criteria have played an important role in the Spanish government’s
decision to prioritize high speed rail. In Japan, historical postproject
evaluations have generally not been done. A comparison of actual and
forecasted ridership has been done for recent high speed rail lines and the
estimates have been within 90 percent accuracy. The performance of high
speed rail lines has focused on the accuracy of ridership forecasts, and
these estimates are an integral part of negotiations between the
government and private operators for construction of new high speed rail
lines. For example, construction of new lines is carried out by the
government, but a private operator assumes control over the line and
assumes all the operating and maintenance responsibilities and ridership
risk. Under the Japanese rail structure, the private company has an
incentive—the profit motive—to ensure that the line performs well. We
discuss Japan’s incentive structure further in the next section on analytical
tools.

Employ the Best Analytical
Tools and Approaches to
Emphasize Return on
Investment

The effectiveness of any overall federal program design can be increased
by promoting and facilitating the use of the best analytical tools and
approaches. We have reported on a number of analytical tools and
approaches that may be used.72 These include using quantitative analyses
based on identifying benefits and costs, managing existing transportation

71

Pub. L. No. 110-432, § 307, codified at 49 U.S.C. § 103(k).

72

GAO-08-400.
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capacity, and developing public-private partnerships. Benefit-cost analysis,
in particular, is a useful analytical tool for evaluating projects and ensuring
goals are met. Benefit-cost analysis gives transportation decision makers a
way to identify projects with the greatest net benefits and compare
alternatives for individual projects. By translating benefits and costs into
quantitative comparisons to the maximum extent possible, these analyses
provide a concrete way to link transportation investments to program
goals.
The PRIIA specifies various criteria for which high speed rail grant
proposals will be evaluated to determine federal investment. Specifically,
project selection is partially dependent on the consideration of the
project’s anticipated favorable impact on air or highway traffic congestion,
capacity, and safety. Project selection criteria encourage a project sponsor
to evaluate public benefits. For example, greater consideration is to be
given to proposed projects that, among other things, provide
environmental benefits and positive economic and employment impacts.
The rail cooperative research program established by the PRIIA will also,
among other things, include research into developing more accurate
models for evaluating the impact of rail passenger and freight service,
including the effects on highway and airport and airway congestion,
environmental quality, and energy consumption.
Although the PRIIA does not provide explicit guidance for quantifying or
valuing the economic and other impacts specified in the project selection
criteria, a more established approach to analyzing proposed projects and
quantifying and valuing nonfinancial benefits may emerge, given the
potential results of the rail cooperative research program and since future
proposed rail projects may be evaluated within the context of state
transportation systems and will need to meet specific criteria contained in
the PRIIA to obtain federal funding. In our view, any approach developed,
to the extent practicable, should conform to Executive Order 12893.73 This
order directs federal executive departments and agencies with
infrastructure responsibilities to develop and implement infrastructure
investment and management plans consistent with the principles in the
order. A key principle is that infrastructure investments are to be based on
a systematic analysis of expected benefits and costs, including both
quantitative and qualitative measures reflecting values that are not readily

73

Executive Order 12893, Principles for Federal Infrastructure Investment. 59 Fed. Reg.
4233 (Jan. 31, 1994).
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quantified. The order also directs that agencies encourage state and local
recipients of federal grants to implement planning and information
management systems that support the principles articulated in the order.
In creating a more consistent approach, proposed projects may be more
easily compared with one another, ensuring that public funding is applied
to the projects and corridors with the greatest potential benefits.
Similarly, the PRIIA requires that consideration be given to projects with
positive economic and employment impacts, but again does not provide
explicit guidance on determining what is or is not a positive economic or
employment impact. As we have previously discussed in this report,
economic impacts are difficult to isolate, therefore, economic
development locally may not constitute a national net benefit—rather it
could be a redistribution of resources. For example, development of a high
speed rail system could increase economic development in the area where
it is built. However, this increased economic development could be a
redistribution of resources rather than a net benefit. Consequently, it will
be important in implementation of the PRIIA for guidelines to be
developed on how to consider national economic and employment
benefits in relation to local benefits. FRA is currently in the process of
evaluating the PRIIA and preparing final rules for how high speed rail
projects will be reviewed and selected for federal funding under
provisions of the act. The final rules are required to be issued in October
2009.74
Forecasts of riders and costs are two key components of evaluating the
economic viability of high speed rail projects, and rider forecasts are the
anchor for the array of public benefits that a new line might bring.
However, as we have discussed, these forecasts are often optimistic,
calling into possible question the credibility of information being used by
decision makers to pursue high speed rail. Development of stronger
policies, procedures, and tools could enhance the accuracy and credibility
of the forecasts and contribute to better decision making. There are a
variety of means that have been discussed in the transportation literature
and could potentially be employed to strengthen the accuracy of
forecasting.75 These means include the following:

74

Pub. L. No. 110-432, § 501(d), codified at 49 U.S.C. § 26106(g).

75

Bent Flyvbjerg, “Measuring inaccuracy in travel demand forecasting: methodological
considerations regarding ramp up and sampling,” Transportation Research Part A: Policy
and Practice, vol. 39 (2005), 522-530.
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•

obligating state and local governments to share some of the risks of
underestimated costs for those projects seeking federal financial support;

•

obtaining forecasts and estimates from independent sources, such as a
state auditor or a federal agency, rather than sources contracted to
construct projects for a high speed rail project sponsor;

•

subjecting forecasts to peer review with possible public disclosure of all
relevant data and public hearings; and

•

conducting horizontal comparisons of projects—that is, using data from
different projects reported using a standardized accounting system to
prepare probability distributions of the accuracy of project estimates of
cost and demand—to evaluate new high speed rail projects.
Another potential means to improving the accuracy of these estimates is to
align the incentives of public and private interests. For example, in Japan,
for a new line to be built, the private operator must be able to make a
reasonable profit over and above operating costs, maintenance costs, and
lease payments made to the government for use of the track. The private
operator then has an incentive to maximize riders, but also to minimize the
lease payments, to increase its profit potential. Therefore, the private
operator wants to be conservative regarding rider forecasting and wants
the government to build the infrastructure in order to allow for the lowest
cost operation and maintenance. The central government has an incentive
to keep costs low in constructing the line and to extract the highest lease
payment it can negotiate from the private operator. The private rail
operator and the central government negotiate and agree upon a lease
payment, which remains set over a 30-year period. These negotiations are
based on forecasts of riders over the ensuing 30 years and the existing cost
estimates. According to officials and academics in Japan, this structure
has resulted in a discipline that has vastly improved the accuracy of rider
forecasting and cost estimation. For one newly constructed line, actual
riders were within 90 percent of forecasted riders, and the construction of
the line was within budget and ontime.
In Europe, we found that the use of analytical tools and approaches for
analyzing the public benefits of high speed rail projects was generally a
requirement, and that these analytical tools led to public benefits being
more systematically quantified and valued compared with projects in the
United States. As we previously discussed in this report, evaluation of
benefits can often be difficult and give rise to disagreements, and few
standards exist in the United States to govern such analyses. A French
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official said evaluations of public benefits and costs began in the 1980s as
the result of a 1982 law. France’s current approach to analyzing proposed
projects includes analysis of public benefits—including travel-time
savings, security, noise, and pollution—in conjunction with financial
benefits to calculate financial and socioeconomic indicators (such as
financial internal rate of return and socioeconomic rate of return). These
financial and socioeconomic indicators are generally used to compare
proposed projects that meet certain minimum thresholds76 and to prioritize
them for construction. France’s 2004 Ministerial Order for analyzing
proposed transportation infrastructure projects provides guidance to
project sponsors in quantifying and valuing these benefits, and sets forth
monetized values for specific public benefits and costs. In addition, France
plans to soon build a multicriteria analysis tool that will take into account
additional nonfinancial benefits and costs, such as building in greenhouse
gas emissions reductions, as a means to advance sustainable development
objectives. This tool will guide France in adopting a new national
infrastructure planning scheme. Spain began explicitly including public
benefits and costs in proposed project analyses in 2003. Specific benefits
of rail projects are also outlined in a European Commission guide for
investment projects, and include time savings, additional capacity, and
wider economic benefits such as economic development.77

Ensure Fiscal Sustainability

Our work has shown that transportation funding faces an imbalance of
revenues and expenditures and other threats to its long-term
sustainability.78 We have reported that a sustainable surface transportation
program will require targeted investment, with adequate return on
investment, from not only the federal funds invested but also investments
from state and local governments and the private sector. In the context of
high speed rail, fiscal sustainability includes consideration of such things
as whether federal, state, and other funding is affordable and stable over
the short- and long-term (i.e., both while a project is being planned and

76

For example, according to French officials, a project’s financial internal rate of return
should exceed 8 percent, and the socioeconomic internal rate of return should exceed 4
percent for the project to proceed.

77

European Commission, Guide to Cost-Benefit Analysis of Investment Projects, Final
Report (June 16, 2008). This guide updates and expands the previous edition (2002), which
in turn was the follow-up of a first brief document (1997) and of a subsequent substantially
revised and augmented text (1999). The guide was developed under specific requirements
for the European Commission to provide guidance on project appraisals because projects
receiving funding from the European Union require a cost-benefit analysis.
78

GAO-08-744T.
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constructed as well as after the high speed rail line is in operation); the
extent to which costs and revenues are shared among federal, state, local,
and private participants; and whether any project fees and taxes are
aligned with use and benefits. Moreover, sustainability can refer to the
extent to which ticket revenues will cover ongoing operating and
maintenance costs to avoid ongoing public subsidy.
The PRIIA includes recognition of the potential fiscal sustainability high
speed rail projects that might be selected for development. For example,
the PRIIA requires the federal government to give greater consideration to
high speed rail corridor projects that incorporate, among other things,
equitable financial participation in the project’s financing, including
financial contributions by intercity passenger, freight, and commuter
railroads commensurate with the benefits expected to their operations as
well as financial commitments from host railroads, nonfederal entities,
and nongovernment entities.79 Similarly, proposals under the PRIIA for
specific high speed rail projects are required to contain a description of
the projected revenues and sources of revenue, including the expected
levels of both public contributions and private investment.80 The level of
public and private contributions, in addition to a summary of the potential
risks to the public, including risks associated with project financing, must
be considered in project selection by commissions set up by the Secretary
to review the proposals.81
The National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study
Commission,82 created to study the condition and needs of the nation’s
surface transportation infrastructure, called for an increase in intercity
passenger rail service, including high speed rail service, and also proposed
a system of fiscal sustainability in its final report in January 2008. The
commission’s final report suggested that funding should come from a
variety of sources, and that a fund should be set up for rail investment that

79

Pub. L. No. 110-432, § 501, codified at 49 U.S.C. § 26106 (e)(2)(C)(ii).

80

Pub. L. No. 110-432, § 502, codified at 49 U.S.C. § 26106 note.

81

Section 502 requires the Secretary to establish and support the formation of commissions,
representing affected governors, mayors, freight railroads, transit authorities, labor
organizations, and Amtrak.
82

Congress created the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study
Commission in 2005 under Section 1909 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act—A Legacy for Users, Pub. L. No. 109-59, § 1909, 119 Stat. 1471
(Aug. 10, 2005).
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would collect money from a new federal ticket tax levied on users of the
system. Currently, users of intercity passenger rail in the United States do
not pay ticket taxes or user fees similar to those paid by users of the
aviation system or fuel taxes used to support the highway system.
In other countries, high speed rail systems appear to be fiscally sustainable
on an ongoing financial basis. For example, new high speed rail lines are
not constructed in Japan unless they can cover their operating and
maintenance costs, not including the payback of the initial investment in
the infrastructure. Similarly, European officials told us that some of their
high speed rail lines require little, if any, public operating subsidies outside
of initial capital costs, since revenue is sufficient to cover operating costs.

Conclusions

High speed rail does not offer a quick or simple solution to relieving
congestion on our nation’s highways and airways. High speed rail projects
are costly, risky, take years to develop and build, and require substantial
up-front public investment as well as potentially long-term operating
subsidies. Yet the potential benefits of high speed rail—both to riders and
nonriders—are many. Whether any of the nearly 50 current domestic high
speed rail proposals (or any future domestic high speed rail proposal),
may eventually be built will hinge on addressing the funding, public
support, and other challenges facing these projects. Determining which, if
any, proposed high speed rail projects should be built will require decision
makers to be better able to determine a project’s economic viability.
It is not likely high speed rail projects will come to fruition without federal
assistance. The PRIIA establishes a good framework for helping craft a
federal role in high speed rail (which, to date, has been limited) to address
these challenges. Given the complexity, high cost, and long development
time for high speed rail projects, it will be critical to first determine how
high speed rail fits into the national transportation system and establish a
strategic vision and goals for such systems. This will establish the baseline
for federal involvement. To maximize returns on federal investments, it
will also be critical when reviewing grant applications under the PRIIA
high speed rail provisions to clearly identify expected outcomes and to
incorporate performance and accountability measures to ensure these
outcomes are achieved. The failure to incorporate such measures is a
common drawback of federal transportation programs. Finally, it will be
incumbent upon the federal government to develop the guidelines,
methods, and analytical tools to develop credible and reliable ridership,
cost, and public benefit forecasts. Without such guidelines, methods, and
tools, reliable determinations of economic viability will continue to be the
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exception rather than the norm, and the efficiency and effectiveness of any
federal assistance to high speed rail could be jeopardized.

Recommendations for
Executive Action

Agency Comments
and Our Evaluation

To ensure effective implementation of provisions of the PRIIA related to
high speed rail and equitable consideration of high speed rail as a potential
option to address demands on the nation’s transportation system, we
recommend that the Secretary of Transportation, in consultation with
Congress and other stakeholders, take the following three actions:

•

Develop a written strategic vision for high speed rail, particularly in
relation to the role high speed rail systems can play in the national
transportation system, clearly identifying potential objectives and goals for
high speed rail systems and the roles federal and other stakeholders
should play in achieving each objective and goal.

•

Develop specific policies and procedures for reviewing and evaluating
grant applications under the high speed rail provisions of the PRIIA that
clearly identify the outcomes expected to be achieved through the award
of grant funds and include performance and accountability measures.

•

Develop guidance and methods for ensuring reliability of ridership and
other forecasts used to determine the viability of high speed rail projects
and support the need for federal grant assistance. The methods could
include such things as independent, third-party reviews of applicable
ridership and other forecasts, identifying and implementing ways to
structure incentives to improve the precision of ridership and cost
estimates received from grant applicants, or other methods that can
ensure a high degree of reliability of such forecasts.

We provided copies of our draft report to DOT for comment prior to
finalizing the report. DOT provided its comments in an e-mail message on
March 10, 2009. DOT said that it generally agreed with the information
presented and noted that with the passage of ARRA, its work on high
speed rail has been considerably accelerated. Specifically, the act calls for
FRA to submit, within an expedited time frame, a strategic plan to the
Congress describing how FRA will use the $8 billion funding identified in
the act to improve and deploy high speed passenger rail systems. DOT
indicated that the strategic plan may include the Department’s vision for
developing high speed rail services, criteria for selecting projects, an
evaluation process that will be used to measure effectiveness, and a
discussion of the relationship between the ARRA grant programs and the
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recently enacted PRIIA. DOT said it is also working to comply with
statutory requirements to issue interim guidance in June 2009, describing
grant terms, conditions, and procedures. DOT told us that in order to
provide information to the public and potential grantees as expeditiously
as possible, it has posted a set of questions and answers relating to ARRA
on its Web site. These questions and answers provide potential program
applicants with some preliminary but specific information on what to
expect in terms of coverage, limitations, and potential selection criteria.
Finally, DOT noted that the draft report does not include information
relating to the administration’s new federal commitment to high speed rail.
Specifically, as described in the President’s proposed fiscal year 2010
budget, the administration has proposed a 5-year $5 billion high speed rail
state grant program. DOT indicated that this program is intended to build
on the $8 billion included in ARRA for high speed rail. The Department
said the President’s proposal marks a new federal commitment to practical
and environmentally sustainable transportation. DOT did not take a
position on our recommendations.
We agree that the recently enacted ARRA will likely accelerate activity
related to the consideration and development of high speed rail in the
United States and will place a new emphasis on the federal role in such
development. We also agree that the President’s proposed fiscal year 2010
budget, if enacted, could further increase the emphasis on high speed rail
and its potential development. As discussed in the report, high speed rail
systems can offer a number of benefits. However, these systems are very
expensive, can take a long time to develop, and face numerous financial
and other challenges to bring to fruition. Given the renewed interest in
high speed intercity passenger rail and its development and the substantial
resources that might be made available, it is even more important that
potential challenges are addressed and a clear federal role be established.
This includes developing a strategic vision for high speed rail that includes
consideration of how high speed rail fits into the nation’s transportation
system; that the review and evaluation of grant applications under PRIIA,
ARRA and other programs clearly identify outcomes to be achieved and
incorporate into grant documents appropriate performance and
accountability measures to ensure these outcomes are achieved; and that
guidance and methods be developed that increase the reliability of
ridership and other forecasts used to determine the economic viability of
high speed rail projects. Each of these actions is essential for ensuring that
federal expenditures on high speed rail are efficient, effective, and focused
on maximizing the return on the investment.
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We also received comments from Amtrak in an e-mail message dated
March 3, 2009. Amtrak said it generally agreed with our conclusions.
Amtrak did not take a position on our recommendations. Amtrak also
provided technical corrections and comments, which we incorporated
where appropriate.

We are sending copies of this report to the appropriate congressional
committees; the Secretary of Transportation; the Administrator of the
Federal Railroad Administration; and the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget. The report will also be available at no charge on
the GAO Web site at http://www.gao.gov.
If you or your staff have any questions about this report, please contact me
at (202) 512-2834 or flemings@gao.gov. Contact points for our Offices of
Congressional Relations and Public Affairs may be found on the last page
of this report. GAO staff who made major contributions to this report are
listed in appendix VIII.

Susan A. Fleming
Director, Physical Infrastructure Issues
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List of Requesters
The Honorable Harry Reid
Majority Leader
United States Senate
The Honorable John L. Mica
Ranking Member
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
House of Representatives
The Honorable John W. Olver
Chairman
Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and
Urban Development, and Related Agencies
Committee on Appropriations
House of Representatives
The Honorable Bill Shuster
Ranking Member
Subcommittee on Railroads, Pipelines, and
Hazardous Materials
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
House of Representatives
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To better understand the potential viability of high speed rail service in the
United States, we reviewed (1) the factors affecting the economic viability
of high speed rail projects—that is, whether a project’s total social benefits
offset or justify the total social costs—and difficulties in determining the
economic viability of proposed projects; (2) the challenges that U.S.
project sponsors experience in developing and financing high speed rail
projects; and (3) the federal role in the potential development of high
speed rail systems.
For the purposes of this report, we used the Federal Railroad
Administration’s (FRA) definition of high speed ground transportation,
which is “service that is time-competitive with air and/or automobile for
trips in corridors of roughly 100 and 500 miles in length,”1 as opposed to a
specific top speed threshold. As a result, we included in our review a wide
range of projects, including “incremental” projects that are designed to
increase the speed (generally above 79 miles per hour up to 150 miles per
hour) or reliability of existing rail service on existing track usually shared
with freight or other passenger trains; and “new” high speed rail projects
(above 150 miles per hour and, in some cases, above 200 miles per hour)
designed to operate on new tracks or guideway on dedicated right-of-way
not shared with other rail services. Our review was technology neutral,
meaning that we did not analyze or consider the technical feasibility of
diesel, electrified, or magnetic levitation trains, but only considered the
service and performance aspects of the different technologies in the
project proposals we reviewed. The scope of our work did not include an
assessment of commuter rail or transit service where the primary purpose
is to travel between a suburb and a city center or within a metropolitan
area. However, the presence of these transportation modes as intermodal
connections to high speed rail service was considered in identifying
characteristics significant to how proposed high speed rail service is
analyzed and evaluated. Furthermore, it was not the intent of this study to
identify specific routes or corridors that are viable. Rather, this study
identifies characteristics of corridors and service and other factors that
contribute to a proposed project’s benefits and costs and the challenges in
developing and financing such projects.

1
DOT/FRA, High Speed Ground Transportation for America (Washington, D.C.:
September 1997), 2-1.
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Structured Interviews
with Domestic Project
Sponsors

To address our objectives, we conducted structured interviews with
officials for 5 projects that currently exceed Amtrak’s predominant top
speed of 79 miles per hour, and project sponsors for 11 different high
speed rail proposals in the United States. The criteria used to select which
existing or proposed domestic projects to review were twofold, as follows:
1. The project’s planned or existing high speed rail service must include
operating at a top speed greater than 79 miles per hour (generally the
top speed for intercity passenger trains).
2. The project’s planned service must be supported by a completed
environmental review (or equivalent project review) that would make
the project eligible for federal funding, or the project sponsor needed
to be actively pursuing the completion of such a review.
To identify projects for inclusion in our study, we reviewed a recent
survey of high speed rail projects in 64 corridors across the United States
to identify potential projects.2 The survey identified 16 projects that met
our criteria.3 To verify this information, we contacted project sponsors, or
another project affiliate, for each of these projects (16 projects). We also
contacted project sponsors (or another project affiliate) for the remaining
projects in the survey to verify that they had not advanced in their
planning process since issuance of the survey report, such that they would
now meet our criteria. As a result of this verification, one additional
project was included in our study, and two projects were dropped since
they had either not progressed to the environmental review phase or were

2

Joseph P. Schwieterman and Justin Scheidt, “Survey of Current High-Speed Rail Planning
Efforts in the United States,” Transportation Research Board of the National Academies,
Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board, no. 1995
(Washington, D.C.: 2007).

3

The survey authors considered the Washington, D.C., to New York City, New York, and the
New York City, New York, to Boston, Massachusetts, high speed rail project as two
separate projects. For the purposes of this report we considered these projects as one
since they are both part of Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor Acela Express service. The author
also considered the Bay Area, California, to San Diego, California, project and the
Sacramento, California, to San Diego, California, project as two separate projects. Again,
for the purposes of this report, we considered these projects as one since they are both
part of the California High Speed Rail Authority’s planned statewide high speed rail
initiative. Finally, the author considered the Washington, D.C., to Raleigh, North Carolina,
project and the Raleigh, North Carolina, to Charlotte, North Carolina, project as two
separate projects. For the purposes of this report, we considered these projects as one,
since they are considered by project sponsors to be one project under the Southeast High
Speed Rail Corridor development initiative.
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not being pursued for high speed rail. We also added another project (Los
Angeles, California, to San Diego, California) that met our criteria on the
basis of discussions with Amtrak. The latter project is separate from the
California High Speed Rail Authority’s statewide high speed rail initiative,
which also plans to serve San Diego from Los Angeles.
All 5 existing projects were incremental projects, and of the 11 proposed
projects included in our review, 6 were incremental improvements to
existing rail service in a corridor, and the remaining 5 projects would
implement service on new high speed track or guideways using dedicated
right-of-way. Three of the 5 dedicated right-of-way projects were
considering magnetic levitation technology at the time of our study.4 To
collect information about the high speed rail projects in development, we
conducted structured interviews with each project sponsor. The
interviews were structured to identify such things as (1) the important
characteristics and factors that affect a project’s viability; (2) the most
important challenges faced by project sponsors in developing the project;
and (3) the roles of various federal, state, local, and private sector entities
in the development of the project. We pretested the structured interview
instrument and made changes based on the pretest. These changes
included additional questions about project development and background
and stakeholders involved with the project. In addition, we requested and
reviewed any available data on ridership forecasts and evaluations, project
cost estimates and evaluations, costs to construct and maintain any
existing high speed rail service as well as any environmental reviews,
transportation plans, and other studies associated with the projects.
Information about the projects was shared with project sponsors to ensure
its accuracy.

International Case
Studies

We also conducted case studies of international high speed rail systems in
France, Japan, and Spain. In selecting these three countries, we
considered a number of factors, including location, how long high speed
rail has been in service, and the availability of data and other information.
At the time of our visit, France and Spain had the highest kilometers of
high speed rail lines in Europe. Japan similarly had extensive high speed
rail lines and was one of the first countries to implement high speed rail
service. We conducted interviews in these countries with relevant

4

The Atlanta, Georgia to Chattanooga, Tennessee, project is considering both magnetic
levitation and electrified locomotives.
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government officials, including transportation bureaus and embassy
officials; high speed rail infrastructure owners and service operators; and
other stakeholders, including academic professors and domestic airline
carriers or their trade associations. We requested and reviewed any
available data on ridership forecasts and evaluations, project cost
estimates and evaluations, as well as the costs to construct and maintain
high speed rail service in these countries. We also reviewed relevant
literature and studies on high speed rail systems in these and other
countries. To the extent available, we reviewed relevant laws, directives,
and guidance related to high speed rail systems in France, Japan, and
Spain, and the European Union. The information presented in this report
on international high speed rail systems, however, cannot be generalized
beyond these three countries.

Case Studies of
Terminated Projects

To further identify the challenges encountered by previous high speed rail
projects in the United States, we conducted a case study analysis of two
terminated domestic high speed rail projects: the Florida Overland
Express (FOX) and the Texas TGV. To conduct the case study analyses,
we interviewed stakeholders affiliated with the projects and reviewed
documents, such as legislation, ridership studies, and other research
materials related to the projects.

Additional
Methodologies

To further address our objectives, we obtained and analyzed information
from a variety of other sources, including reports and documentation from
FRA, the Department of Transportation (DOT), Amtrak, and the Surface
Transportation Board; prior GAO work; and other evaluations and studies
on transportation infrastructure projects and high speed rail service. In
addition to our structured interviews and international case studies, we
conducted over 90 interviews covering a wide range of stakeholders and
interested parties, including officials at FRA, DOT, Amtrak, the Surface
Transportation Board, state and local government agencies and
organizations, academics, consultants involved in high speed rail ridership
forecasting and planning, representatives from private equity firms that
invest in transportation infrastructure, and engineers involved in
developing various rail technologies.
To review how characteristics of corridors and proposed service identified
in our structured interviews and international case studies compare with
other corridors in the United States and internationally, we obtained and
analyzed data on corridor and service characteristics from numerous
sources, including the DOT’s Bureau of Transportation Statistics, the
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Census Bureau, and other domestic and international academic studies
and government reports. We used standard tests and methodologies to
ensure reliability of the data collected. This included reviewing the data
for abnormalities, omissions, and obvious errors and corroborating
information obtained to the extent possible. These data are not intended
to make definitive conclusions on viability, but rather to allow us to make
reasonable comparisons using the best available data. For example,
variations exist in how data sources report population numbers based on
differences between the geographical definitions of cities, metropolitan
and other areas. In trying to maintain consistency, we attempted to use the
same population data source for international corridors, but this was not
always possible.
To further assess the roles and relevant interests of national and state
government agencies and officials, and the private sector in planning,
developing, and operating high speed rail projects, we reviewed applicable
federal laws and regulations. This included analyzing selected high speed
rail legislation from 1965 to 2008, including the Passenger Rail Investment
and Improvement Act of 2008. The latter includes a review of the high
speed rail provisions contained in the act, the role of the Secretary of
Transportation in relation to these provisions, and application procedures
for federal high speed rail grants.
We conducted this performance audit from December 2007 to March 2009
in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that
the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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Washington, D.C.-New
York-Boston Corridor
Project Description

Projects and improvements associated with Amtrak’s 456-mile Northeast
Corridor began in the 1970s. This included the Northeast Corridor
Improvement Program and the Northeast High Speed Rail Improvement
Program. Improvements included electrifying the line from New Haven
Connecticut, to Boston, Massachusetts, enhancing signaling systems, and
acquiring new high speed rail trainsets called Acela Express. The average
speed from Washington, D.C., to New York City, New York, is 82 miles per
hour, and the top speed is 135 miles per hour. The average speed from
New York City to Boston is 68 miles per hour, and the top speed is 150
miles per hour.

Date Originated

1970s

Technology

Electrified locomotives on existing railroad right-of-way

Project Sponsors

Amtrak
FRA

Cost Estimate

$3.8 billion (estimated since 1990)

Funding to Date

$3.8 billion (estimated since 1990)

Current Status

Project is open for passenger operations. Amtrak, in conjunction with the
nine states along the corridor, is currently developing a master plan for the
corridor that includes additional capital improvements.
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Los Angeles to San Diego
Corridor
Project Description

Amtrak began operating on the Los Angeles to San Diego corridor in 1971.
When Amtrak began operations, the passenger trains were already capable
of maximum speeds of 90 miles per hour on segments between Santa Ana
in Orange County and the Sorrento Valley because of an automatic track
signaling system that was already in place. Average speed along the 130mile corridor is approximately 55 miles per hour.

Date Originated

1971

Technology

Diesel locomotives on existing railroad right-of-way

Project Sponsors

Amtrak
Southern California Regional Rail Authority
North County Transit District
Orange County Transit Authority
California Department of Transportation
Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad

Cost Estimate

Not available

Funding to Date

Not available

Current Status

Passenger rail operations are under way with top speeds of 90 miles per
hour in certain segments; however, continuing capital improvements are
occurring along the corridor to increase total average speed.
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New York City to
Albany/Schenectady
Corridor
Project Description

From 1977 to 1997, the New York State Department of Transportation
made a series of incremental improvements to existing passenger rail
service between New York City and Albany/Schenectady along the Empire
Corridor, which stretches to Buffalo. Doing so has allowed for passenger
rail service to operate at a top speed of 110 miles per hour and an average
speed of between 80 and 90 miles per hour along the 158-mile corridor.

Date Originated

1977

Technology

Diesel locomotives on existing railroad right-of-way

Project Sponsors

New York State Department of Transportation
Amtrak

Cost Estimate

$97.2 million (actual)

Funding to Date

$97.2 million (100 percent from state funds)

Current Status

Intercity passenger rail operations are currently under way with a top
speed of 110 miles per hour. The New York State Department of
Transportation is planning on making $22 million in additional incremental
corridor investments, and is also anticipating new federal funding to make
further improvements.
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Harrisburg to Philadelphia
Corridor
Project Description

The Keystone Corridor Improvement Program consisted of making
incremental improvements (e.g., track work, bridge repairs,
communication and signaling improvements, and enhanced power
generation) along the Harrisburg to Philadelphia corridor to allow for
speeds of up to 110 miles per hour.

Date Originated

Late 1990s

Technology

Electrified locomotives on existing railroad right-of-way

Project Sponsors

FTA
Amtrak
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation

Cost Estimate

$145.5 million (actual)

Funding to Date

$145.5 million (50 percent from Amtrak, 40 percent from FTA, and 10
percent from state funds)

Current Status

Intercity passenger operations are currently under way with a top speed of
110 miles per hour. There are currently discussions under way to plan for
a second phase of improvements for the corridor.
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Chicago to Detroit
Corridor
Project Description

Implementation of a positive train control system on 55 miles of Amtrakowned right-of-way (Kalamazoo, Michigan, to about the Indiana state line)
along the Chicago, Illinois, to Detroit, Michigan, corridor. Improvements to
signaling and communication systems will allow Amtrak to operate up to a
top speed of 110 miles per hour along the 55-mile stretch.

Date Originated

1994

Technology

Positive train control and diesel locomotives on existing railroad right-ofway

Project Sponsors

Michigan Department of Transportation
Amtrak
General Electric
FRA

Cost Estimate

$39 million (actual)

Funding to Date

$39 million (49 percent from FRA, 27 percent from state, and 24 percent
from Amtrak and General Electric)

Current Status

From Kalamazoo, Michigan, to Niles, Michigan, trains operate at 95 miles
per hour. From Niles, Michigan, to a point 20 miles west, positive train
control equipment is installed but is currently in the process of getting
approval from FRA for its use. Amtrak is currently testing a new radio
system with different frequencies. When testing is complete and the radio
system is installed, passenger rail operations would be able to operate at
110 miles per hour along the 55 mile-test bed.
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High Speed Rail Proposals in the
Environmental Review Phase
Atlanta, Georgia, to
Chattanooga, Tennessee,
High Speed Rail Project
Project Description

The project will connect Atlanta, Georgia, to Chattanooga, Tennessee,
along a combination of new right-of-way, rail right-of-way, and highway
right-of-way with a new high speed rail system. The length is
approximately 110 miles between the two cities. The envisioned system is
expected to operate at a top speed of 200 miles per hour and an average
speed of 180 miles per hour.

Date Originated

1998

Proposed Technology

To be determined. Project sponsors are considering both magnetic
levitation and electrified steel-wheel on steel-rail technology. The
preferred technology will be recommended as a result of the program level
environmental impact statement.

Project Sponsors

Georgia Department of Transportation
FRA
Federal Highway Administration

Cost Estimate

Not available

Funding to Date

Funding for the feasibility study, which was conducted by the Atlanta
Regional Commission, was provided through the Transportation Equity
Act of the 21st Century (TEA-21).1 Additional funding was authorized by
the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), to study various transportation
technologies2 as well as through the SAFETEA-LU Technical Corrections
Act of 2008.3

Current Status

Georgia Department of Transportation officials noted they were half way
through the 36-month program level environmental impact statement. The
department plans to have a record of decision on the program level
environmental statement by 2010.

1

Pub. L. No. 105-178, 112 Stat. 107 (1998).

2

Pub. L. No. 109-59, 119 Stat. 1144 (2005).

3

Pub. L. No. 110-244, 122 Stat. 1572 (2008).
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Baltimore, Maryland, to
Washington, D.C.,
Magnetic Levitation
Project
Project Description

The Baltimore, Maryland, to Washington, D.C., project is a magnetic
levitation project that plans to connect the two cities, with a planned stop
at Baltimore-Washington International Airport. The length is 40 miles
between the two cities. The system is expected to operate at a top speed
of 250 miles per hour and an average speed of 125 miles per hour.

Date Originated

1992

Proposed Technology

Magnetic levitation

Project Sponsors

FRA
Maryland Department of Transportation
Baltimore Development Corporation
District of Columbia Department of Transportation

Cost Estimate

$5.15 billion (projected - 2007)

Funding to Date

The project completed a preliminary feasibility study in 1994 in response
to the Maglev Prototype Development Program created by the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991. In 1998, the project was one
of the seven projects selected and funded for study by the FRA as part of
the Maglev Deployment Program. In 2001, FRA selected this project to
receive funds for a draft environmental impact statement as part of the
TEA-21 Maglev Deployment Program. In 2003, a draft environmental
impact statement was completed and accepted by FRA.

Current Status

In October 2007, a draft of the final environmental impact statement was
submitted to FRA. FRA has requested additional information as part of
their review of this statement. Project sponsors are pursuing funding
under the SAFETEA-LU Technical Corrections Act of 2008 to complete the
final environmental impact statement.
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Anaheim, California, to Las
Vegas, Nevada, Magnetic
Levitation Project
Project Description

This project is planned to connect Las Vegas, Nevada, to Anaheim,
California, with stops in Ontario, Victorville, Barstow (California) and
Primm (Nevada) with a magnetic levitation system. The length is 269 miles
between Anaheim, California, and Las Vegas, Nevada. The initial segment
to be developed is 40 miles from Las Vegas to Primm, Nevada. The system
is expected to operate at a top speed of 311 miles per hour and an average
speed of between 150 and 200 miles per hour.

Date Originated

1988

Proposed Technology

Magnetic levitation

Project Sponsors

FRA
California Nevada Super Speed Train Commission (created by California
and Nevada legislatures)

Cost Estimate

$12 billion (projected - 2005)

Funding to Date

$45 million, from the SAFETEA-LU Technical Corrections Act of 2008

Current Status

The commission recently received $45 million from the SAFETEA-LU
Technical Corrections Act of 2008, of which the commission will need to
provide 20 percent matching funds. Work on the environmental impact
statement is continuing, as is design/engineering work and preparation of
cost estimates. Project sponsors expect to issue a fixed price contract to
construct this project. The commission continues to have legislative
authority in Nevada, but its authorizing legislation in California was
allowed to lapse. However, according to the commission, the project
enjoys strong support in California, and is supported by the California
Department of Transportation in preparation of the environmental impact
statement.
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Victorville, California, to
Las Vegas, Nevada, High
Speed Rail Project
Project Description

The Desert Xpress is a high speed rail project intended to connect Las
Vegas, Nevada, with Southern California through a station in Victorville,
California, a city that is less than 50 miles east of Palmdale where an
intermodal station is planned on the California High Speed Rail system; 35
miles northeast of Ontario International Airport; and 80 miles northeast of
downtown Los Angeles. The system is planned to operate on a new
dedicated right-of-way. The distance between Victorville, California, and
Las Vegas, Nevada, is approximately 183 miles. Project sponsors expect to
operate at a top speed of 150 miles per hour and an average speed of 125
miles per hour. Project sponsors also expect to construct the project using
existing highway right-of-way and using public lands owned by the Bureau
of Land Management. Desert Xpress is being implemented by a private
sector entity without public funding.

Date Originated

2002

Proposed Technology

A dedicated right-of-way, steel-wheel on steel-rail system

Primary Sponsor

Desert Xpress Enterprises

Cost Estimate

$3.5 billion (projected - 2003)

Funding to Date

No public funding has been expended. All funding to-date has come from
Desert Xpress Enterprises.

Current Status

The draft environmental impact statement is currently being developed
and is scheduled for publication in early 2009. Desert Xpress officials
expect the final environmental impact statement to be completed in July
2009 with a final record of decision issued by the federal government
shortly thereafter.
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Los Angeles, California, to
San Francisco, California,
High Speed Rail Project
Project Description

The California High Speed Rail Authority is pursuing a statewide high
speed rail system in California. Phase 1 of system will be from Anaheim,
California, to Los Angeles, California, then through California’s Central
Valley, and through the Pacheco Pass to the San Francisco Bay Area.
Phase 2 will include extensions to Sacramento, California, and San Diego,
California. Phase 1 of the system is 520 miles, and the authority expects
the service will operate at a top speed of 220 miles per hour. Authority
officials did not provide an average speed.

Date Originated

1996

Proposed Technology

A predominantly dedicated right-of-way electrified steel-wheel on steel-rail
system. According to the authority, about 10 percent of the line will be
shared with other rail services.

Project Sponsors

FRA
California High Speed Rail Authority (created by the California legislature)

Cost Estimate

$32.8 - $33.6 billion for Phase 1 of project (projected - 2008)

Funding to Date

$9.95 billion in state bond funding (in addition to state support provided
for administration of California High Speed Rail Authority)

Current Status

As of July 2008, all program-level environmental review work has been
completed. The authority is now undertaking the project-level review and
approval process. In addition, on November 4, 2008, California voters
approved a ballot initiative that allows the state to issue $9.95 billion in
bonds for transit and other projects, $9.0 billion of which will go for
development of the statewide high speed rail system. Authority officials
said they plan to seek additional funding from the federal government and
private sector, as well as from local governments for the construction of
the system.
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Richmond, Virginia, to
Hampton Roads, Virginia,
High Speed Rail Project
Project Description

The Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation is pursuing
improved passenger rail service between Richmond, Virginia, and the
Hampton Roads area of Virginia (Norfolk, Newport News, and other
cities). This service will ultimately connect to the Northeast Corridor in
conjunction with development of the Southeast High Speed Rail Corridor.
This project will use existing right-of-way. Depending on the preferred
alignment, the length of the corridor could be 74 miles or 93 miles, with a
planned top speed of 90 miles per hour. On December 14, 1995, FRA
administratively extended the Southeast High Speed Rail Corridor from
Richmond, Virginia, to Hampton Roads, Virginia.

Date Originated

2004

Proposed Technology

Steel-wheel on steel-rail

Project Sponsors

FRA
Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation

Cost Estimate

Not available

Funding to Date

Not available

Current Status

Portions of the draft environmental impact statement were sent to FRA for
review in spring 2008. The project sponsor is currently awaiting FRA’s
response.
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Eugene, Oregon, to
Vancouver, British
Columbia, Canada, High
Speed Rail Project
Project Description

The federally designated Pacific Northwest Rail Corridor stretches from
Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada, to Eugene, Oregon, a distance of
466 miles. The Washington State Department of Transportation is pursuing
incremental improvements to intercity passenger rail service between
Portland, Oregon, to Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada, a distance of
341 miles. Improvements include upgrading grade crossings, improving
tracks and facilities, enhancing the signaling system, purchasing passenger
train equipment and improving stations, which would allow the top speed
to be 110 miles per hour.

Date Originated

Late 1980s

Proposed Technology

Nonelectric locomotives on existing freight railroad right-of-way, with
minor alignment changes as needed.

Project Sponsors

FRA
Washington Department of Transportation
Amtrak
State of Oregon
Province of British Columbia

Cost Estimate

$6.5 - $6.8 billion (2006 – projected)

Funding to Date

$563.7 million

Current Status

Current intercity passenger rail operating speeds are at or below 79 miles
per hour and, according to the department, increases in speed will require
a new signaling system along the corridor, although increases in
frequencies and travel times have occurred due to capital investments in
the corridor.
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Scranton, Pennsylvania, to
New York City, New York,
High Speed Rail Project
Project Description

This is an extension of New Jersey Transit service to Scranton via existing
railroad right-of-way. The corridor is 133 miles and work will include
refurbishing 28 miles of abandoned railroad right-of-way. The top speed is
expected to be 110 miles per hour, with an average speed of just under 80
miles per hour.

Date Originated

1995

Proposed Technology

Diesel locomotives on existing railroad right-of-way

Project Sponsors

FTA
FRA
Pennsylvania Northeast Regional Rail Authority
New Jersey Transit

Cost Estimate

$551 million (projected)

Funding to Date

According to project sponsors, $21 million in federal funding has been
received, primarily through earmarks in legislation.

Current Status

Project received a Finding of No Significant Impact4 by the FTA and,
according to one of the project sponsors, is ready to begin construction
upon availability of funding. The project sponsors are currently working
on a bistate funding agreement to allocate Pennsylvania’s and New
Jersey’s share of funding.

4

A Finding of No Significant Impact presents the reasons why an action, not otherwise
excluded, will not have a significant effect on the human environment and for which,
therefore, an environmental impact statement will not be prepared.
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Chicago, Illinois, to
Minneapolis/St. Paul,
Minnesota, High Speed
Rail Project
Project Description

This project includes making track, station, bridge, and culvert
improvements along the Chicago, Illinois, to Minneapolis/St. Paul,
Minnesota, corridor, with stops in Milwaukee and Madison, Wisconsin.
Enhanced passenger rail service, along existing railroad right-of-way, is
being pursued for a top speed of 110 miles per hour and average speeds of
between 66 and 70 miles per hour.

Date Originated

1994

Proposed Technology

Diesel electric on existing railroad right-of-way

Project Sponsors

FRA
Amtrak
Wisconsin Department of Transportation

Cost Estimate

$1.5 billion (2002-projected)

Funding to Date

$5 million from Capital Assistance to States—Intercity Passenger Rail
Service Program5

Current Status

The environmental review for the Madison to Milwaukee segment is
complete, and FRA has issued a Finding of No Significant Impact.
Engineering design work is complete for the Madison to Milwaukee
segment. In addition, updates to ridership and cost estimates were
recently completed for the full project. A grant of $5 million from FRA’s
Capital Assistance to States—Intercity Passenger Rail Service Program
will be used to complete track work between Milwaukee and the Illinois
state line. The Wisconsin Department of Transportation has also applied
for federal funds to improve highway-rail grade crossings between
Madison and Watertown.

5

This program was established in the fiscal year 2008 DOT appropriations act that provided
$30 million in fiscal year 2008 in matching grants to states for intercity passenger rail
capital projects.
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Chicago, Illinois, to St.
Louis, Missouri, High
Speed Rail Project
Project Description

The Illinois Department of Transportation said numerous incremental
improvements have been made along this corridor to allow for increased
speeds. This includes track work and grade crossings on 118 miles of track
between Mazonia, Illinois, and Springfield, Illinois, completed in 2004. In
addition, the department is currently pursuing three phases of
improvements: a new cab signaling system (similar to the signaling system
used by the private freight carrier that owns this corridor); track work that
has been completed in Springfield, Illinois; and a centralized traffic control
system for the Joliet, Illinois, to Mazonia, Illinois, segment of the corridor.

Date Originated

1991

Proposed Technology

Diesel locomotives on existing railroad right-of-way

Project Sponsors

FRA
Amtrak
Illinois Department of Transportation

Cost Estimate

$125 million (actual)

Funding to Date

According to project sponsors, $125 million in funding has been received
to date (28 percent from FRA, 56 percent from the states (Illinois and
Missouri), and 16 percent from private entities).

Current Status

A $1.55 million Capital Assistance to States—Intercity Passenger Rail
Service Program grant was received that will be used to continue work on
the project. Planned top speed is 110 miles per hour between Joliet,
Illinois, and Mazonia, Illinois.
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Washington, D.C., to
Charlotte, North Carolina,
Southeast High Speed Rail
Project
Project Description

The Washington, D.C., to Charlotte, North Carolina, corridor, which is 468
miles in length, will connect to the Northeast Corridor. Both Virginia and
North Carolina have established an interstate compact to pursue this
project. The project will make incremental improvements to existing
infrastructure, including track, route alignment, signaling systems,
highway-rail grade crossings, stations, train equipment, and facilities.
These improvements will allow a top speed of 110 miles per hour and an
average speed of between 85 to 87 miles per hour.

Date Originated

In 1992, FRA designated the corridor as a federal high speed rail corridor.

Proposed Technology

Diesel locomotives primarily on existing railroad right-of-way

Project Sponsors

FRA
Federal Highway Administration
North Carolina Department of Transportation
Virginia Department of Transportation
Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation

Cost Estimate

$3.8 – 5.3 billion (2011 to 2016 - projected)

Funding to Date

Over $300 million in state and federal funds have been invested in the
Washington to Charlotte portion of the corridor since 1999.

Current Status

The program-level environmental impact statement has been completed
for this project. Project sponsors are currently in the process of preparing
the project-level environmental impact statement for the Richmond,
Virginia, to Raleigh, North Carolina, segment of the corridor. This
statement has been in development since 2003 and is expected to be
available for public review in the summer of 2010.
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Florida Overland Express
(FOX)
Proposed Technology

Proposed using an electrified high speed rail system similar to the French
Train à Grande Vitesse (TGV) system, capable of operating at a maximum
speed of 200 miles per hour.

Project Sponsors

Florida Department of Transportation
FOX Consortium1
FRA
Federal Highway Administration

Cost Estimates

The preliminary cost estimates ranged from $6 billion to $8 billion,
depending on the route chosen. In general, the FOX Consortium planned
on the system costing about $6 billion (in 1997 dollars).

Proposed Route

The FOX project would have operated along a 320-mile long dedicated
right-of-way from Miami, Florida, to Tampa, Florida, via Orlando, Florida.
The project was planned to serve seven stations: Miami International
Airport, Fort Lauderdale, West Palm Beach, Orlando International Airport,
Orlando Attractions, Lakeland, and Downtown Tampa.

Financing Plan

In total, the FOX Consortium planned to raise $9.3 billion to finance the
estimated $6.3 billion needed for construction. The additional $3 billion
accounts for inflation and to pay for such things as interest on state and
system infrastructure bonds during the construction period, establish
reserve funds required by bondholders, and cover the costs of issuing the
bonds. According to the FOX Consortium, the following sources were
expected to provide the $9.3 billion in funding:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

State contributed equity – $256 million (3 percent)
FOX Consortium contributed equity – $349 million (4 percent)
Train equipment financing – $569 million (6 percent)
Interest earnings and balances – $588 million (6 percent)
Federal loan – $2.0 billion (22 percent)
State infrastructure bonds – $2.146 billion (23 percent)
System infrastructure bonds – $3.346 billion (36 percent)

1

The FOX Consortium consisted of the Fluor Daniel Corporation, a U.S.-based engineering
and construction firm, Odebrecht Contractors of Florida, Bombardier Corporation, the
manufacturer of rail passenger cars, and GEC-Alstom (now known as Alstom).
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Ridership Forecasts

KPMG Peat Marwick projected annual ridership of 8 million passengers by
2010. Systra projected ridership of 8.5 million by 2010. The consensus
average of the two ridership studies was approximately 8.3 million
passengers by 2010.

Timeline

Table 5 shows the timeline of events in the development of high speed rail
in Florida.

Table 5: Timeline of High Speed Rail Development in Florida
Date

Event

1982

The Governor of Florida established a committee to study high speed rail development in Florida.

1984

The committee recommended using a public-private partnership to develop a high speed rail system on existing
right-of-way. State legislation created the Florida High Speed Rail Commission (the commission) to grant a franchise
to develop a privately funded high speed rail system.

1989

One of two private entities that submitted proposals to the commission withdrew its proposal when it became
apparent that Florida would not provide any public funding.

1990

The Florida High Speed Rail Corporation revised its proposal after the commission concluded that the proposed use
of real estate development rights along the route would not pay for the project.

1991

The Florida High Speed Rail Corporation withdrew its revised proposal after the Governor rejected it, citing high
project costs.

1992

State legislature transferred the commission’s responsibilities to the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT).

1992-1996

After conducting corridor studies, FDOT said it would provide $70 million annually for at least 40 years, to be
adjusted for inflation, to construct a high speed rail system. FDOT issued a request for proposals. The FOX
Consortium submitted the winning proposal from among five, and entered into agreements with FDOT to develop the
system.

1997-1998

Stakeholders conducted work on environmental review, preliminary engineering, ridership studies, and composed a
financing plan and safety regulations. Two external groups issued reports questioning ridership studies, cost
estimates, and construction schedule. Citizens and elected public officials who were concerned about the potential
effect on land in their area formed an advocacy organization to oppose the FOX project.

1999

After GAO and others issued reports raising concerns about ridership and construction cost estimates, the
construction schedule, and the financing plan, the Governor recommended withdrawing FOX project funding. The
Florida legislature did so, ultimately terminating the project.

2000-2001

Florida voters passed a constitutional amendment requiring Florida state government to build a high speed ground
transportation system. The Florida legislature passed an act creating the Florida High Speed Rail Authority (the
authority) in response.

2002-2004

The authority selected a winning proposal from among four responding to its request for proposal. Work on
environmental review, ridership studies, financing plan, and additional design work was initiated.

2004

A general election ballot initiative passed, repealing the state’s 2000 constitutional amendment, which restricted the
activities of Florida High Speed Rail Authority.
Source: This timeline is primarily based on information contained in: High Speed Rail Projects in the United States: Identifying the
Elements of Success, MTI Report 05-01, Mineta Transportation Institute, College of Business, San Jose State University (October
2005).
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Texas TGV
Proposed Technology

A new electrified, steel-wheel on steel-rail high speed rail system similar to
the French TGV system.

Project Sponsors

Texas High Speed Rail Authority
Texas TGV2
FRA

Cost Estimates

The cost estimate was $4 billion.

Proposed Route

The high speed rail system would have provided service to Dallas, Fort
Worth, Dallas/Fort Worth Airport, Houston, Austin, and San Antonio. The
initial service between Dallas/Fort Worth and Houston would have begun
in 1998, and subsequent service between San Antonio and Austin to Dallas
would have begun by 1999. Special or limited service would have been
provided to Bryan/College Station and Waco if it were determined to be
economically feasible. In addition, service from Houston to San Antonio
would have been provided if it were determined to be economically
feasible.

Financing Plan

We were not able to obtain a complete financing plan. The 1993 security
offering was for $200 million in notes, backed by a $225 million letter of
credit from the Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce and a $75 million
counter-guarantee to be provided by Morrison Knudsen Corporation (one
of the original project developers). The Texas High Speed Rail Authority
Act prohibited use of public funds for constructing the system, and, as a
result, all construction costs would have been privately financed.

Ridership Projections

Based on the five route alternatives, ridership projections by 2015 ranged
from 11.3 million to 18.0 million.

Timeline

Table 6 shows the timeline of events in the development of high speed rail
in Texas.

2

Texas TGV Corporation consisted of Morrison Knudsen (USA), Bombardier (Canada),
Alstom (France/UK), Crédit Lyonnais (France), Banque IndoSuez (France), Merrill Lynch
(USA), and others.

Page 82

2-422

GAO-09-317 High Speed Passenger Rail

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

Appendix IV: Description of Past Projects:
Florida Overland Express and Texas TGV
Projects

Table 6: Timeline of High Speed Rail Development in Texas
Date

Event

1982

A Texas legislature joint committee recommended that feasibility studies examine the potential of conventional
rail and high speed rail between Texan cities. Proposed legislation to enact the joint committee report
recommendations failed.

1985

A German Consortium reported that a high speed rail system would be viable from Dallas to Houston if the
project obtained $500 million for start up contributions and was financed with tax exempt bonds.

1987

German Consortium unsuccessfully lobbied the Texas legislature to undertake the proposal. A job creation task
force created by the then-Governor recommended that the Governor support enabling legislation for the Texas
Turnpike Authority to conduct a high speed rail feasibility study. The enabling legislation passed.

1989

After receipt of the study, the Texas legislature created the Texas High Speed Rail Authority (THSRA). The
THSRA was charged to review objectively applications and grant a franchise for the financing, construction,
operation, and maintenance of a high speed rail facility if it found that it is for the public convenience and
necessity.

1990 - 1991

The THSRA issues requests for proposals, in which two of three applications met the criteria. Texas TGV
Corporation was ultimately granted the franchise after evidentiary hearings were held on franchise applications.
Court dismissed lawsuits filed by Southwest Airlines to postpone the hearings and to rescind the rules of the
THSRA. Texas TGV Corporation, the THSRA, and FRA signed a memorandum of understanding establishing
environmental review responsibilities as well as other responsibilities.

1992

The THSRA and Texas TGV Corporation signed the franchise agreement and outlined responsibilities of Texas
TGV Corporation, many of which were time-sensitive. Work began on environmental review and ridership
studies, but environmental review work was eventually stopped because of cost overruns. The first portion of
public financing offering of Texas TGV Corporation was delayed until December 31, 1993. The Texas TGV
argued it was due to lack of progress on environmental review and investment grade ridership studies as well as
other reasons.

1993

Delays forced renegotiation of franchise agreement, and additional requirements were placed on the Texas TGV
Corporation. The corporation submitted a plan to the THSRA, which did not include required detailed financial
and milestones information, and released its independent ridership study. Texas TGV Corporation issued its
initial security offering as we have previously described. A day before the pricing and sale of the notes was
scheduled to occur, Morrison Knudsen announced that it was no longer going to provide the counter-guarantee,
and that the offering was going to be withdrawn. The Texas TGV Corporation could not meet its deadline of
December 31, 1993.

1994

Work was halted by the Texas TGV Corporation, which led to the termination of the franchise agreement.

1995

The Texas legislature abolished the THSRA and its enabling legislation.a
Source: This timeline is primarily based on information contained in the following: Marc H. Burns, High Speed Rail in the Rear-View
Mirror, Final Report of the Texas High Speed Rail Authority (October 1995).
a

Texas has taken no further action to establish a state high speed rail system. However, a grassroots
organization comprising of local elected officials and others is pursuing high speed rail in the Texas
Triangle.
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Systems in France, Japan, and Spain
France
Background

France first developed high speed rail lines with the opening of the TGV
Sud Est line from Paris to Lyon in 1981. Since then, France has
constructed additional high speed rail lines connecting major cities in
France, as well as connecting high speed rail lines to cities in Germany,
Belgium, and the United Kingdom. The French railway system has
undergone a couple of major reforms, the most notable one occurring in
1997, with the creation of Réseau Ferré de France (RFF), France’s national
intercity rail network infrastructure manager. This reform took place as
France had to comply with European Union directives, which required the
separation of passenger operations and infrastructure management. In
addition, the ownership of the rail network, including the high speed rail
network, was transferred from the national government to RFF. RFF is
also responsible for capacity allocation, contracting, traffic management,
and maintenance, although it subcontracts the traffic management and
maintenance to the passenger rail operator, Société Nationale des
Chemins de Fer Français (SNCF). The Ministry of Ecology, Energy,
Sustainable Development, and Spatial Planning sets policy, enforces laws
and regulations, and approves and finances projects. Moving forward,
France is pursuing a high speed rail plan on the basis of a recommendation
from a national environmental conference (Le Grenelle Environnement),
which called for investments in sustainable transportation modes.
Specifically, it recommended building about 1,200 miles of additional high
speed rail lines before 2020 and studying the viability of another
approximately 1,500 miles of high speed rail lines.
Snapshot of the French High Speed Rail System
• Date of initiation: 1981
• Length of high speed rail system: 1,180 miles
• Top commercial speed: 199 miles per hour

• High speed rail ridership: Approximately 100 million (2007)

Funding

Prior to the creation of RFF in 1997, most of the funding for the
construction of high speed rail lines came from the national government
(through SNCF). Since then, funding for high speed rail construction is
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derived from a variety of sources, including the national government,
regional governments, RFF, SNCF, and the European Union.

Operations

SNCF is the sole provider of domestic high speed rail operations in
France. The Eurostar and Thalys TGV, of which SNCF is a shareholder,
provide international high speed rail operations to locations in Belgium,
Holland, and the United Kingdom. According to European Union
directives, international high speed rail lines must be opened for
competition starting in 2010. Therefore, France will be required to allow
private and public competitors to operate their trains over these lines.

Infrastructure

In terms of track ownership, RFF is an owner of all intercity railway
property in France. RFF is also responsible for allocating capacity for the
high speed rail infrastructure and for the maintenance and management of
traffic of the high speed rail system. However, these responsibilities have
been subcontracted to SNCF. SNCF pays RFF infrastructure fees to use
the high speed rail lines.

Japan
Background

Japan was the first country in the world to develop high speed rail
operations, which occurred in 1964 with the opening of the Shinkansen
between Tokyo and Osaka. In addition, in 1970, the Nationwide
Shinkansen Railway Development Act was established, which created a
master plan for the expansion of high speed rail lines throughout Japan.
After this, four high speed rail lines were constructed prior to the 1987
reform of the passenger rail industry in Japan. The 1987 reform broke the
fully integrated state railway entity, Japanese National Railways, into six
private intercity passenger rail operators based on six distinct geographic
regions, as well as a freight operator. Since then, three high speed rail lines
have been built under the reformed structure, and the high speed rail
system continues to expand on the basis of the high speed rail master plan.
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Snapshot of the Japanese High Speed Rail System
• Date of initiation: 1964
• Length of high speed rail system: 1,360 miles
• Top commercial speed: 188 miles per hour
• High speed rail ridership: Approximately 300 million (fiscal year 2006)

Funding

Prior to the 1987 reform, the construction of high speed rail in Japan was
funded through debt incurred by the national government and Japan
National Railways. After the 1987 reform, the national government funds
two-thirds of the construction cost, and local governments fund one-third
of the construction cost under the Nationwide Shinkansen Railway
Development Act. The national government funding is derived from the
revenues from the sale of rail lines to private companies and the national
public works budget. Private companies purchased the four constructed
high speed rail lines from the national government in 1991, and in turn the
companies have to pay an annual fee to the national government for 60
years. For high speed rail lines built after the 1987 reform, the companies
pay a lease payment to the Japan Railway Construction, Transportation,
and Technology Agency for the use of the high speed rail lines, on the
basis of projected ridership. The national government does not provide
operating subsidies for high speed rail passenger operations.

Operations

Prior to the 1987 reform, Japan National Railways was a fully integrated
state-owned entity that was the sole high speed passenger rail operator in
Japan. After the 1987 reform, Japan National Railways was split into six
private operators, three are on the mainland (JR East, JR Central, and JR
West) and the other three are each on an island (JR Hokkaido, JR Shikoku,
and JR Kyushu). JR East, JR Central, JR West, and JR Kyushu operate high
speed rail lines. JR East operates Shinkansen lines between Tokyo and
Nagano, Tokyo and Niigata, and Tokyo and Hachinohe; JR Central
operates the Shinkansen line between Tokyo and Osaka; JR West operates
the Shinkansen line between Osaka and Fukuoka; and, JR Kyushu
operates the Shinkansen line between Kagoshima and Shin Yatsushiro.
The three mainland operators are considered fully privatized entities.

Infrastructure

High speed rail lines built after the 1987 reform are constructed and
owned by the Japan Railway Construction, Transportation, and
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Technology Agency, and are leased to the JR companies. As a result of the
1991 law, JR East purchased the high speed rail line from Tokyo to Niigata
and the track from Tokyo to Morioka. JR Central purchased the high speed
rail line from Tokyo to Osaka, and JR West purchased the high speed rail
line from Osaka to Hakata.

Spain
Background

Spain first developed high speed rail lines with the opening of the Madrid
to Seville line in 1992. Since then, Spain has constructed additional high
speed rail lines from Madrid to Barcelona and Madrid to Valladolid, in 2007
and 2008, respectively, and from Córdoba to Málaga, with extensions built
off these main lines as well (i.e., to Toledo in 2005). The construction of
these lines was based on a national rail plan created in 1987 and national
transportation plans created in 1993, 1997, and 2005. In 2005, Spain’s
railway system was restructured in accordance with the European Union
directive requiring the separation of passenger operations and
infrastructure management. In accordance with these directives, Spain
passed its own legislation, which split its state railway entity, Renfe, into
two entities, Adif and Renfe-Operadora. Adif is responsible for
infrastructure management and capacity allocation, and Renfe-Operadora
is responsible for passenger operations. The Ministerio de Fomento
(Ministry of Public Works) is responsible for setting policy, enforcing laws
and regulations, and approving and financing projects. Spain’s most recent
national transportation plan calls for $103.9 billion in investment for
creating 5,592 miles of high speed rail lines.

Snapshot of the Spanish High Speed Rail System
• Date of initiation: 1992
• Length of high speed rail system: 981 miles
• Top commercial speed: 186 miles per hour
• High speed rail ridership: 9 million (2007)
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Funding

Spanish transportation officials with whom we spoke noted that a majority
of funding to construct the Madrid to Seville high speed rail line was
provided by the national government. Of the high speed rail lines built
since then, construction costs have been derived from funding from the
national government, the European Union, and Adif. Moving forward, it is
planned that funding for expansion of the existing high speed rail network
will be derived from the national government, local governments, Adif, and
loans from the European Investment Bank. For cross-border high speed
rail lines, it is also planned that funding will be derived from the European
Union as part of the Trans-European Transport Network.

Operations

Renfe-Operadora is the sole provider of high speed rail operations in
Spain. According to European Union directives, international high speed
rail lines must be opened to competition starting in 2010. Therefore, Spain
will be required to allow private and public competitors to operate their
trains over these international lines.

Infrastructure

In terms of track ownership, Adif owns the current high speed rail lines as
well as passenger rail stations, freight terminals, and the
telecommunications network. In addition, Adif constructs and maintains
high speed rail lines, allocates capacity to passenger rail operators, and
manages traffic control operations and safety systems. Renfe-Operadora
pays Adif infrastructure fees to use the high speed rail lines.
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Travel Demand
Modeling

The benefits of a proposed project depend on the popularity of a new
service, that is, high ridership. Thus, a critical factor in determining the net
benefits, or viability, of a proposed project is its ridership forecasts.
Ridership forecasts are generally conducted by modeling travel demand
for the corridor in which the new service is being proposed. Travel
demand modeling can be conducted at the macro level or the micro level,
depending on the types of available data and the level of information
needed from the results of the model. The use of travel demand models in
the policy process could be conceived of in terms of the following three
activities: data collection, model building, and estimation.
1. Data collection: Aggregate data refers to variables that summarize the
characteristics of a group of individual units, such as an average, a total, or
a median. Examples include per capita income or vehicle miles traveled.
An aggregate model is founded on such data. In the case of travel demand,
the analysis applies to those residing or doing business in a region. Data
sources are typically official statistics routinely collected by public
agencies, including administrative data. An advantage of such data is that
they are inexpensive for the secondary user and have been subjected to
some degree of quality control by the originating agency. One
disadvantage is that the results of any analysis do not necessarily apply to
a specific transportation project. Another limitation is that the model is
limited by the available data. Micro models can help inform specific policy
changes, such as the option of adding high speed rail service to a
transportation system. Micro data refers to individuals’ characteristics and
behavior. These data are often gleaned from surveys of travelers or
households.1 Micro data, however, are generally expensive to obtain, their
collection may be limited due to privacy considerations, and their quality
depends on the sophistication of the survey methodology. A danger in
survey data, just as in political polling, is that the design or
implementation of a survey could lead to biased survey results. Survey
instruments can be scrutinized by third parties, but the process of data
collection is less accessible to outside observers, especially after the fact.
Typically, a survey, as well as ensuing analysis, will be commissioned by
the public agency that is sponsoring a project, raising conflict-of-interest
concerns. Surveys can provide ambiguous results for innocent reasons as
well (e.g., such results may be due to differences in methodology).

1

Surveys may collect data on circumstances surrounding actual choices (i.e., “revealed
preference”), or they may collect data on a hypothetical setting for a new mode of
transportation (i.e., “stated preference”).
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2. Model building: Constructing a formal travel demand model2 generally
entails a number of choices and professional judgment. For example, a
modeler usually makes choices on the theory and assumptions upon
which the model is based, the mathematical form of the model, and the
variables to be included. Because models entail professional judgment,
many models are sufficiently diverse (e.g., include differing assumptions)
such that alternative models of the same problem can yield different
results. Also, alternative theories of travel demand could imply different
models with diverse findings. Models with conflicting rationales can both
claim legitimate empirical support.
In predicting future demand for an existing or new transportation facility,
two types of data are typically involved: historic and prospective. A model
is often initially developed using historic data. The effects and implied
outcomes of the model are then compared with actual experience to test
the structure of the model (e.g., the theory and assumptions on which the
model is based). Details of the model may be adjusted to improve the
results—that is, to make the modeled effects more closely match actual
experience. Once a model has provided satisfactory results, it may be
deployed with data on projected future conditions. Again, forecast
modelers may adjust and readjust the structure of the model. The use of
statistical methods in testing models is usually a trial-and-error process,
thus, rarely is the first result the end of the study.
3. Estimation: There are usually multiple criteria by which to analyze or
interpret the results of a model, and the analyst enjoys considerable
discretion in determining the direction of the analysis. In addition, the
foundation of the analysis is survey data, and the data collected could
yield results dramatically at variance with theory, expected empirical
impacts, and past experience. For these reasons, the nature of the data
and the decisions on how to handle them may enable the analyst to steer
the result in the analyst’s preferred direction. For an external,
disinterested reviewer, the evolution of such decisions is very difficult to
trace. Because circulation of data and models for outside review may be
restricted by proprietary considerations and the population of private
sector organizations equipped to conduct large-scale projects may be
sufficiently limited, the evaluation by independent peer reviewers may be
difficult.

2

In this context, a model is a mathematical equation describing a relationship among a set
of variables.
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Standard Framework
for Travel Demand
Modeling

In the intercity context, the standard framework for estimating travel
demand has been the four-step model.3 The four steps are as follows:
1. Trip generation: This step refers to the total number of trips, based on
the idea of “productions” (households are the most important source of
production) and “attractions” (places of employment or retail
establishments are obvious attractors). Trips can have the purpose of
moving people or freight, either within a region, to or from a region, or
through a region. The main purposes for persons to travel include
commuting, business travel, and leisure travel. Thus, household and
business patterns of commuting and shopping are the most stable source
of information used in modeling, while a more variable source of
information are trips aimed at recreation, and other more episodic
decisions. Model inputs (or variables) used to explain trip productions
include trip purpose (e.g., commuting and home-to-school) household size,
auto ownership, and income. Trip attractions are chiefly workplaces and
retail outlets. These data can be obtained through records, such as ticket
sales, and supplemented by or derived exclusively from surveys.
2. Trip distribution: This step pertains to trips in terms of connected
origins and destinations. The standard approach to estimating trip
distribution is what is known as a “gravity model.” Gravity models were
used in models of trade and migration. In the context of this discussion,
trips from point A to point B are positively affected by measures of mutual
attraction (i.e., “productions” at point A and “attractions” at point B). The
analogy is to Newton’s law of the gravitational force between two bodies:
that it increases with the mass of each, and decreases with the distance
between them. Trips are negatively affected by some measure of
“impedance” or friction affecting the desirability of a trip between the two
points, such as distance, travel time, cost of travel, or some combination of
such factors. The inputs to a gravity model could be the number of trips
originating and ending at a given number of zones. A problem in
distribution is the feedback implied by possible congestion or crowding of
a transit facility. The more people decide to move from point A to point B,
the greater the impedance factor could be, depending on how the factor is
represented. This in turn could influence the number of trips. Allowing for

3
Edward A. Beimborn, “A Transportation Modeling Primer,” Center for Urban
Transportation Studies, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee (June 2006). Kenneth A. Small
and Clifford Winston, “The Demand for Transportation: Models and Applications,” UCIITS-WP-98-8, Institute of Transportation Studies, University of California/Irvine (October
1998).
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feedback requires additional complexity in a trip distribution model. More
complex models can be implemented. An alternative approach to the
gravity model—where time series data are available—is a model that
combines steps one and two.4 In such a model, the number of trips
between a given origin and destination is explained by population levels at
each end, travelers’ incomes, and the level of service available for the
mode (e.g., rail and automobile) in question. The apparent simplicity of
such an approach may obscure the advantages of implementing such a
model for the full gamut of trip purposes, in each mode, for each origindestination pair.
3. Mode choice: This step pertains to the decision on how to travel, such as
driving alone, carpooling, or taking some type of public transportation.
The probability of choosing among modes is modeled as a function of the
characteristics of individuals, trip purpose, and the relative costs of
alternative modes, among other possible factors. The estimated probability
for a population is the share estimated for a given transportation mode.5
Obvious factors in the choice of a travel mode include the relative costs,
travel time, convenience, and comfort of the travel alternatives in
question. The choice of a travel mode interacts with personal decisions on
whether to own an automobile, and, if so, how many, and where to reside.
This chicken-egg interaction complicates the analysis of causality in mode
choice. Mode choice models are founded on microeconomic consumer
theory that depends on a bevy of controversial, technical economic
assumptions about human behavior. In general, the theory assumes a high
degree of rational and consistent behavior on the part of individuals,
including foresight, self-discipline, an aversion to risk, and the capacity to
process information. Over the past two decades, a growing literature has
developed providing empirical evidence against such notions of
rationality.6
The purpose of a mode split analysis is to predict the shares of trips over
existing and prospective modes. In principle, the factors that distinguish

4

Charles Rivers Associates Incorporated, Independent Ridership and Passenger Revenue
Projections for High Speed Rail Alternatives in California, draft final report prepared for
the California High-Speed Rail Authority, CRA Project no. 1680-04 (January 2000).

5

These estimates are derived from binary choice models, often with the use of what are
known as probit or logit specifications.
6

Camerer, Colin F., George Loewenstein, and Matthew Rabin (eds.), Advances in
Behavioral Economics, Princeton University Press, 2003.
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choices in Europe from those in the United States would be accounted for
in the model. For example, if motor fuel in the United States, factoring in
the relevant taxes, is cheaper than in Europe, the impact of differences in
the costs of trips under different modes would be reflected in the overall
explanation of the extent to which travelers might choose high speed rail
over automobile and air. A good mode split model will indicate the
strengths of the assorted factors, including the preference for one
transportation mode over another, assuming all other factors are equal.
The extent to which government policies—such as the impact of motor
fuels’ taxes on travel costs—influence the choice, can be abstracted from,
to assess underlying preferences.
4. Route assignment: The final step of travel demand modeling is to
determine the distribution of trips between two given points for all modes
over the possible routes between the points. Assuming travelers prefer the
route that takes the least time, given decisions about destination and
mode, in a regional setting with many zones and a multitude of paths
between a multitude of points, a mathematical programming problem of
considerable complexity is encountered. Even so, such a problem glosses
over the extent of congestion and resulting changes in travel time to which
particular routes can be subjected. Reckoning with the associated
feedback—travelers on congested routes choose alternatives—adds
complexity to the exercise. When travel times are minimized on all routes
and no traveler has an incentive to choose yet another alternative, the
system is said to be in equilibrium. Uncovering such an equilibrium is a
goal of route assignment modeling. Pressure on particular route segments
provides information to the policymaker on the possible expansion of the
network or the use of tolls to reduce congestion.
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Appendix VII: Description of the Proposed
Los Angeles, California, to Las Vegas,
Nevada, High Speed Rail Corridor
Three separate high speed rail proposals connecting the Los Angeles,
California, and Las Vegas, Nevada, metropolitan areas illustrate the
ridership and cost trade-offs that are associated with selecting, among
other things, a particular route or train technology. The three options
being explored include an incremental improvement to an existing
conventional rail line, a high speed electrified (or diesel) steel-wheel on
steel-rail line on dedicated track (project sponsor – Desert Xpress), and a
magnetic levitation (maglev) proposal on dedicated guideway (project
sponsor – California-Nevada Super Speed Train Commission). (See fig. 7.)
One selection of route or train technology may maximize ridership and
increase construction costs, while another option may draw lower
ridership but at a substantially lower cost.
Las Vegas is one of the most visited cities in the United States, and,
according to project proponents, the mostly flat and desert terrain
between Los Angeles and Las Vegas makes high speed rail development
relatively straightforward, although some portions of the corridor are
mountainous and have steep grades. Project sponsors for each option
indicated that a transportation need exists between the two regions, due
to capacity constraints on existing transportation modes, significant
growth in population and employment, and projections for future growth
in the long term. One-third of all visitors to Las Vegas are from California,
and more than 10 million visitors are estimated to come from the Southern
California area. This travel is estimated to grow substantially by 2030,
although the Las Vegas economy has been hit particularly hard by the
recent economic crisis, as reflected in the recent decreases in visitor
volume. However, according to one project sponsor, travel from Southern
California to Las Vegas has not been as severely impacted as visitation
from elsewhere, as reflected by traffic counts on Interstate 15 (I-15) at the
Nevada state line, which show only about a 5 percent reduction in
automobile traffic.
High speed rail stakeholders with whom we spoke said ridership on any
high speed rail line will be impacted by the location of the rail stations in
relation to where potential riders live for all stations along the line, but
especially at the ends of the line. Desert Xpress will most likely forgo some
ridership by terminating service outside of the Los Angeles area (in
Victorville). Because riders must first drive their personal vehicles to
Victorville—typically the most congested portion of the automobile trip
between the Los Angeles area and Las Vegas—and then board a train,
stakeholders have expressed concern regarding the level of risk related to
the estimates of riders. Similarly, the maglev project is designed to
terminate in Anaheim, which may also result in fewer riders than
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connecting directly to the more populous Los Angeles area, and similar
concerns over risks associated with overly optimistic ridership estimates
have been expressed.1 The conventional rail proposal, while connecting
directly into downtown Los Angeles, is plagued by slow speeds and travel
times that are not as competitive with automobile or air travel. As such,
the conventional rail proposal is likely to attract far fewer riders than the
other proposed services.

Table 7: Summary of Three High Speed Passenger Rail Proposals in the Los Angeles to Las Vegas Corridor

Project

Corridor
length (in
miles)

Los Angeles –
Las Vegas
Conventional Rail
Option

321

Desert Xpress

183

Service
frequency
(daily)

Projected
construction
costs / Cost per
a
mile

Annual
ridership
(forecast
year)b

Revenue
forecast
(forecast
year)

Rail technology

Onboard
travel
time

Steel-wheel on steel-rail
(diesel)

5 hrs.
30 min.

Between 4
and 9 oneway trips/day

$1.1-3.5 billion / 322,000$3.4-10.8 million 406,000
(2010)

$16.7-20.9
million
(2010)

1 hr.
24 min.

Between 69102 one-way
trips/day

$3.5 billion /
$19.5 million

16.2 million
(2030)

$1.2 billion
(2030)

1 hr.
20 min.

114 one-way
trips/day

$12.1 billion /
$44.9 million

42.9 million
(2025)

$517.4
million
(2025)

Shared use with other
commuter and freight rail
services
Steel-wheel on steel-rail
(either diesel or
electrified)
Exclusive, gradeseparated right-of-way

California –
Nevada Super
Speed Train

269

Magnetic levitation
Exclusive guideway

Sources: IBI Group, Transmax Group, and American Magline Group.
a

In nominal dollars.

b

We did not validate the ridership and cost estimates.

1

BSL Management Consultants. Maglev or high speed rail in the Las Vegas to Southern
California Corridor. A report prepared at the request of the City of Victorville. November,
2008.
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Project Proposals
Los Angeles-Las Vegas
Conventional Rail

The Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada, the
metropolitan planning organization for Southern Nevada, which
encompasses Las Vegas, has been focusing on reestablishing conventional
rail passenger service between Los Angeles and Las Vegas. Amtrak’s
Desert Wind service2 was discontinued in 1997 as part of a broader
restructuring of intercity passenger rail service that included the
discontinuation, truncation, or restructuring of service on a number of
Amtrak’s routes. The conventional rail option would make incremental
improvements to existing rail track (using diesel equipment) and operate
in a shared-use environment with commuter and freight trains, and, as
such, would require negotiations with the private freight railroads that
own the tracks. With the incremental improvements, train speeds would
be increased to allow for up to 90 miles per hour. The line would most
likely begin in Los Angeles and terminate in Las Vegas—a total length of
over 300 miles and an estimated travel time of over 5 hours. Prior
passenger rail service on Amtrak’s Desert Wind took approximately 7
hours and 15 minutes between Los Angeles and Las Vegas. The
conventional rail option projects to draw approximately 300,000 riders per
year, and the estimated construction costs to implement these upgrades
would be between $1.1 and $3.5 billion, which would be less than either of
the following two options (see table 7 for a comparison of trip times,
riders, and costs for all three proposals).

Desert Xpress

The Desert Xpress option would operate on dedicated right-of-way with all
new tracks not shared with other rail service with no grade crossings,
using steel-wheel on steel-rail electrified (or diesel) equipment, with
maximum speeds of up to 150 miles per hour, between Victorville and Las
Vegas—a distance of a little less than 200 miles. Travel time between the
two cities would be about 84 minutes. Victorville, California—located in
San Bernardino County—is the first population center beyond the Cajon
Pass from the Los Angeles basin. Traffic from the Los Angeles area funnels
onto I-15 south of Victorville. Passengers from the Los Angeles area would
need to drive to Victorville to catch the train. According to project
sponsors, Victorville is generally within ½ to 1½ hours for many of the

2

The Desert Wind service originated in Chicago and operated via Denver, Salt Lake City,
and Las Vegas to Los Angeles.
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more than 20 million residents of the 4 county area (Los Angeles, San
Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). However, according to transportation
officials, this segment of the trip can be significantly delayed depending on
traffic conditions, in some cases, resulting in travel times to Victorville of
up to 3 hours. Therefore, the overall envisioned trip time for a traveler
using the Desert Xpress is expected to be between 2 and 3 hours, with the
potential to go to over 4 hours on the basis of traffic conditions between
Los Angeles and Victorville. According to ridership forecasts prepared for
Desert Xpress and reviewed by a third-party contractor, the service is
expected to attract up to 16.2 million riders per year by 2030 (8.1 million
round trips), and Desert Xpress estimates the total project to cost
approximately $3.5 billion. Desert Xpress officials indicate that the project
costs are significantly less than most dedicated high speed rail projects,
primarily because, by terminating service in Victorville, they would avoid
the construction challenges and high costs of building through both the
densely populated and developed areas in Los Angeles and Orange
counties and the mountainous Cajon Pass. The planned route would also
help reduce project costs by mostly using existing right-of-way, running
either within or adjacent to the I-15 right-of-way and using adjacent federal
lands where the use of highway right-of-way is not possible. The project
sponsor is a private entity and would not be seeking any public funding to
finance the costs of this project.

California-Nevada Super
Speed Train

The California-Nevada Super Speed Train option would operate on
dedicated right-of-way, using maglev technology, with maximum speeds of
up to 300 miles per hour. The line would begin in Anaheim, California, and
terminate in Las Vegas—covering a distance of 269 miles in approximately
1 hour and 20 minutes. Project sponsors indicate that connecting Anaheim
(where Disneyland is located) and Las Vegas, two popular tourist
destinations, will help them draw significant ridership. The project is also
being designed to connect to a new intermodal facility that is planned to
be the Anaheim station terminus and would house transit connections to
the Los Angeles area, including the proposed Los Angeles to San Francisco
high speed rail line. In addition, project sponsors are considering a stop at
the Ontario Airport that would allow for a 15-minute trip from Anaheim
and, thus, make possible some diversion of air travelers from Los Angeles
International and Orange County airports, which are soon to be at
capacity. The estimated project costs of over $12 billion is the highest
among the three high speed rail options, mostly due to the higher costs of
constructing a maglev system. However, project sponsors highlighted
some advantages unique to maglev technology, such as lower ongoing
projected operation and maintenance costs and its ability to handle
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steeper grades and curves as compared with steel-wheel on steel-rail
technologies.
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Figure 7: High Speed Rail Project Proposals from Los Angeles to Las Vegas
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Highway Congestion

It is estimated that 90 percent of the visitors to Las Vegas from the
Southern California region drive on I-15, which is the major highway and
the only available driving route connecting Las Vegas and Southern
California. According to stakeholders, congestion on I-15 has gotten
increasingly worse over the years, with a major choke point occurring in
Victorville, where the eight-lane highway narrows to three through lanes in
each direction for 30 miles to Barstow, and then to only two through lanes
in each direction through the desert to Las Vegas. Travel times between
the Los Angeles area and Las Vegas can increase 2 hours or more (from
approximately 4 to 6 hours) during weekend and holiday peak travel times
(reflective of the recreational nature of most travelers). I-15 is also a
heavily traveled freight route between the two regions. Both Desert Xpress
and the California-Nevada Super Speed Train Commission anticipate that
their high speed rail will help relieve congestion along the I-15 corridor
during peak periods. For example, Desert Xpress anticipates that 87
percent of its riders will be diverted from automobiles. However, other
stakeholders indicated that none of the current proposals are holistically
looking at the transportation problems endemic to the corridor, such as
looking at how to most effectively relieve some of the main drivers of
traffic congestion in the Southern California area, and as we discussed
earlier in this report, high speed rail’s ability to have an impact on highway
congestion may be limited by the properties of induced demand and the
preferences of drivers.

Airport Congestion

The single largest air market to Las Vegas is from Southern California, and
airports in Los Angeles and Las Vegas anticipate reaching and exceeding
capacity by 2025. Clark County Department of Aviation3 officials estimate
that in 2007, approximately 3.6 million passengers (15 percent of all
passengers) flew in from 1 of the 5 Southern California airports (Los
Angeles International Airport, Bob Hope Airport in Burbank, Long Beach
Airport, John Wayne Airport in Orange County, Ontario International
Airport) servicing Las Vegas’s McCarran International Airport (McCarran).
Both Desert Xpress and the California-Nevada Super Speed Train
Commission anticipate that their service will draw a significant number of
travelers off of planes and into trains. Desert Xpress estimates that just
over 12 percent of its passengers will be diverted from air, while

3

The Clark County Department of Aviation is responsible for the management of five
aviation facilities in the Las Vegas region, including McCarran International Airport and the
proposed Ivanpah Airport.
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California-Nevada Super Speed Train Commission estimates attracting 20
percent of its passengers from air. In addition, as we have previously
mentioned, the commission is planning a potential connection to Ontario
International Airport to relieve capacity constraints at other Southern
California airports.

Planned Capacity
Improvements for
Highways and
Airports

Current airport and highway expansion projects in the corridor also
complicate the decision of whether to invest in high speed rail and how to
design the system, and highlight the importance of comparing high speed
rail proposals with investment alternatives in other modes. However, no
single institutional entity exists to consider these investments relative to
one another, or in comparison with one another to determine how the
transportation needs in the corridor can best be served. For example, two
airport projects are currently being developed that will significantly
expand airport capacity in the Las Vegas area. To address future projected
growth, Clark County Department of Aviation officials said they are
preparing to add a third terminal to expand McCarran’s capacity by an
additional 8 million passengers. In addition, the department has plans to
build a new airport in the Ivanpah Valley, which is 6 miles north of the
California state line and 30 miles south of downtown Las Vegas
(approximately a 45-minute drive from Las Vegas). McCarran would then
handle most of the domestic air travel, while the Ivanpah Airport would
handle primarily international air travel. The planned opening of Ivanpah
is in 2018, and, at full build-out, the airport is expected to accommodate 30
to 35 million annual passengers. The officials were incorporating the
planned maglev line or Desert Xpress line into plans for the new Ivanpah
Airport, but primarily as a means to transport international travelers from
Ivanpah to the Las Vegas city center. Officials indicated that the existence
of a high speed rail line could provide capacity that could delay the need
to build the Ivanpah Airport for several years, although eventually they
anticipate enough demand to support an additional airport. However,
airport expansion proposals do not consider the effects of a potential new
high speed rail line, nor are airport expansions evaluated comparatively
with high speed rail or highway expansion proposals. Similarly, capacity
improvements are also planned on I-15 between Los Angeles and Las
Vegas, and as with planned airport expansions, highway expansion
proposals do not consider the potential effects of either rail or air travel
alternatives and are not considered comparatively with such investments.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-33
P33-1

2-444

The comment included a copy of the Government Accounting Office report
titled High Speed Rail, Future Development Will Depend on Addressing
Financial and Other Challenges and Establishing a Clear Federal Role
which is part of the Administrative Record. While not considered High
Speed Rail, a BART extension would have some of the financial and other
challenges described. A project summary of the High Speed Rail project
has been included in Section 2.6.2 of the Draft EIS. VTA, FRA and HST
are currently coordinating activities on High Speed Rail activities,
particularly those with impacts to the Diridon and Santa Clara Stations.
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Letter P-34

P34-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-34
P34-1
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See response to comment P2-1 regarding alternatives to the Berryessa
terminus. See response to comment P25-1 regarding traffic, air quality
and noise.
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P35-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-35
P35-1

2-448

See response to comment P19-3 regarding regional traffic benefits. Crime
does not pose a physical environmental impact, and therefore an
evaluation of crime is considered to be outside the scope of NEPA. While
crime was not specifically evaluated in the Draft EIS, Section 5.3,
Community Services and Facilities, and Section 5.11, Security and
System Safety, of the Draft EIS evaluate the effects of the BEP Alternative
on security and safety systems and public services, including police and
fire services. Section 5.11, Security and System Safety, documents the
potential for the project alternatives to affect security and system safety.
As noted on pages 5.11-1 through 5.11-2, security personnel and safety
department staff would be expanded to cover the BART extension.
Further, a Security Facility would be included at the Berryessa Station
(relocated from the Alum Rock Station), which will provide a visible
security presence for passengers and enhance the responses to
emergency calls at this and other stations for the build alternatives.
Additionally, VTA and BART would expand existing mutual aid
agreements with the cities of Fremont, Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa
Clara to provide a safe environment. The mutual aid agreements among
local police, fire, and emergency service providers would be expanded to
include security personnel, station areas, and facilities.
As such,
implementation of the BEP or SVRTP alternatives would not adversely
affect emergency response.
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P36-1

P36-2

P36-3

P36-4
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P36-4
Cont'
d

P36-5

P36-6

P36-7
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P36-7
Cont'd

P368

P36-9
P36-10

P36-11
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P36-11
Cont.

P36-12

P36-13

P36-14
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P36-14
Cont.

P36-15

P36-16

P36-17
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-36
P36-1

On August 18 VTA staff met with Brian Horner and Michael Thornton, his
legal counsel. The nature of the business along with the constraints to the
property from the proposed design in the Draft EIS was discussed.
Maintaining access to the northern portion of the property and maximizing
the number of storage spaces to enable a viable business were critical
factors presented by the property owner. VTA presented three new
alternatives to the plan presented in the Draft EIS. Of the new alternatives
presented and discussed at this meeting, Alternative 2 was preferred by
the property owner since it reduced the number of storage spaces
impacted and provided better access to the northern portion of the
property. At the meeting VTA also committed to continuing to look into
other alternatives that would result in impacts no greater than the new
Alternative 2.
Upon further evaluation, VTA determined that because of system
constraints, the new Alternative 2 had the least impact to the property that
VTA could commit to at this time. However, VTA would continue to
evaluate the ability to relocate the High Voltage Substation to another
location. This information was transmitted to Michael Thornton by email
on September 29. The new Alternative 2 preferred by the property owner
and acceptable to VTA is attached as Figure 1-20 and has been included
in the recommended project (this figure is also included in Volume II,
Chapter 1 Recommended Project).
Figure B-14 of the Final EIS Appendices, and tables 5.12-2 BEP
Alternative - Summary of Displacements and 5.12-3 SVRTP Alternative Summary of Displacements, and the description of displacements of
existing businesses or housing in Chapter 5 Affected Environment,
Section 5.12 Socioeconomics have been revised to more accurately
indicate the portion of 420 Railroad Court that would potentially be needed
for the project.

P36-2

VTA has reviewed and evaluated the alternatives submitted by Mr. Horner
for the layout of project-related systems at 420 Railroad Court in Milpitas.
Please refer to the response to comment P36-14 for a summary of each
alternative's feasibility. However, as stated in response to comment P361, subsequent analysis resulted in an additional alternative that is
acceptable to both parties.

P36-3

The difficulty in finding replacement storage is noted. Please see Chapter
5 Affected Environment, Section 5.12 Socioeconomics, Sub-section 5.12.3
Relocation Programs/Requirements for a discussion on VTA's adherence
to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of
1970. If property acquisition and relocation are necessary, VTA would
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comply with all applicable state and federal laws and regulations regarding
compensation.
P36-4

The comment is noted. VTA will continue to work closely with Mr. Horner
to try to resolve ways for Mr. Horner to continue operating his storage
business on the property in the after condition.

P36-5

See response to comment P36-4.

P36-6

See responses to comments P36-1 and P36-4.

P36-7

This summary of the Draft EIS accurately describes the issue that portions
of the property would be needed with either the BEP or SVRTP
alternative.

P36-8

The plan and profile figure included in the Draft EIS (Figure B-14)
indicated that acquisition of the triangular portion of the property would
make access to other portions of the property difficult and may adversely
impact the entire property. Refer to response to comment P36-1
regarding the alternative design acceptable to both parties.

P36-9

The new preferred alternative does not require access from the Horner
property.

P36-10

VTA will comply with all state and federal governmental codes regarding
property acquisition.

P36-11

The site layout as provided in the Draft EIS as Figure B-14 was
reconfigured with the intent to accommodate the fiber optic duct bank.
When SEIR Figure C-14 was developed, the utilities within the site were
not clearly defined. As part of the on-going SVRT design, and in
conjunction with the Freight Railroad Relocation Project, potholing was
conducted on Mr. Horner’s property to locate the fiber optic duct bank as
well as other existing utilities. However, as stated in response to comment
P36-1, subsequent analysis resulted in an additional alternative that is
acceptable to both parties.

P36-12

See responses to comments P36-1 and P36-2.

P36-13

VTA also supports preserving the existing business operations as long as
the proposed facilities can be accommodated. Refer to response to
comment P36-1 regarding an additional alternative that is acceptable to
both parties.

P36-14

The four potential alternatives included in the comment letter have been
analyzed for feasibility. Alternatives 1 through 3 were deemed not
feasible, due to the constraints listed below. However, VTA reevaluated
the layout of facilities on the site and developed three new options that do
not require a full take of Mr. Horner's property. See response to comment
P36-15 for a discussion of these alternatives.
The first alternative is not feasible to implement due to the following three
constraints: 1.) The suggested footprint is limited due to the final location
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of the Freight Relocation Tracks. 2.) The arrangement would require
locating permanent metal housing structures within the PG&E aerial
easement. PG&E will not allow permanent structures to be constructed
under the power lines at this location. 3.) Conduit duct banks would have
to cross the fiber duct bank easement. There are numerous conduit duct
banks (six six-inch, 24 five-inch, and 60 four-inch conduit duct banks) that
would be required to cross the fiber easement. In order to cross the
existing duct bank's easement, the conduits would need to be configured
in a manner to cross on top of the existing duct bank which will require
additional space allow for transitioning of the abnormal duct bank
configurations.
The second alternative is not feasible to implement because relocating the
High Voltage Substation 50 feet north would not meet PG&E’s clearance
requirements for the dead-end structure, which is the structure which
receives power from the main PG&E line. PG&E design guidelines
require 15-feet of clearance on either side of the structure. The available
footprint would not support this guideline. It should be noted that this is
not the same alternative that is discussed in the response to comment
P36-1.
The third alternative is not feasible for the same constraint listed for
Alternative 2.
VTA supports the desire to use the existing ingress and egress route on
the property if possible. Refer to response to comment P36-1 regarding
an additional alternative that is acceptable to both parties.
P36-15

Based on this comment letter, VTA has evaluated additional alternatives
for the layout of new facilities on Mr. Horner's property that reconfigures
the ingress and egress easement and minimizes the displacement of
tenants. Refer to response to comment P36-1 regarding an additional
alternative that is acceptable to both parties.

P36-16

The site layout as provided in Figure B-14 of the Draft EIS was
reconfigured with the intent to accommodate the fiber optic duct bank. As
part of the on-going SVRT design, and in conjunction with the Freight
Railroad Relocation Project, potholing was conducted on Mr. Horner’s
property to locate the fiber optic duct bank as well as other existing
utilities. The initial Draft EIS figure was modified to accommodate the
location of the fiber optic duct bank and other existing utilities. However,
refer to response to comment P36-1 regarding an additional alternative
that is acceptable to both parties.

P36-17

Refer to response to comment P36-1 regarding an additional alternative
that is acceptable to both parties.
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FIGURE B-14
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Letter P-37

P37-1

P37-2

P37-3
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-37
P37-1

See response to comment P18-1.

P37-2

See response to comment P25-1 regarding traffic. Section 3.4 Parking of
the Draft EIS addressed the parking demand and parking supply for the
Berryessa Station. As shown in Tables 3-22 and 3-23, the Berryessa
Station layout is designed to provide sufficient parking in 2030 to meet the
demand. As discussed on page 2-48 of the Draft EIS and shown in Figure
2-1, the BEP Alternative would take approximately eight years to
construct. The SVRTP Alternative would also take approximately eight
years to construct as described on page 2-72 of the Draft EIS and shown
in Figure 2-23. Construction-related effects are discussed in Section 6.3,
pages 6-73 to 6-141 of the Draft EIS, which includes a description of traffic
disruptions and visual effects during the construction period. The Draft
EIS acknowledges that there could be short-term substantial adverse
noise effects.

P37-3

See response to comment P18-1 regarding the public outreach that has
occurred.
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Letter P-38

P38-1
P38-2

P38-3

P38-4

P38-5
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-38
P38-1

See response to comment P25-1.

P38-2

A one-station extension to Milpitas would not be an adequate solution to
the anticipated growth in travel within the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit
Corridor. While substantial local and state funding has been identified for
the project, federal funding is also being pursued through the FTA's New
Starts program. FTA dictates that projects selected for New Starts funding
must satisfy criteria for meeting cost effectiveness. A one-station
extension to Milpitas would not meet these criteria.

P38-3

See response to comment P2-1.

P38-4

Section 3.4 Parking of the Draft EIS addressed the parking demand and
parking supply for the Berryessa Station. As shown in Tables 3-22 and 323, the Berryessa Station layout is designed to provide sufficient parking
in 2030 to meet the demand.

P38-5

As discussed in Section 5.1, Air Quality the build alternatives would not
result in adverse effects related to air quality. As a result, no air quality
mitigation measures are necessary. The Draft EIS does include mitigation
measures for adverse effects related to noise. For a comprehensive list of
noise and vibration related mitigation measures see pages ES-60 to ES65 of the Executive Summary.
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Letter P-39

P39-1

P39-2
P39-3

P39-4
P39-5

P39-6
P39-7

P39-8
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-39
P39-1

See response to comment P20-1.

P39-2

See response to comment P20-2.

P39-3

See response to comment P20-3.

P39-4

See response to comment P18-1.

P39-5

See response to comment P20-5.

P39-6

See response to comment P20-6.

P39-7

See response to comment P20-7.

P39-8

See response to comment P20-8.
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Letter P-40

P40-1

P40-2

P40-3
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-40
P40-1

See response to comment P18-1.

P40-2

Section 5.3 of the Draft EIS provides an evaluation of safety issues in
regards to police and fire services for the Berryessa Station Area. As
noted on page 5.3-6 in the Draft EIS, the BEP Alternative would not result
in adverse safety effects to emergency response times, performance
objectives, or service ratios for the police and fire departments serving the
Berryessa Station Area in the City of San Jose.
In regards to the possibility of accidents, the BEP Alternative would not
alter the existing speed limits on or configuration of local roadways. Page
5.1 of the Draft EIS also documents that implementation of the BEP
Alternative would result in an approximately 0.11 percent reduction in
vehicle miles traveled when compared to the No Build Alternative. Thus,
the BEP Alternative would result in an overall reduction in the number of
vehicles on local roadways throughout the region, which could have a
beneficial effect in regards to the number of automobile accidents in the
region.
In addition to the anticipated reduction in vehicle miles traveled, Section
3.7 of the Draft EIS presents the performance criteria for which adverse
traffic effects are determined, using VTA and local criteria for level of
service policies for freeways and other roadways. In regards to increased
traffic in the Berryessa Station area, a total of 9 of the 30 study
intersections in the vicinity of the Berryessa Station would be adversely
affected under the BEP Alternative (see response P25-1).
While
mitigation would be implemented to reduce such effects, adverse effects
would remain at four of the local intersections under the BEP Alternative.
Although four local intersections could experience increased congestion
within the Berryessa Station Area, the overall vehicle miles traveled would
be reduced under the BEP Alternative, representing a decrease in
regional traffic.
Further, the Draft EIS provides a discussion of effects to quality of life as
they relate to physical environmental effects. Sections 5.1, 5.10, and 5.14
provide an evaluation of effects to quality of life in regards to air quality,
noise, and aesthetics, respectively. No adverse effects related to air
quality would occur under the BEP Alternative; rather, the BEP Alternative
would result in a reduction of criteria pollutants and GHG emissions,
demonstrating a beneficial effect to quality of life. Implementation of
mitigation measures and standards BART practices, such as track and
vehicle maintenance, would reduce noise effects of the BEP Alternative
such that noise levels would remain in conformance with FTA and local
standards in the Berryessa area. Additionally, the BEP Alternative would
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not result in adverse visual effects related to scenic vistas or existing
visual character.
Therefore, as the BEP Alternative would maintain adequate public safety
services, would result in a reduced number of vehicles on local roadways,
would not increase traffic speeds on local roadways and would not
establish adverse effects related to quality of life pertaining to air quality,
noise, and the visual environment, the BEP Alternative would not present
traffic or safety hazards to the Berryessa community.
Section 3.7 of the Draft EIS presents the performance criteria for which
adverse traffic effects are determined, using VTA and local criteria for
level of service policies for freeways and other roadways. Although the
BEP Alternative would result in adverse effects at a limited number of local
intersections near the Berryessa Station Area, the BEP Alternative would
not alter the existing speed limits on or configuration of local roadways
that could contribute to quality of life or child safety effects.
P40-3

2-486

See response to comment P18-1.
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Letter P-41

P41-1

P41-2

P41-3

P41-4
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-41
P41-1

This comment in opposition to Berryessa as a terminus is noted.

P41-2

Scoping meetings and public hearings were held in Milpitas, San Jose and
Santa Clara to provide the public an opportunity to learn about and
provide comments on the EIS. Refer to response to comment P18-1 for a
detailed discussion of outreach activities.

P41-3

The Draft EIS provides a discussion of effects to quality of life as they
relate to physical environmental effects. Sections 5.1, 5.10, and 5.14
provide an evaluation of effects to quality of life in regards to air quality,
noise, and aesthetics, respectively. No adverse effects related to air
quality would occur under the BEP Alternative; rather, the BEP Alternative
would result in a reduction of criteria pollutants and GHG emissions,
demonstrating a beneficial effect to quality of life. Implementation of
mitigation measures and standards BART practices, such as track and
vehicle maintenance, would reduce noise effects of the BEP Alternative
such that noise levels would remain in conformance with FTA and local
standards in the Berryessa area. Further, the BEP Alternative would not
result in adverse visual effects related to scenic vistas or existing visual
character.
Section 5.3 of the Draft EIS provides an evaluation of safety issues in
regards to police and fire services for the Berryessa Station Area. As
noted on page 5.3-6, the BEP Alternative would not result in adverse
safety effects to emergency response times, performance objectives, or
service ratios for the police and fire departments serving the Berryessa
Station Area in the City of San Jose.
Crime does not pose a physical environmental impact, and therefore an
evaluation of crime is considered to be outside the scope of NEPA. While
crime was not specifically evaluated in the Draft EIS, Section 5.3,
Community Services and Facilities, and Section 5.11, Security and
System Safety, of the Draft EIS evaluate the effects of the BEP Alternative
on security and safety systems and public services, including police and
fire services. Section 5.11, Security and System Safety, documents the
potential for the project alternatives to affect security and system safety.
As noted on pages 5.11-1 through 5.11-2, security personnel and safety
department staff would be expanded to cover the BART extension.
Further, a Security Facility would be included at the Berryessa Station
(relocated from the Alum Rock Station), which will provide a visible
security presence for passengers and enhance the responses to
emergency calls at this and other stations for the build alternatives.
Additionally, VTA and BART would expand existing mutual aid
agreements with the cities of Fremont, Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa
Clara to provide a safe environment. The mutual aid agreements among
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local police, fire, and emergency service providers would be expanded to
include security personnel, station areas, and facilities.
As such,
implementation of the BEP or SVRTP alternatives would not adversely
affect emergency response times, performance objectives, or service
ratios for police and fire departments in the cities of Fremont, Milpitas, San
Jose, and Santa Clara.
P41-4

This comment in opposition to Berryessa as a terminus is noted.
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Letter P-42

P42-1
P42-2
P42-3
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-42
P42-1

See response to comment P20-1.

P42-2

See response to comment P25-1.

P42-3

The BART Extension is being planned, designed and built with local, state
and federal funds that are designated for transit use. Voter-approved
2000 Measure A and 2008 Measure B, in addition to state programs, will
fund approximately 88 percent of the SVRT project. Currently, VTA is
submitting for federal funding through the Federal New Starts Program. A
detailed financial plan is currently being developed as part of the Federal
New Starts Program. See also response to comment P20-1.
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Letter P-43

P43-1

P43-2

2-494
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-43
P43-1

It should be noted that BART trains are much lighter than freight trains and
the wheels and track are constantly being maintained. Therefore BART
trains generally produce less vibration than freight trains. However, the
vibration impacts from BART trains are thoroughly evaluated using the
FTA guidelines. The projected vibration levels are based on extensive
field measurements to characterize the local conditions along the SVRT
alignment and the inherent dynamic characteristics of BART train and
tracks in particular. Where vibration impacts are indicated by the detailed
analysis, specific vibration mitigation has been evaluated to determine
which mitigation would be needed to achieve the FTA criterion for
vibration and avoid impacts. A detailed discussion of vibration impacts
and mitigation measures is provided in Section 5.10.3 Ground-Borne
Noise and Vibration Impacts of the Draft EIS.

P43-2

See response to comment P43-1.
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Letter P-44

P441

2-496
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-44
P44-1

As discussed on page 2-30 of the Draft EIS, Hostetter Road would be
supported above the retained cut on a new roadway bridge structure. The
Sierra Road/Lundy Avenue intersection, which is located at the BART
crossing, would remain at grade, but would be supported over the BART
retained cut on a new bridge structure. No improvements would be
required to Berryessa Road because BART would transition to an aerial
structure that would pass over the roadway. No at-grade crossings would
occur as part of the BEP or SVRTP alternatives, allowing for continued
traffic flow during project operation.
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Letter P-45

P45-1

2-498
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-45
P45-1

This residence is approximately 2,000 feet from the track with buildings in
between to shield the noise. This is beyond the distance where a noise
impact would occur. Local traffic and other noise sources would establish
the background noise levels at this location.
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Letter P-46

P46-1
P46-2
P46-3
P46-4
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-46
P46-1

The parking study conducted for the project concluded that 4,835 parking
spaces will be needed at the Berryessa Station in 2030 with construction
of the BEP Alternative. The proposed combination of a parking structure
(up to 8 stories) and surface parking lots at the station would be sufficient
to accommodate the anticipated demand for parking. Therefore no
adverse effects, such as spillover parking into nearby areas, are
anticipated. In the event that future parking demand is greater than that
anticipated, VTA would, in association with BART and the local
jurisdiction, help institute parking control programs such as time
restrictions, neighborhood only parking areas, and/or charges to park at
the station. Parking conditions at all stations will be monitored at least
annually to determine whether corrective actions would be necessary to
avoid spillover.

P46-2

In regards to increased traffic in the Berryessa area, Section 3.7 of the
Draft EIS evaluates effects of the Berryessa Station Area under the BEP
Alternative in regards to freeway volumes and intersection level of service.
As stated on pages 3-103 and 3-105 of the Draft EIS, a total of four
directional freeway segments in the vicinity of the Berryessa Station would
be adversely affected under the BEP Alternative. Pages 3-108 and 3-109
state that a total of 9 of the 30 study intersections within the Berryessa
Station Area would also be adversely affected by the BEP Alternative. Of
the 9 intersections, 4 of the affected intersections would be mitigated;
however, 5 of the affected intersections (listed on page 3-119) would not
have the ability to incorporate cost effective feasible mitigation. While
mitigation necessary to reduce several of the adverse effects is deemed
infeasible, the BEP Alternative would result in an overall reduction in
vehicle miles traveled within the BEP Alternative region. Page 5.1-16
indicates that the BEP Alternative would result in 0.13 percent less vehicle
miles traveled when compared to the No Build Alternative, demonstrating
an overall regional reduction in traffic. While the freeway segments and
local intersections within close proximity to the Berryessa Station would
experience increased traffic volumes, the overall regional vehicle miles
traveled would be reduced with implementation of the BEP Alternative.

P46-3

A one-station extension to Milpitas would not be an adequate solution to
the anticipated growth in travel within the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit
Corridor. While substantial local and state funding has been identified for
the project, federal funding is also being pursued through the FTA's New
Starts program. FTA dictates that projects selected for New Starts funding
must satisfy criteria for meeting cost effectiveness. The BEP Alternative,
which includes the Milpitas and Berryessa stations, has been identified by
VTA and the FTA as the most cost effective segment most likely to
compete for New Starts funding. Also refer to Section 2.2.2 Rationale for
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Two Build Alternatives of in Volume I of this Final EIS for more detailed
information.
P46-4

2-502

The Berryessa Station is being planned, designed and built with local,
state, and federal dollars. See Section 9.4.1 (Capital Cost Funding) in
Volume I of this Final EIS for more information on capital funding sources.
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Letter P-47

P47-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-47
P47-1

2-504

See response to comment P20-1.
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Letter P-48

P48-1

P48-2
P48-3
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-48
P48-1

The Sierra Road/Lundy Avenue intersection, which is located at the BART
crossing, would remain at grade, but would be supported over the BART
retained cut on a new bridge structure. No improvements would be
required to Berryessa Road because BART would transition to an aerial
structure that would pass over the roadway. No at-grade crossings would
occur as part of the BEP or SVRTP Alternatives, allowing for continued
traffic flow during project operation. The Sierra Road/Lundy Avenue
crossing is described on page 6-79 of the Draft EIS. During construction
the intersection would operate at an acceptable level of service.
Temporary road closure near Berryessa Station to construct the Berryessa
Road crossing is described on pages 6-79 to 6-80 of the Draft EIS.
Adverse effects related to land use are described in Section 5.9 of the
Draft EIS. See pages 5.9-3 to 5.9-4 of the Draft EIS for a discussion of
compatibility of the Berryessa Station with adjacent land uses. No
substantial adverse affect was determined.

P48-2

The Berryessa Station is projected to take 2.5 years to construct as shown
in Figure 2-14 of the Draft EIS.

P48-3

VTA has sent a CD of the Draft EIS as requested.
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Letter P-49

P49-1

P49-2
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-49
P49-1

VTA is seeking over $750,000,000 million dollars through the FTA's New
Starts Program, which requires projects to go through a rigorous rating
process based on project justification and financial commitment. VTA's
financial commitment for the project is supported by a detailed financial
plan developed as part of the FTA New Starts Program, which includes a
schedule specifying the amount of New Starts dollars that should be
appropriated by Congress in each fiscal year that the project is being built.
VTA has targeted 2012 for a Full Funding Grant Agreement.

P49-2

See response to comment P20-1.
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Letter P-50

P50-1
P50-2

P50-3
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-50
P50-1

Section 3.7, Vehicular Traffic, of the Draft EIS describes the transportation
modeling approaches, assumptions, baselines projects, and projections
for conditions under the No Build, BEP, and SVRTP alternatives. As
shown in Figure 3-6 of the Draft EIS, the Berryessa Road/North Capital
Avenue intersection was evaluated for peak-hour traffic volumes. Table 329 on page 3-61 of the Draft EIS indicates that no intersections within the
Berryessa Station Area are currently operating at an unacceptable LOS.
Pages 3-109 and 3-144 state that the Berryessa Road/North Capital
Avenue intersection is projected to continue to operate at an acceptable
LOS under 2030 traffic conditions with implementation of the BEP
Alternative or the SVRTP Alternative. Thus, the project would not result in
an adverse effect at the Berryessa Road/North Capital Avenue
intersection.

P50-2

The support for an Alum Rock Station terminus is noted. The VTA Board
of Directors has committed to building the full SVRTP Alternative into
Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. Federal funding is being requested
for a portion of the full SVRTP Alternative. The BEP Alternative, which
includes the Milpitas and Berryessa stations, has been identified by FTA
as the most competitive segment most eligible for New Starts funding.
See response to comment P20-1. Extending one station farther to Alum
Rock would substantially increase costs since the alignment would be in a
tunnel and the station would be underground. Therefore, an Alum Rock
Station terminus would be less competitive for securing federal funding.

P50-3

The BEP and SVRTP alternative alignments within the vicinity of Hostetter
Road and Mabury Road are described on page 2-30 of the Draft EIS. The
BART alignment would transition from an at-grade configuration south of
Trade Zone Boulevard to a retained cut upon approaching Hostetter Road.
While there would be no elevated portion of the BART alignment at
Hostetter Road, Hostetter Road would be supported above the retained
cut on a new roadway bridge structure. South of Sierra Road/Lundy
Avenue, BART would transition to an at-grade configuration and then to
an aerial configuration, passing over Berryessa Road and Mabury Road
on a bridge structure and then returning to an at-grade configuration upon
its terminus near Las Plumas Avenue. Therefore, BART is grade
separated at this location. BART would transition to an elevated portion to
cross over Berryessa Road.
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P51-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-51
P51-1

2-512

The initial comment period was 56 days from March 13 to May 8. At City
of San Jose Councilmember Chu’s request, an additional week of review
was provided to accommodate the Berryessa community and the May 6
information meeting scheduled by Mr. Chu. Therefore, the comment
period was extended to May 15 for a total of 63 days. The Draft EIS was
available online and at VTA and the Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Main
Library in San Jose along with libraries in Fremont, Milpitas and Santa
Clara. Also see response to comment P18-1.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-52
P52-1

VTA Light Rail will experience a reduced rate of growth under the BEP
and SVRTP alternatives. VTA Light Rail boardings are projected to
increase by 329 percent by 2030 under No-Build conditions (see Table 3-3
of the Draft EIS). In 2030, VTA Light Rail ridership is projected to increase
316 percent under the BEP Alternative and increase 288 percent under
the SVRTP Alternative, respectively (see Table 3-17). Overall VTA transit
ridership would grow by one percent over the 2030 No-Build Alternative
(includes bus ridership).

P52-2

Currently there are no planned light rail extensions to Santa Clara.
However, Bus Rapid Transit is proposed for the Stevens Creek and El
Camino corridors in Santa Clara. A proposed Airport People Mover is
planned to connect the future Santa Clara BART, Airport, and VTA's Metro
Light Rail Station. Light rail extensions are being studied along Capitol
Expressway to Eastridge and from Campbell to Vasona Junction at
Winchester Boulevard and State Route 85.

P52-3

A BART to light rail connection is planned for the Milpitas Station. As part
of the BEP Alternative, the Berryessa Station would have high frequency
bus service to downtown San Jose and the Santa Clara Caltrain Station. If
BART where to go to the Alum Rock Light Rail Station, then travel to
downtown San Jose would take substantially longer. Refer to Section 2.1
Alternatives Development Process and Section 2.7 Alternatives
Considered and Withdrawn in the Draft EIR for a summary discussion of
alternatives evaluated for the SVRT MIS. Also see response to comment
P2-1.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-53
P53-1

A project summary of the California high speed rail project has been
included in Section 2.6.2 of the Draft EIS. VTA, FRA and HST are
currently coordinating activities on High Speed Rail project, particularly
those with impacts to the Diridon and Santa Clara Stations. A potential
conflict arises in the Diridon area where VTA has an existing light rail
alignment underground and BART is also proposed to be underground
just north of the existing light rail facilities. Therefore, HSR will need to be
at-grade or aerial at this location.

P53-2

The Diridon/Arena Strategic Development Plan is referenced is Section
4.9.2 Regulatory Considerations in the Draft EIS. Refer to Table 5.9-1
Consistency of the Project with Applicable Land Use Goals and Policies in
the Draft EIS for an evaluation of the alternatives' consistency with the
Diridon/Arena Strategic Development Plan. Refer to Section 10.2.4 (Land
Use) in the Draft EIS for a discussion on Transit Supportive Land Use and
Transit Oriented Development in the Diridon/Arena Station area. VTA is
participating with the City of San Jose, Caltrain and San Jose
Redevelopment Agency on a Diridon Station Area Plan project funded by
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), the City of San Jose
and VTA. This study will evaluate land development issues for the Diridon
area.

P53-3

VTA is currently developing an implementation strategy and schedule for
the tunnel portion of the project. This will include implementation and
schedule for the Diridon Station. VTA is committed to working with the HP
Pavilion staff on parking and traffic access issues. Prior to construction, a
coordinated outreach effort will be implemented to address construction
issues raised by local businesses and residents as reflected in Section
6.1.3 Construction Education and Outreach Plan Mitigation Measure
CNST-1. Also see response to comment P53-2.

P53-4

See response to comment P53-3.

P53-5

See response to comment P53-3.

P53-6

See response to comment P53-3.

P53-7

See response to comment P53-3.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-54
P54-1

Pages 5.1-17 and 5.1-18 of the Draft EIS provide a quantitative analysis of
global climate change for the No Build, BEP, and SVRTP alternatives
based on the most recent legislation related to this topic. The GHG
emissions and global climate change analysis for the project is based on
the best information available at the time of the preparation of the Draft
EIS. While under the purview of NEPA, consistent with the most current
OPR Guidance on Climate Change, developed in June 2008, the GHG
emissions impact analysis for the project evaluates the estimated carbon
dioxide emissions related to vehicle miles traveled. As noted in Table 5.110, the BEP and SVRTP alternatives would decrease GHG emissions
compared to baseline (No Build Alternative scenario) by 4,138 tons per
year and 16,153 tons per year, respectively. This decrease is due to a
reduction in vehicle miles traveled when compared to the baseline
conditions and as such, would result in a beneficial global climate change
effect. Also see response to comment F2-30.

P54-2

Transit Oriented Development (TOD) around BART stations is highly
desirable and is being promoted by VTA and local jurisdictions. However,
the BART stations themselves focus on providing transit facilities, which
include bus transit centers and parking facilities necessary to support
transit ridership. In addition, federal funds are being pursued to support
the project and these funds are precluded from being used for TOD land
purchases or developments. For these reasons, the Draft EIS does not
analyze how the station design would reduce GHG emissions. The BART
extension does include green building strategies including daylighting and
lighting controls, renewable power, water conservation, use of plant-base
lubricants/coolants, etc. that support the reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions. Also see response to comment F2-30.

P54-3

VTA is currently completing a Station Access Planning and Conceptual
Engineering Study. This effort is evaluating multi-modal access to planned
BART Extension station areas, and determining the best use of land for
transit facilities along with being compatible with adjacent TOD. Parking
facilities are necessary to support transit ridership.
The lower emissions in these countries may or may not be correlated to
parking being located one or two blocks away versus immediately
adjacent to stations. Emissions are more likely to be a result of the level
of personal consumption and the type of power generating facilities.

P54-4

2-528

Parking facilities are necessary to support transit ridership. The BART
extension would provide a direct connection to light rail and bus, including
new high frequency BART feeder bus service. BART station campuses
have planned for private employer shuttles similar to services provided at
the Mountain View Transit Center. Additionally, the BART extension
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would capture a larger share of the 2030 future growth in jobs and housing
in the vicinity of BART stations, including transit oriented development.
P54-5

See response to comment P54-3. In addition, the station layouts are
designed to facilitate intermodal transit transfers by reducing walking
distances.
Eliminating the bus transit centers, particularly at the
Berryessa and Santa Clara stations, and requiring transfers at major
arterials Berryessa and Mabury and at Coleman Avenue would result in
substantial walking distances discouraging BART ridership.

P54-6

The project will slow the growth in congestion and will provide a transit
option for more than 25,000 new transit riders daily in 2035. See Section
3.7 Vehicular Traffic in the Draft EIS regarding traffic impacts.

P54-7

A BART extension would be just one element of large, multi-modal
transportation network for Santa Clara County beginning in 2018. Every
effort is being made to coordinate station development with community
planning efforts for surrounding areas. BART stations have more potential
than any other transit facility in the area to encourage TOD and create
attractive, desirable urban environments. See Section 9.4.1 in the Draft
EIS for a more detailed discussion of federal funding and response to
comment P2-1 regarding a summary of alternatives that were considered.

P54-8

Commuter Rail on the Alviso Alignment was analyzed as an alternative in
the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Major Investment Study (November 2001).
While it was determined that this alternative would cost less to build and
operate, it was projected to attract fewer annual and weekday ridership,
new transit trips, and cost more per new rider. Additionally, the alternative
would remove far fewer trips from corridor roadways and produce
significantly fewer hours of travel time savings.

P54-9

See BART's Short Range Transit Plan/Capital Improvement Program,
page 4-5 available at www.bart.gov/about/financials for BART's recent fare
recovery history. In Fiscal Year 2007, the rail farebox ratio was 62.0
percent. The overall farebox ratio was 60.4 percent. According to the
Program referenced above, in the last 10 years, the rail farebox ratio
exceeded 60 percent in fiscal years 1999, 2000, 2001, 2006, and 2007.
Similarly, farebox ratios exceeded 60 percent in fiscal years 2000, 2001,
and 2007. Chapter 9, Financial Considerations, in the Draft EIS, indicates
that the projected fare and related revenues are projected to equal 50
percent for the BEP Alternative and 66 percent for the SVRTP Alternative.

P54-10

In 2005, VTA formally requested that the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit
Project be temporarily withdrawn from FTA's New Starts process to allow
VTA to more effectively work with FTA to resolve travel demand modeling
issues and secure a dedicated source of funding. In November 2008,
Measure B passed with a super majority vote. This measure provides a
dedicated source of operating funds that were critical to fill in this funding
gap. This places VTA in a stronger position to receive New Starts funding.
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P54-11

Please refer to sections 4.9.2 Regulatory Considerations and 10.2.4 Land
Use in the Draft EIS for descriptions on the efforts that the cities of
Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara have or are undertaking in regards to
transit supportive land use. These efforts include transit area specific
plans in each of the cities and general plan elements, such as transit
supportive zoning and land use plans. When averaged across the
corridor, future housing will exceed the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission's (MTC) housing threshold, and meet MTC's Transit Oriented
Development Policy.

P54-12

The financial plan is provided in Chapter 9, Financial Considerations in the
Draft EIS and in Volume I of this Final EIS. In addition, Measure B passed
with a super majority vote in November 2008. This measure provides a
long-term operating fund through a one-eight-cent local sales tax
dedicated solely to operate the BART extension to Santa Clara County. In
addition, a detailed financial plan has been developed for the FTA New
Starts Process, which describes how VTA will fund capital and operating
costs.

P54-13

Section 2.7, Alternative Considered and Withdrawn, in the Draft EIS lists
11 alternatives that were originally developed and assessed in the MIS.
See response to comment P2-1. Alternative 2, the Busway Alternative,
was an exclusive grade-separated busway along the former UPRR
alignment for expanded express bus services traveling between the
planned BART Warm Springs station and Silicon Valley employment
centers. Section 2.1, Major Investment Study, in the Draft EIS discusses
how these 11 alternatives were further screened to 6 alternatives that
were the subject of additional technical analysis. Alternative 11, BART on
the former UPRR Alignment was ranked the highest and selected as the
locally preferred alternative/preferred investment strategy based on being
the environmentally superior alternative and best achieving the goals and
objectives for the corridor. The BART alternative offered the fastest travel
times; the greatest congestion relief; improved air quality; best regional
connectivity, lowest traffic and safety impacts due to the fully gradeseparated guideway; and the most consistency with local land use plans
and policies. Alternative 2, the Busway Alternative, ranked second.

P54-14

VTA intends to propose the BEP Alternative for Federal New Starts capital
funding. Once VTA has formally entered the New Starts Program
(anticipated in September 2009), FTA would evaluate the merits of the
proposed New Starts project, and issue a rating of the project with respect
to various performance criteria, of which includes Cost Effectiveness. VTA
intends to report the New Starts criteria in future public documents
prepared for the SVRT corridor.

P54-15

The voters of Santa Clara County continue to show overwhelming support
for the BART Extension to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. Both 2000
Measure A and 2008 Measure B passed with super-majority votes,
meaning that more than two-thirds of the county's voters still strongly
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support the project. A drop of 4 percent in eight years does not indicate
dwindling support, but in fact continues to show strong support. VTA
continues to support an extensive bus and light rail line service along with
a BART extension. No additional taxes are currently under consideration.
P54-16

BART is a regional system and the extension to Santa Clara County is
projected to provide convenient access to and from major Santa Clara
County employment and activity centers for corridor residents and
residents from throughout the Bay Area. Table 3-4, Average Weekday
Ridership on BEP Alternative in 2030 in the Draft EIS indicates that 81
percent of the trips would be between other counties and Santa Clara
County. This highlights the fact that BART provides regional service that
cannot be accommodated as efficiently with a bus system. Table 1-2 in
Chapter 2, Purpose and Need, in the Draft EIS indicates that employment
growth in the corridor is anticipated to increase 26 percent between 2000
and 2030. Table 1-3 in the Draft EIS indicates that household growth in
the corridor will increase by 26 percent. Therefore, an additional transit
opportunity is important to address future growth.

P54-17

The Irvington Station was approved as an “Optional Station” in the BART
Warm Springs Extension environmental documents. Figure 1-2 in the
Draft EIS identifies the station as approved in the legend and as optional
in the figure. This accurately describes the situation.

P54-18

Pedestrian-oriented development surrounding station areas is planned
and in a several instances already approved. High volumes of autos will
still access BART stations each day. To avoid increases in emissions that
would exceed state and national air quality thresholds, circulation has
been designed to limit vehicle stopped delays, the major cause of
undesirable tailpipe emission in a localized area. The environmental
analysis did not find nor does it imply that auto emissions around stations
would be reduced with either the BEP or SVRTP alternative. The objective
is to limit emissions by improving traffic flow and to continue evaluating
ways to reduce auto traffic such as by better pedestrian and bike access
and expanded feeder bus services.
Air Quality, Section 5.1.2 Impact Discussion in the Draft EIS quantifies the
air quality impacts. Overall, Table 5.1.2 Project Operational Emissions
(2030), indicates a regional reduction in air pollutants with both the BEP
and SVRTP alternatives. Localized carbon monoxide was also modeled
for intersections and parking facilities and no adverse impacts were
identified.

P54-19

Table 3-14 in Chapter 3, Transportation and Transit, in the Draft EIS lists
the boardings and lightings (trips) by station. Home-based work and nonwork trips for Milpitas Station are listed as 26,372. The modeling is based
on MTC land use assumptions and FTA-approved criteria.

P54-20

Figure 1-7 is a reference graphic to support the discussion of roadway
congestion as an associated need for the project. Detailed travel times
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savings of the BEP Alternative are provided in Table 3-12. Table 3-21
provide similar information for the SVRTP Alternative.
P54-21

The City of Milpitas' Transit Area Specific Plan envisions more than 8,000
housing units and nearly 10,000 jobs within one-half mile of the Milpitas
BART Station. The City of San Jose has approved a General Plan
amendment to support a proposed master plan that would create an
additional 2,800 new housing units near the Berryessa Station, increasing
housing near the station to more than 6,000 units. In addition, the
modeling is based on MTC land use assumptions and FTA-approved
criteria.

P54-22

There were approximately 340,000 BART system boardings in 2007.
Table 3-17 in the Draft EIS indicates that BART boardings will increase in
2030 to 192 percent of 2007 weekday boardings. In 2030 approximately
685,000 boardings are projected for the BEP Alternative which is
approximately a 5 percent increase over the No Build Alternative.

P54-23

The GHG analysis in the Air Quality, Section 5.1.2 Impact Discussion,
Global Climate Change in the Draft EIS focuses on the overall vehicle
miles traveled for the various alternatives. This provides a quantified
comparison of the alternatives. Future development around the stations
may be subject to CEQA and local jurisdictions entitlement requirements,
that may required a GHG emissions analysis. It would be highly
speculative for this EIS to try to assess the GHG of future developments
surrounding the proposed stations.

P54-24

Section 4.3, Community Services and Facilities in the Draft EIS, identifies
the police stations, fire stations, schools, community centers, libraries,
parks and recreational facilities, and religious institutions within ¼-mile of
the BEP and SVRTP alignments. The discussion identifies a substantial
number of community services and facilities within ¼-mile of the BEP and
SVRTP alignments.
As stated on page 1-22 of the Draft EIS, the VTA recognizes that densities
along transit corridors must be relatively high, non-home destinations that
are easily walkable from transit stops or convenient by short shuttles.
Land uses in the Silicon Valley and the SVRTC have been intensifying
over time, which encourages greater transit and travel by non-auto modes.
The SVRTC cities of Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara have
established plans and policies that support TODs, particularly around
planned transit stations. Improved transit in the SVRTC would be
consistent with these plans and policies. Elsewhere, BART station areas
have become nodes for higher density mixed commercial and housing
development.
Improved transit is fully consistent with San Jose’s redevelopment strategy
for downtown. Improved transit downtown would serve trips originating
outside the area and Santa Clara County to reach new jobs, and serve

2-532

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

trips originating from new downtown housing.
Planned downtown
redevelopment, with higher densities of housing, office/research, and
retail, is supportive of increased transit use. Improved transit would also
allow further increases in land use densities, enhancing both transit
ridership and land use efficiency.
P54-25

BART's Strategic Plan, adopted in 1999 and updated in 2003, encourages
TOD around existing and proposed rail stations. Relevant plan goals
include maximizing transit ridership and balancing transit-oriented
development goals with continuing community desires, and promoting
transit ridership and enhancing the quality of life by encouraging and
supporting TOD within walking distance of BART stations. In addition, it
should be noted that those parking at BART stations are reducing their
carbon footprint by reducing their vehicle trip length. Therefore, even
providing parking at stations reduces GHG emissions. See also response
to comment P54-4.

P54-26

Table 8-1 in the Draft EIS reflects the actual BEP or SVRTP alternatives
parking demands in the core system as 617 or 937 spaces, respectively.
These are the number of spaces to develop based on the alternative. The
3,000 to 4,400 spaces listed in this table indicates a range of spaces
throughout core station groupings that could ultimately be developed
based on locations and options identified by BART and VTA. There is no
intent to construct the 3,000 to 4,400 spaces. This analysis was intended
to show that to accommodate the 617 or 937 spaces for the alternatives,
various combinations of spaces could be developed in different station
groupings.

P54-27

Please see response to comment P54-26 for the anticipated number of
core system parking spaces associated with the BEP and SVRTP
alternatives. As with other support facilities associated with the project,
parking structure planning, design and construction would be funded by a
combination of local, state, and federal funding. Using the cost figures
provided by the comment, the cost would range from $21,595,000 to
$32,795,000.

P54-28

See response to comment P54-25.

P54-29

The VTA Board of Directors is committed to moving all projects included in
the 2000 Measure A program forward. Because of the continued volatility
of the economy, VTA's Board of Directors recently adopted a policy to
develop two-year capital budgets for the Program to move projects
forward, based on financial obligations and review of project funding
needs and opportunities. On June 4, 2009 the VTA Board of Directors
adopted the budget for fiscal years 2010 and 2011. This budget includes
funding for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on Santa Clara/Alum Rock, studies
for BRT on Stevens Creek and El Camino Real, Caltrain electrification,
Caltrain/UP Blossom Hill Pedestrian Grade Separation, Santa Clara and
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San Jose Diridon Station upgrades, and various other non-BART capital
projects.
P54-30

In 2005 VTA formally requested that the SVRT Project be temporarily
withdrawn from FTA's New Starts process to allow VTA to more effectively
work with FTA to resolve travel demand modeling issues and secure a
dedicated source of funding. Measure B passed with a super majority
vote in November 2008 and thus provides the long-term operations funds.

P54-31

VTA intends to propose the BEP Alternative for Federal New Starts capital
funding. Once VTA has formally entered the New Starts Program
(anticipated in September 2009), FTA would evaluate the merits of the
proposed New Starts project, and issue a rating of the project with respect
to various performance criteria, of which includes Cost Effectiveness. VTA
intends to report the New Starts criteria, including costs per trip in future
public documents prepared for the SVRT corridor.

P54-32

It is prudent to identify and assess the impacts on the project scope,
schedule and budget of various risks to the planned implementation
program. Operating revenue risks pertain mainly to passenger fares. The
basic financial plan assumes VTA will adjust fares to keep pace with
inflation and that future ridership will approach that forecast by the travel
demand model. As the commenter notes, a risk to the financial
assumptions is that fares are not raised in step with the consumer price
level and that ridership is less than forecast, both representing events that
would reduce annual operating revenues for the project. The financial
analysis incorporates a sensitivity analysis of these risks. However, the
basic plan is intended to be conservative and demonstrate what future
funding would be available under reasonable circumstances.

P54-33

See response to comment P54-9.

P54-34

The expansion of transit service into Santa Clara County represented by
the BART extension will result in an increase in both total gross and total
net-of-fares operating costs to VTA. This is a fact of life with public transit
services that require subsidies to cover operating costs. One advantage of
BART service is that the cost/subsidy per passenger-mile is lower than on
other modes; it is therefore a relatively efficient mode for moving people
long distances compared to other transit modes.
An “Economic Impact Analysis of the SVRT BART Extension” was
prepared in September 2008. Page 10 of that report states; “Santa Clara
County is expected to be the main beneficiary of the expected economic
benefits.” It is anticipated that Santa Clara County will account for
approximately 66 percent of the total benefits, Alameda County was 14
percent and the rest of the Bay Area was 20 percent.
In addition, the study, “Return on Investment of the SVRT BART
Extension” was prepared to address the overall economic impact of a
BART extension. Depending on the assumptions, the estimated return on
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investment for the SVRTP Alternative over the next 50 years ranges from
3.61 to 10.01. This means, for every dollar expended on construction,
operations and maintenance, at least $3.61 would be returned. This
represents a significant positive value.
P54-35

Chapter 9, Financial Considerations, in the Draft EIR shows the latest
information on transit operating costs. The one-eight-cent sales tax was
passed by over two-thirds of Santa Clara County voters and will cover any
additional operating costs generated by a BART extension. Note that the
net operating cost increase of either the BEP or SVRTP alternatives in
2030 is substantially less than the figures cited. Also refer to response to
comment P54-34.

P54-36

The speeds are forecast peak hour vehicle speeds on I-880 and I-680 at
the Alameda County-Santa Clara County line. Along with the underlying
traffic volume forecasts that support the stated vehicle speeds, these
figures are for 2030 and based on the travel demand model. Certainly
these speeds should be viewed as they are--estimates with some level of
uncertainty and variability. However, volumes do decrease on both
facilities when the BART extension provides an alternative and longer
distance auto traveler’s shift to BART. The model results are intuitively
obvious if nothing else--BART will carry thousands of trips that otherwise
must be made on these two freeways. The change in speed is significant
in its magnitude, or direction (i.e., it increases post BART) although the
exact change in miles per hour might not be exact.
As noted in response to comment P54-37, the benefits of diverting traffic
from freeways, during peak periods at least, tend to be masked by the fact
traffic on parallel facilities returns to freeways when capacity opens up or
off-peak traffic shifts to the peak periods. This shift back to freeways can
result in traffic volumes returning to near pre-project levels.

P54-37

Like Bay Area freeways, bridges tend to fill to capacity during peak hours
even when new travel alternatives become available and divert trips from
the facilities. This should be understood as caused by pent up and/or
steadily increasing peak period travel demand, not a failure of new transit
or other improvements to permanently reduce congestion. The latter is a
difficult task in a dynamic, fast-growing region. However, there are
benefits to having more capacity in the transportation network from
investing in multiple modes.
The additional two-lane bore to be constructed as part of the Caldecott
Tunnel is a project proposed by others and environmentally cleared in a
separate process that does not involve FTA, BART or VTA. Please refer
to
the
Final
EIS
and
related
documents
at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/caldecott/cipenvironmental.htm
for
more
information.

P54-38

See response to comment P54-18 regarding air quality. Chapter 5.6
Energy addresses energy impacts. The conclusion is that energy
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consumption is less for both the BEP and SVRTP alternatives because of
the reduced vehicle miles traveled as compared to the No Build
Alternative.
P54-39

See responses to comments P54-1 and P54-23.

P54-40

The cities of Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara have established plans
and policies that support TOD development, particularly around planned
transit stations. Improved transit in the SVRTC would be consistent with
these plans and policies. Elsewhere, BART station areas have become
nodes for higher-density mixed commercial and housing development.
In addition, the City of San Jose has approved a general plan amendment
to support a proposed master plan that would create an additional 2,800
new housing units near the Berryessa Station, increasing housing near the
station to more than 6,000 units.

P54-41

When averaged across the corridor, future housing will exceed the MTC
housing threshold, and meet MTC's Transit Oriented Development Policy.
Also see response to comment P54-40.

P54-42

Employment growth to 2030 is largely a function of available land for new
development or redevelopment. The higher growth in Alameda County
and Fremont relative to Milpitas reflects this fact. Fremont has large
developable areas in the southern portions of the city, both west of I-880
and in the Warm Springs district. In fact these areas will attract commuters
from Santa Clara County, some on BART and other transit. Flows
between Santa Clara County and the East Bay and also San Francisco
are heavy each way. San Francisco and southern Alameda County are
the two largest destinations for future riders on the BART extension into
Santa Clara County. The major commuter flow, however, is into jobs rich
Santa Clara County from southern Alameda County in the AM and out of
Santa Clara County to southern Alameda County in the PM. See the
discussion of travel demand and cross-county trips in 2030 in Chapter 3,
Transportation and Transit in the Draft EIS.

P54-43

The analysis of travel demand and BART extension riders and the
estimated costs of operating a BART extension are based on state-of-the
art models, best available information on population and employment
trends, and reasonable assumptions about future development patterns.
However, it is recognized there is uncertainly in many aspects of long-term
forecasts.
See response to comment P54-34 regarding the economic impact and
positive return on investment.
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Executive Summary
In response to a growing sense of urgency to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, the
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB32) set ambitious emissions reduction
targets. As it acts to meet these targets in the most efficient manner possible, California must
seek out innovative approaches to emissions abatement. Some of the most promising strategies
are those that help to move travel behavior away from dependence on private vehicles and
towards a fully developed multimodal transportation system.
BART has responded to this challenge by beginning work on develop a Climate Action Plan. The
first piece of work toward that plan, a GHG emissions footprint estimate focused on BART’s own
operations, is currently underway and will be published in a separate document. As a companion
study, this analysis focuses on BART’s role in reducing GHG emissions from the San Francisco
Bay Area’s transportation sector. It provides an initial picture of the cost-effectiveness of potential
GHG emission abatement strategies that could be implemented by BART and its partners. While
it considers a variety of strategies, this analysis focuses on strategies that reduce Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) in private autos. Following the completion of its GHG emissions footprint
estimate, BART will integrate the two studies into a comprehensive Climate Action Plan. The
intent is to inform BART’s planning and operations decisions, and to position BART with potential
early responses should outside funding emerge for emissions abatement.
This report is organized in two sections. The first identifies actions that are generally under
BART’s control. These include policies focused on: fares; access; service; marketing; and other
areas. The second section of this report takes a broader focus, outlining policies that invest in
more efficient transportation and land use in the region as a whole. It should be noted that for all
of the policies described here, cost-effectiveness estimates take into account only public-sector
costs. They do not account for costs and benefits accruing to private actors.
In order to judge what is a cost-effective price for GHG emissions abatement, it may be useful to
examine the price of allowances to emit CO2 in the world's largest carbon emissions market, the
European Union Emissions Trading Scheme (EU ETS). In December 2007, EUA Phase II
emissions allowances futures for December 2008 were traded at 22 euros, or 35.50 at current
prices. This price reflects the market's judgments about the expected scarcity of the permission to
emit greenhouse gases. The scarcity of such permission, and therefore the price of allowances,
may increase over time should governments become more active in trying to limit emissions.
Of the strategies considered for attracting riders to BART, the least cost-effective were those that
required significant new capital or operations spending by BART. Such strategies, which include
new parking facilities, more frequent service, and system extensions, generally exceeded $800
per ton.
A second group of strategies that includes fare incentives, marketing, and feeder shuttle service
shows the potential for a competitive level of cost effectiveness, depending on the assumptions
used to calculate their cost and impact. These strategies range in cost between --$80 and $200
per ton, and BART should consider them for further study as emissions abatement strategies.
Finally, a group of scenarios for transit-oriented development (TOD) on BART property show the
potential to be both strong revenue generators and significant reducers of GHG emissions. The
cost per ton of emissions abatement for TOD depends greatly on the particular project and the
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requirement for replacement parking, but the scenarios considered here range below -$1,000 per
ton.
Our analysis of transportation strategies for the transportation sector as a whole likewise reveals
a group of strategies that can be both revenue generating and also significant reducers of GHG
emissions.
The cost curve presented in this paper suggests that, both in the short term for BART, and in the
long term for the region as a whole, there are transportation and land use strategies for reducing
GHG emissions that are extremely cost-effective compared to strategies likely to be employed in
other sectors of the economy. The most important conclusion for BART is that there are available
GHG emission abatement strategies that benefit multiple agency goals. Such strategies, which
include TOD, feeder shuttle services, marketing, and fare incentive programs, have the potential
to produce regionally significant levels of GHG emissions abatement, increase ridership, and take
advantage of spare system capacity, all without new expense (or even with overall fiscal
benefits).
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Figure ES-1

Cost per Metric Ton of CO2 Emissions Abatement (by Strategy)
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STRATEGY
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Station Area Planning*
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2 = Moderate Potential (20,001 - 50,000 Tons)

4 = Very High Potential (>100,000 Tons)

Other Strategies

Energy Strategies

*Includes planning for land use change: does not include public or private infrastructure investment
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Figure ES-2 Cost Efficiency by Total Potential Savings Category
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A. Introduction
The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB32) set ambitious greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions reduction targets. As it acts to meet these targets in the most efficient manner
possible, California must seek out innovative approaches to emissions abatement. Some of the
most promising strategies are those that help to move travel behavior away from dependence on
private vehicles and toward a fully developed multimodal transportation system.
The state’s efforts to respond to global climate change reflect a growing sense of urgency among
scientists, policy makers, and the general public. A consensus has emerged among climate
scientists that, in order to avoid the most serious consequences of global climate change, levels
of carbon dioxide (CO2) in the atmosphere must be stabilized at 400 and 550 parts per million.
Over the coming decades, stabilization at this level will require a 50% improvement in the global
economy’s GHG efficiency, as compared to current trends. Most observers now believe that the
sooner forceful action is taken to reduce emissions, the lower the eventual price of emission
reduction measures will be. 1 As noted by Nicholas Stern in the Stern Review on the Economics of
Climate Change (completed for the British Government in October 2006), "Mitigation - taking
1

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Fourth Assessment Report: Climate Change 2007: Synthesis Report,
Summary for Policymakers (http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar4/syr/ar4_syr_spm.pdf)
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strong action to reduce emissions - must be viewed as an investment, a cost incurred now and in
the coming few decades to avoid the risks of very severe consequences in the future. If these
investments are made wisely, the costs will be manageable, and there will be a wide range of
opportunities for growth and development along the way.” 2
In response to this sense of urgency, the purpose of this report is to provide an initial analysis of
the cost-effectiveness of potential emissions-abatement strategies that could be implemented by
BART and its partners. The intent is to position BART with potential early responses should
outside funding emerge.
Because each BART trip produces only an estimated 14% of the per-mile greenhouse gas
emissions generated by private auto travel, BART is already helping to reduce the Bay Area’s
total greenhouse gas emissions. Initial estimates suggest that by taking the all-electric BART
system (powered mostly by clean hydroelectric sources), riders have a net emission reduction of
0.4 million metric tons of CO2 annually. By encouraging compact land-use development that
tends to generate more walking and biking trips and shorter auto trips, the presence of transit
may also create a significant secondary impact on GHG emissions. Recent research suggests
that this secondary impact may be as much as 1.9 times as large as transit’s direct impact. 3
Attributing this land use impact to BART would raise its overall emissions abatement impact to
more than 1 million metric tons per year.
This report reviews a variety of strategies for strengthening these impacts, emphasizing those
policies that BART can use to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by attracting more ridership. It
offers a preliminary comparative cost-effectiveness analysis of these strategies. It should be
noted that for all of the policies described here, cost-effectiveness estimates take into account
only public-sector costs. They do not account for costs and benefits accruing to private actors.
Also note that the estimates presented here are offered as potential abatements, not forecasts.
The analysis is organized in two sections. The first identifies actions that are generally under
BART’s control. The potential BART actions are organized into five broad categories:
1.

Fares

2.

Access

3.

Service

4.

Marketing

5.

Other

The second section takes a broader focus, outlining policies that invest in more efficient
transportation and land use in the region as a whole. These policies can benefit from BART’s
support, but they cannot be carried out by BART alone. Several of the strategies reviewed in this
section have the potential to be revenue generators. Funds generated by these policies could
make resources available to pay for other transportation-focused GHG emission reduction
strategies, including BART’s own programs.

2

“Stern Review on the Economics of Climate Change: Final Report.” HM Treasury, United Kingdom.
"The Broader Connection between Public Transportation, Energy Conservation and Greenhouse Gas Reduction." ICF
International for the American Public Transportation Association. February 2008.

3
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The cost curve presented in this report suggests that, both in the short term for BART itself, and
in the long term for the region as a whole, there are transportation and land use strategies for
reducing greenhouse gas emissions that are extremely cost-effective compared to strategies
likely to be employed in other sectors of the economy. Generally, the research cited here shows
that strategies to manage transportation demand can be an important and cost-effective part of
any strategy to meeting California’s emissions targets, and may have the potential to produce
great revenue benefit for BART.

B. BART-Focused Strategies
This section describes strategies that BART could pursue to reduce regional GHG emissions by
increasing ridership. Should additional resources become available in California, BART may
stand to attract funds for the implementation of these policies based on their GHG emissions
abatement potential. Strategies can be divided roughly into five categories: Fares, Access,
Service, Marketing and Other.
The cost estimates provided are intended to demonstrate the order-of-magnitude of the impact of
these programs. In many cases, the policies require further study. If implemented, many of these
actions would have to be bundled together, especially as it pertains to existing access
constraints. While certain of these proposals may appear to achieve only relatively small projectspecific GHG emission abatements, even small decreases may be regionally significant,
especially in light of developing regional GHG programs in the Bay Area.

1. Fares
The comparative cost of travel is one of the key factors in a traveler's decision making process. 4
Lowering the cost of transit service, especially during periods and travel directions when there is
sufficient transit capacity, is a quick way of reducing auto vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and
increasing transit ridership. The effectiveness depends on design and cost of the program, and
the specific travel markets being served. Some transit discount programs are paid for by
employers, and some by government entities.
BART has experimented with several fare programs. The most cost-effective fare programs
would be those that focus on adding off-peak and reverse-commute travel, in order to take best
advantage of excess capacity while retaining higher fares from peak-hour commuters whose
demand for BART may be relatively inelastic.

Kids Ride Free
Emissions Reduced (Metric Tons)
Annual Cost
Cost Efficiency (per metric ton)

1,5005
-$20,400 to $286,000
-$10 to $185

One BART fare program sought to encourage off-peak, weekend family travel by allowing
children, accompanied by a paying adult, to ride free on Saturdays in August 2006. 6 The program
4

“Integrated Urban Models for Simulation of Transit and Land-Use Policies: Final Report (1998).” TCRP Web
Document 9. http://books.nap.edu/openbook.php?record_id=9435&page=185
5
Throughout this analysis, CO2 emission reductions were calculated using the following formula:
tons CO2 = ((VMT / 24.05 MPG) * 19.7 lbs CO2 per gallon) / 2204.6 lbs per metric ton.
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was paid for and promoted by an outside sponsor, Viz Media. While family weekend travel could
have less of a VMT abatement impact than a focus on solo drivers, it serves as an example of a
type of fare discount program that could be implemented on a larger scale if outside funding were
available. The analysis showed that roughly half of all trips with kids on those Saturdays were
new trips to transit, and the parents would have otherwise driven. For the four Saturdays, the
promotion generated an estimated 15,000 paid adult trips, along with 13,000 free kid trips.
To calculate the VMT abatement for the Kids Ride Free Program, 15,000 adult trips (total over 4
days) are assumed, and 1.17 paid riders per child. That equates to about 3,200 (= 15,000 / (4 x
1.17) ) displaced auto trips per weekend day. For an annual total, we calculate about 100 days
(52 weeks x 2 weekend days rounded) x 13 average mile per BART trip for 4.1 million VMT
eliminated (3,200 x 100 x 13). This reduction in VMT is equivalent to 1,546 metric tons of CO2.
Program costs included design, printing and delivery of marketing materials, lost ticket revenue
and the purchase of radio ads. For the pilot test of the program, BART estimates that these costs
fell between $45,031 and $50,459, depending estimates of lost ticket revenue.
The program also generated revenue in two ways. Revenue from new adult trips encouraged by
the program was estimated to be between $17,464 and $23,815, depending on the number of
new trips attributed to the program. The program sponsor, Viz Media, also contributed $22,000.
The total revenue generated by the program was between $39,464 and $45,815.
The net cost of the pilot program was therefore between $10,995 and $ -784 (or $2,749 to -$196
per weekend day). Scaled up over the course of a year, this would result in a net program cost
between $285,896 and -$20,384. These program costs equate to a cost efficiency of between
$185 and -$13 per ton of CO2 emission eliminated. 7
The surveys conducted as part of Kids Ride Free found that the radio advertisements purchased
for the program probably had a minimal impact on participation in the promotion. Removing the
cost ($23,507), as well as the added participants (4%) would improve the cost efficiency of the
program significantly. However, if the program were to be continued and expanded, some staff
time need to be added to the cost of program administration; these would add to the program cost
and reduce cost efficiency. Finally, before scaling up the promotion, BART would have to study
whether it could secure sufficient sponsor participation for a larger-scale program.
The wide range in possible cost efficiency for this program indicates that marketing programs
may have the potential to be cost-effective CO2 emissions abatement strategies, but that further
study is required.

Unlimited Ride Passes
Emissions Reduced (Metric Tons)
Annual Cost
Cost Efficiency ($ per metric ton)
Max Potential (Metric Tons)

6
7

85,000
$10,000,000
$120
85,000

“Kids Ride Free Saturdays 2006.” BART Marketing & Research Department. September 29, 2006.
Ibid.
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New York Metropolitan Transit Authority amended its Metrocard program in 1997 to include a
variety of fare incentives. These included free transfers between bus and subway, bonuses on
Metrocard purchases of $15 or more, and a ‘Transitchek’ program to allow employees of
participating employers to purchase fare cards with pre tax payroll deductions. But the most
significant fare incentive adopted was the ‘Unlimited Ride Pass.’ Two kinds of Unlimited Ride
Passes (7 and 30 days) allowed riders unlimited access to subways and buses, for roughly the
price of commuting five days per week. While ridership grew after the introduction of the pass,
fare revenue fell because of a decline in the average fare per trip. Following the introduction of
the unlimited ride pass in 1997, fare revenue fell 3.9%. This decrease was smaller than what had
been budgeted by the MTA, as a result of increased ridership and a strong local economy. 8
The fare incentives contributed to a very large increase in transit ridership over the following three
years, reversing a downward trend. Analysis of MTA ridership during this period suggests that the
passes were used both by riders who had previously taken enough transit trips to justify the price
of the passes, as well as by many just below that threshold who increased the number of trips
they took after the passes went into effect.
Most importantly for BART, the bulk of the increase in transit usage induced by Unlimited Ride
Passes in New York appears to have been off-peak, non-work travel. Non-work ridership
increased 62% as commuters took advantage of free transit for other kinds of trips. Weekend
ridership increased 49% from 1996 to 2001. While a portion of this increase was due to economic
growth in the region, analysis completed by Schaller Consulting in 2002 9 estimates that after
unlimited ride passes were introduced in 1998, non-economic ridership growth (that is, ridership
growth above what was expected given economic growth) reached 6% per year from 1999 to
2001. Although weekday subway ridership fell when New York’s economy contracted sharply
after September 2001, weekend subway ridership actually continued to grow, increasing 5.2%.
While BART’s peak hour, peak direction capacity faces constraints in the coming decades, the
system will continue to have significant excess off-peak capacity for many years. A fare program
that achieved similar ridership results to MTA’s fare incentive program could allow BART to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions by attracting more riders without the expense of increasing
peak hour capacity.
While this type of pass is a promising strategy for BART, it presents significant challenges. First, it
would require study and outside funding to cover the revenue loss. Second, BART’s distancebased fare structure precludes a single price for Unlimited Ride Passes. Instead, BART would
have to implement a zone system, with passes costing different amounts good for travel between
different sets of zones.
It should be noted that such a policy is not possible with BART’s existing fare-collection
technology. The District is already pursuing upgrades to its fare media that would will allow it to
vary fares in ways that work to the benefit of system capacity and revenue. The engineering cost
of such fare collection system upgrades are therefore not included in the cost estimates provided
in this report. Although the exact engineering costs of new fare media are not know at this time, if
such costs were included in the cost of this strategy, it would appear somewhat less cost
effective.

8
9

“Pass Program Background Report,” September 2006.
"New Fare Discounts for Transit Riders in New York City" Schaller Consulting, November 2002.
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If the program succeeded in increasing BART’s off-peak ridership 4% per year for a period of
three years, and that increase was thereafter sustained, the total increase in boardings
(beginning at the end of that three year period) would be 17%. If we assume that the average
boarding attracted by the program eliminated 13 miles worth of auto travel, then the program
would reduce VMT by 230 million per year, and GHG emissions by 85,000 metric tons annually.
The cost-effectiveness of the program depends on by how much an Unlimited Ride Passes would
reduce fare revenue. The MTA’s net fare revenue decreased 3.9% after the introduction of
Unlimited Ride Passes. BART’s fare revenues were about $256,238,000 in 2006. If the program
reduced fare revenue by 3.9% annually, it would cost BART approximately $10 million per year.
As with many of the actions discussed, this lost revenue would have to be secured from an
outside funding agency. This amounts to a cost of approximately $118 per ton of CO2 emissions
abatement. BART has examined this approach in the past, but if funding became available,
would want to do additional analysis.

Discussion
Although their cost effectiveness can be difficult to measure, strategic fare incentive programs
have the potential to attract significant new ridership to BART. New York MTA’s success in the
later 1990’s demonstrates this potential. BART should ensure that any fare incentive program it
considers works toward making use of its significant available off-peak capacity, and considers
bundling actions to address any identified constraints.

2. Access
One barrier to shifting people away from long regional trips by private vehicle is the "last mile"
connections to trunk line transit service (such as BART). Strategies that help to bridge this last
mile and ease travel to and from stations can increase ridership. This can be accomplished by
providing additional parking at the station, by providing robust transit connections to trunk line
transit at the origin or destination end of a trip, or by increasing the ease of access to stations via
walking and bicycling. Walking and biking access can be made easier both by providing improved
facilities (such as bike paths and sidewalks), and by planning that locates more housing within
easy walking and biking distance of stations.
Described below are strategies designed to illustrate potential costs and benefits of several types
of access programs.

Feeder Shuttle Access
Emissions Reduced (Metric Tons)
Annual Cost
Cost Efficiency ($ per metric ton)
Max Potential (Metric Tons)

3,600
-$150,000 to $570,000
-$80 to $320
3,600

The lack of a last mile connection to trunk line rapid transit service, such as BART, is often a
barrier to reducing automobile travel and expanding transit ridership. People who cannot get from
a BART station to employment or retail centers in a convenient or direct manner often choose to
drive instead. Providing feeder service is an important strategy to bridging this gap because
shuttles provide convenient and direct connectivity to desired locations. Furthermore, feeder
shuttles provide the co-benefit of enhancing regional mobility. In a BayCap 2005 Report, a survey
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of shuttle users indicates that 61% used to drive alone to work before a shuttle service was
provided.
Feeder shuttles to BART stations can be particularly cost-effective when they serve the last mile
connection in peak hours between a transit node (such as a BART station) and employment
centers or large employer locations. Cost effectiveness of this type of service can be enhanced
when employers contribute to operating costs. Shuttles that operate during off-peak hours tend to
serve a somewhat different role, providing local mobility and often serving transit-dependant
populations such as youth and seniors. Off-peak shuttles may therefore be somewhat less cost
effective at reducing GHG emissions.
The Caltrain Joint Powers district operates 35 free last-mile shuttle routes in San Francisco, San
Mateo, and Santa Clara Counties. This program has been successful in attracting ridership, and
may serve as an example of the type of shuttle program that BART could implement. As of their
2005 evaluation 10 , these shuttles attracted approximately 1,000,000 boardings per year. The
program cost a total of $3.2 million per year. After employer contributions that offset about 25% of
the costs, the total annual cost of the program was $2.4 million.
If BART were to operate (or contract a similarly scaled service cost), it could eliminate an
estimated 8.million VMT per year. This estimate assumes that 61% of passengers would have
otherwise driven alone. It also assumes that each boarding represents a 13-mile BART trip
replacing the equivalent amount of auto travel. This savings is equivalent to 1,800 metric tons of
CO2 per year.
Based on the Caltrain shuttle’s costs, this service would cost about $3.2 million. However, it
would also bring new riders to BART, offsetting program costs with new fare revenue. The 2005
BayCAP BART Shuttle Rider Survey, found that prior to the introduction of the shuttle, just 15% of
riders had used BART for their commute while 85% had used some other mode. If 85% of the 1
million boardings served by the program were new BART riders paying an average one-way fare
of $3, then the program would generate $2.5 million in new fare revenue, for a net cost of $150,000. The cost of emissions abatement would be -$80 per ton.
Shuttles vary widely in the exact characteristics of the market that they serve. If we assume,
instead, that just 60% of shuttle riders were new BART riders, then new BART fare revenue
would offset only a portion of program costs. Fare revenue generated would be $1.8 million, for a
net annual program cost of $570,000. In this case, the cost per ton of CO2 emissions abatement
would be $300.
Because the cost-effectiveness of feeder service will vary widely depending on the nature of the
service and the particular circumstances of the area, each feeder service should be analyzed on
its own merits.

Bicycle Improvements
Bicycle Lanes and Routes
Emissions Reduced:
10

17 Metric Tons per Project

Bay Area Clean Air Partnership (BayCAP) Shuttle Inventory Overview, July, 2005.
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Cost:
Max Potential:

$220 per ton
Not Estimated.

Bicycle Parking
Emissions Reduced:
Cost:
Max Potential:

5 Metric Tons per Project
$405 per ton
Not Estimated.

Investments in bicycle paths, lanes, and routes improve the transportation system for bicyclists
and can encourage drivers to travel by bicycle. This can reduce automobile trips and VMT.
Projects in this category include bicycle paths, which are physically separated from automobile
roadways; bicycle lanes, which provide a dedicated space for bicyclists adjacent to the
automobile right-of-way usually separated by a painted stripe; and bicycle routes, which mark
designated roadways as shared routes for bikes and autos.
Bike improvements that serve to improve access to transit can be especially valuable in reducing
overall auto VMT. One strategy that BART has invested in the past is providing access to secure
bike parking. Bike parking and lockers at transit facilities can increase the feasibility of car-free
trips for some passengers. Similarly, bike parking and/or shower facilities in workplaces can
provide incentives to bike to work, or to combine transit and bicycle trips in the journey to work.
The nature, cost, and impact of a bicycle improvement project depend heavily on the particular
circumstances of the project, and their impacts can be particularly difficult to measure. However,
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) Transportation Fund for Clean Air
(TFCA) has analyzed the outcomes of its funding awards to determine the success of its bicycle
improvement project awards. The outcomes of this study show that bicycle facility improvements
can be a cost-effective way to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
TFCA's study evaluated emission reductions for 27 bicycle path and bicycle lane projects,
focusing on criteria pollutants such as POx, NOx, and NOD, not CO2. Impacts varied widely by
project, but the median benefit was 0.1 metric tons of criteria pollutants annually. At the expected
ratio of CO2 to criteria pollutants, this is equivalent to 17 metric tons of CO2 per year. TFCA’s
evaluation found that the expected cost per ton of criteria pollutant abatement was $37,683—this
is equivalent to roughly $220 per ton of CO2 emissions abatement.
Similarly, it evaluated 5 bike parking projects and found that, although these projects were difficult
to evaluate, their median emissions reduction was .03 metric tons of criteria pollutants per project,
or 5 tons per year. The median cost per ton of criteria pollutant abatement was $68,944, or
approximately $400 per ton of CO2.
While directing funds to this type of project may be cost effective in some circumstances, it must
be a part of a larger strategy to develop a multi-modal transportation system. As the BAAQMD
evaluation notes, a key predictor of the increase in cycling resulting from an improvement is the
number of cyclists using the corridor before the improvement. Cost effective bike improvements
are therefore likely to be possible in places where cycling is already relatively viable. At BART
stations that are located in particularly auto-oriented area, bike improvements might be of limited
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value. Bike improvements at BART stations already relatively accessible by bicycle will have the
greatest impact.

BART Station Parking
Surface Parking
Emissions Reduced:

240 to 440

Metric Tons per Project

Cost:

$990 to $2,500 per ton

Max Potential:

4,800 to 8,800

Metric Tons (Projects at 20 BART Stations)

Attended Parking (Surface)
Emissions Reduced:

480 to 870

Metric Tons per Project

Cost:

$200 to $1,100 per ton

Max Potential:

9,600 to 17,400 Metric Tons (Projects at 20 BART Stations)

Structured Parking
Emissions Reduced:

720 to 1,300

Metric Tons per Project

Cost:

$2,600 to $5,500 per ton

Max Potential:

14,400 to 26,000 Metric Tons (Projects at 20 BART Stations)

The most significant resource BART has at its disposal to promote station access is the land it
owns. There are two major ways that BART can use this land to increase access: by adding
parking, and by developing housing and commercial property on site.
Currently, much of the land at BART stations is dedicated to providing access to passengers who
drive to the station and park. Adding parking may produce new riders when there is demand for
parking that is not currently satisfied. While riders do produce GHG emissions when they access
stations by private vehicle, overall emissions are reduced for those riders who would have
otherwise driven the full distance to their destinations. Emissions are increased for those riders
who would have otherwise accessed the station through some other mode.
While the precise cost and benefit of additional BART parking depends on the specific
circumstances of the station, the following scenarios demonstrate roughly the relationship
between new parking, revenue, and GHG emissions abatement. These analyses have been
accomplished using BART’s replacement parking methodology, developed by Rick Willson. 11

11

Willson, Richard. “Replacement Parking for Joint Development: An Access Policy Methodology.
Prepared for: BART Departments of Planning and Real Estate. April, 2005.
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Surface Parking
90% of Parkers Would not
Otherwise ride BART

50% of Parkers Would not
Otherwise ride BART

Parcel (Acres)
New Parking Spaces

2.5
250

2.5
250

Land Cost (per square foot)

$50

$50

Revenue Impact
Net New Boardings (Daily)

-$427,000
495

-$603,000
275

Annual VMT Savings

1,161,000

645,000

Annual Metric Tons CO2

430

240

Cost/Ton CO2

$990

$2,500

Surface

Consider the use of a 2.5 acre parcel immediately adjacent to a BART station. Used as the site of
a new surface parking lot, such a parcel might allow for 250 parking spaces. Near a station with
enough unmet demand for parking, it might fill each weekday. For this analysis, we will assume
that each parked car carries 1.1 passengers, that each new passenger makes two 13 mile trips
per weekday.
The amount of VMT eliminated by the construction of 250 new parking spaces depends upon the
proportion of parkers that are new BART riders, versus the proportion that would have otherwise
walked, biked, taken transit, or carpooled to that station had parking been unavailable. This
proportion is likely to vary widely depending on the type of station. If we assume that half of those
parking are new riders 12 , 250 new parking spaces available at a station with unmet demand
would yield an estimated 275 new daily boardings, eliminate 645,000 VMT annually, and reduce
GHG emissions by 240 metric tons per year. Alternately, if just 10% of parkers would have
otherwise used another mode, and 90% were new BART riders (as may be true at particularly
auto-oriented stations such as Orinda and Dublin/Pleasanton), this savings could climb to
approximately 1.2 million VMT and 431 metric tons annually.
The cost of providing new surface parking includes the cost of land, construction, and operations.
For this analysis, we will assume that the value of land near BART station is approximately $50
per square foot (just over $2 million per acre) 13 , that surface parking capital expenses are $8,000
per space, that the daily parking charge is $1, and operating costs are approximately $350 per
space. We also assume that a new BART parking lot would be built on the site occupied by
existing single-story strip commercial center, which would have to be demolished and cleared at a

12

Following Willson, retention rates for BART passengers who no longer have access to parking have been calculated
using data from BART’s 1998 station access survey. Willson estimates that the retention rate is equal to the share of
passengers who currently access the station via a mode other than private auto. While we cannot predict with certainty
how many passengers BART would retain in the event of a reduced parking supply, the current mode of access
distribution is a reasonable shorthand, given that it reveals ease of access via other modes. When adding new parking,
we have used the inverse of this retention rate to determine the number of riders added. Systemwide, 49% of
passengers access BART via private auto. This share is highest at the Orinda and Dublin/Pleasanton Stations, where
89% access via private auto.
13
For this analysis, following the Willson replacement parking methodology, we arrive at a residual land value by
subtracting the capital costs of new parking from the estimated land value. Costs are annualized by taking an annual
land rent of 10%. When the value of the property is negative, the annual land rent is also negative.
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cost of approximately $300,000. Given these assumptions, a new 250 space parking lot built on
2.5 acres would cost BART approximately $820,000 per year.
These costs would be partly offset by fare revenue generated by new ridership; for this example,
we will assume that new parkers pay an average roundtrip fare of $6. In the scenario described
above in which 50% of parkers are new passengers, the net cost to BART of the new parking lot
would be $600,000. The cost per metric ton of CO2 emissions eliminated under this scenario is
$2,500. Alternatively, in the scenario in which 90% of parkers were new riders, the net cost would
be approximately $430,000. The cost per metric ton of CO2 emissions eliminated under this
scenario would be $990.
Valet Assisted Parking
90% of Parkers Would not
Otherwise ride BART

50% of Parkers Would not
Otherwise ride BART

Parcel (Acres)

2.5

2.5

Net New Parking Spaces

500

500

Land Cost (per square foot)
Revenue Impact

$50
-$182,000

$50
-$534,000

New Boardings (Daily)
Annual VMT Savings
Annual Metric Tons CO2 Reduced
Cost/Ton CO2

990
2,323,000
860
$200

550
1,290,000
480
$1,100

Valet Assisted

BART might also consider adding valet assisted parking lots. From the perspective of cost
efficiency, there are two major differences between assisted and unassisted parking: assisted
parking allows BART to add more parking spaces in given amount of space, but it has higher
operating costs.
A good case study of the economics of valet-assisted parking can be found at the Pleasant Hill
Station. There, BART contracts with a parking operator to provide valet parking. The arrangement
effectively doubles the number of cars that can be parked in the service lot, at a net additional
annual operating cost of $125 per space.
Given these costs, consider the new surface parking lot described above, operated with valet
service. Instead of 250 spaces, it would yield 500 new parking spaces on the same 2.5 acres. We
assume that capital costs per space would be about half of the capital costs for a non-attended lot
($4,000 per space). Annual operating costs would increase from approximately $90,000 to just
under $240,000 per year.
In an environment where 90% of those parking were new BART passengers, these additional 500
spaces would yield a savings of 2.3 million VMT per year, or 860 metric tons of CO2, at a cost of
$200 per ton. At a less auto-oriented station, where 50% of parkers were new BART customers,
the savings would be 480 metric tons of CO2, at a cost of $1,100 per ton.
These estimates show that, while adding new parking is not a cost-effective way of reducing GHG
emissions, valet assisted surface parking is a significantly more efficient use of space than
unassisted surface parking. At very auto oriented stations, valet assisted parking may become
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competitive with other possible uses of real estate near stations in circumstances. Certainly,
where political considerations require the preservation of parking near stations, BART should
consider valet-assisted parking as a means to maximize the capacity of space devoted to
parking.
Structured Parking
Structure

Parcel (Acres)
Net New Parking Spaces
Land Cost (per square foot)
Revenue Impact
New Boardings (Daily)
Annual VMT Savings
Annual Metric Tons CO2 Reduced
Cost/Ton CO2

90% of Parkers Would not
Otherwise ride BART
2.5
750
$50
-$3,397,000
1,485
3,484,000
1,290
$2,600

50% of Parkers Would not
Otherwise ride BART
2.5
750
$50
-$3,925,000
825
1,935,000
720
$5,500

More often than it adds new surface parking lots, BART builds parking structures. Frequently,
structured parking at BART stations is built on land previously occupied by surface parking lots.
Consider a 1,000 space parking structure built on a 2.5 acre parking lot. Construction would
eliminate all 250 existing surface parking spaces, yielding a net of 750 new spaces. In this
example we will assume that the parking structure would be built at a station with enough
demand to fill the new parking structure on week days.
We will also assume, as above, that each car parking in the new garage carries 1.1 people, that
each new passenger makes two 13-mile trips per weekday. If half of all parkers are new BART
riders (as opposed to passengers who switched to driving and parking from some other mode of
access), then the 750 new spaces would yield 825 new daily boardings, eliminate nearly 2 million
VMT annually, and reduce GHG emissions by 720 metric tons per year. Alternately, if just 10% of
parkers would have otherwise used another mode, and 90% were new BART riders, the savings
from new structured parking could climb to approximately 3.5 million VMT and approximately
1,300 metric tons of CO2 emissions annually.
We will assume here that that structured parking capital expenses are $37,500 per space, that
the daily parking charge is $1, and operating costs are approximately $538 14 per space. Let us
also assume initially that BART already owns the surface parking lot, and therefore does not have
to incur any new land costs. Given these assumptions, a new 1,000 space parking garage built
on 2.5 acres would cost BART approximately $4 million per year.
Fare revenue generated by increased ridership would reduce these costs. For this analysis we
will assume an average roundtrip fare of $6. In the scenario described above in which 50% of
parkers are new passengers, the net cost to BART of the new parking lot would be $3.4 million
per year. The cost per metric ton of CO2 emissions eliminated under this scenario is $5,500.
Alternatively, in the scenario in which 90% of parkers were new riders, the net cost would be
approximately $2.8 million. The cost per metric ton of CO2 emissions eliminated under this
scenario would be $2,600.
14

BART Estimate
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The above estimates assume that BART would build structured parking on land it already owns. If
BART had to purchase 2.5 acres of land at $50/square foot on which to build structured parking,
annual costs would increase by approximately $500,000. Accounting for land costs in this way
would raise the cost per ton of CO2 emissions abatement by $400 to $800 for structured parking.

Break-even Pricing
All of the above calculations include a $1 per day parking charge. This charge assumes that
BART will continue to heavily subsidize the costs of parking on station sites. As an alternative to
this expense, BART might also consider asking parkers to pay the full cost of station access.
However, this analysis suggests that the break even price for new BART parking is far higher
than most BART customers are accustomed to paying.
Even under the scenario where 90% of parkers would not otherwise ride BART, the parking price
required to repay the full cost for the above described surface parking lot, the break-even price for
parking would be $10.50 per day. Reflecting its lower cost per acre of new land and lower capital
cost per space, attended parking has a lower break-even price, $5,50 per day. For a new parking
structure, excluding the cost of land, the break-even price would be approximately $16.50 per
day.

BART Station Transit-Oriented Development
TOD with full replacement parking
Emissions Reduced:
800 to 2,000 Metric Tons per Project
Cost:
$480 to $770 per ton
Max Potential:
16,000 to 40,000 Metric Tons (Projects at 20 BART Stations)
TOD with partial replacement parking
Emissions Reduced:
900 to 2,500 Metric Tons per Project
Cost:
Negative $400 to positive $148 per ton
Max Potential:
19,000 to 50,000 Metric Tons (Projects at 20 BART Stations)
TOD without replacement parking:
Emissions Reduced:
650 to 2,300 Metric Tons per Project
Cost:
Negative $600 to negative $1,400 per ton
Max Potential:
13,000 to 46,000 Metric Tons (Projects at 20 BART Stations)
The second major way for BART to reduce greenhouse gas emissions using the land around its
stations is Transit Oriented Development (TOD). By building housing, retail, and office space on
the land around its stations, BART can attract riders, and add revenue by capitalizing on the
value of its property. From a GHG emissions perspective, analysis of the Bay Area Travel Survey
by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission shows that households living within half a mile of
a transit station tend to drive less: they account for roughly 16 fewer VMT per day than the
regional average. 15 Their VMT is lower because they make more transit trips, because they travel
shorter distances, and because they walk and bike more. If, instead of parking, BART opts to
15

“Characteristics of Rail and Ferry Station Area Residents in the San Francisco Bay Area: Evidence from the 2000
Bay Area Travel Survey Volume I.” Metropolitan Transportation Commission. September 2006.
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build mixed-use development on a station site, it stands to realize revenue gains, as well as much
more cost-effective abatement of GHG emissions. Another positive aspect of transit oriented
development is that TOD residents tend to ride BART outside the peak period, reducing the
burden on BART’s capacity. A statewide TOD study indicates that close to 50% of commute trips
by BART TOD residents occurred after 9:00 AM. 16
The mix of land uses on BART property might include parking, housing, commercial, and office
space. There is no typical BART station, and the cost and ridership implications of the mix and
density of these varying uses depends upon a variety of factors including: the location of the
station; surrounding land uses; transit service to the station; and other factors. BART recognized
these complexities when it adopted its “replacement parking methodology,” designed by Rick
Willson in 2005, in place of what had previously been a 100% replacement parking requirement
for any station site development. This methodology allows BART to analyze revenue and
ridership implications of alternative station site development scenarios.
Just as the ridership and revenue implications of the mix of land uses will vary from station to
station, the GHG emissions abatement implications of different land uses will also vary. In order
to demonstrate the relationships between cost, ridership, and CO2 emissions abatement at
different kinds of stations, this report reconsiders case studies of possible TOD projects at two
BART stations, assembled by Willson as part of the preparation of the replacement parking
methodology. 17 We examine case studies of MacArthur Station (an urban neighborhood station),
and Concord Station (a suburban center station). In the case of the Macarthur Station, we have
used Willson’s model but replaced the original, hypothetical, scenarios put forward by Willson
with consideration of the development currently planned for Macarthur station and studied in
detail in current draft EIR. We also add a consideration of development possibilities at
Dublin/Pleasant station, a suburban end-of-line station. Each case study includes a range of
development proposals, with a range of residential densities and a range of parking replacement
ratios.

Concord Case Study
100%
Replacement,
Retail and
Housing

50%
Replacement,
Retail and
Housing

50%
Replacement
with Access
Programs,
Retail and
Housing

8

8

8

8

New Households

420

487

615

794

Dwelling Units per Acre

62

72

90

117

New Retail/Office (SqFt)

5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000

Net New Parking Spaces

0

125

250

500

Parcel (Acres)

0%
Replacement
with Access
Programs,
Retail and
Housing

16

Statewide TOD Study: Factors for Success in California. California Department of Transportation.
The most important difference between the cost estimates presented here and those that appear in Willson’s original
case studies is the assumption about the cost of structured parking. While the original case studies assumed capital
costs of $15,000 per space, this analysis uses a more up-to-date figure of $37,500 per space. This change significantly
reduces the cost-effectiveness of structured parking in the analysis.
17
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Land Cost (Per square foot)

$27.50

$27.50

$27.50

$27.50

-$735,000

-$100,000

$364,00

$1,274,000

New Boardings (Daily)

478

551

260

0

Annual VMT Savings

3,883,000

4,493,000

4,229,000

4,346,000

Annual Metric Tons CO2 Reduced

1,440

1,700

1,600

1,600

Cost/Ton CO2

$510

$60

-$230

-$790

Revenue Impact

The Concord station is a suburban center station. Seventy-eight percent of passengers access
the station using private autos. Because of this high rate of auto access, we assume here that, in
the event of lost parking, a small share of Concord passengers would find alternative access
modes. This assumption has important implications for the cost effectiveness of TOD. The
average roundtrip fare for the station is $ 6.66.
The case study examines development of a 7.8 acre parcel. It estimates that the land at the site
is worth $27.50 per square foot, bringing the value of the parcel to nearly $9.3 million. We
assume that, if some parking were lost at the station, BART would retain 22% of the boardings of
those who currently park. The station currently has 1,513 surface parking spaces and 854
structured parking spaces.

TOD with Full Parking Replacement
The first scenario envisions a modest transit-oriented development with full parking replacement.
It eliminates 532 surface parking spaces, replacing them with an equal number of structured
parking spaces, as well as 420 units of housing and 5,000 square feet of commercial space.
Assuming that 1 acre of land is used for the parking structure, the remaining 6.8 acres of the site
would have a residential density of 62 units per acre. This project would leave a significant
number of surface parking spaces unchanged.
The 420 new housing units would generate 461 new BART trips per day, and the retail and office
would add a further 17 trips, for a total of 478 new trips per weekday. Using the same assumption
about trip length described in the parking section of this report, these new BART trips would save
approximately 1.5 million VMT per year.
The total VMT savings from the 420 new housing units is approximately 2.3 million per year. The
combined savings from BART ridership and housing development is roughly 3.8 million VMT and
1,400 metric tons of CO2 per year.
While housing and commercial development on BART property would earn money, parking
construction and operations are costly. In this case, assuming a land value of $27.50 per square
foot, the parcel is worth $9.3 million. The cost of replacing 523 parking spaces, however, would
be nearly $20 million, leaving a residual land value of -$10.6 million. Assuming an annual ground
rent equivalent to 10% of the residual land value of the property, the ground rent on the property
would be roughly -$1 million per year. Parking operations would add a further $100,000. Even
offset by more than 400,000 in new fare revenue, the net impact of this development is negative,
costing $735,000 per year. Given the savings of approximately 1,400 metric tons of CO2, the total
cost per ton of CO2 emissions abatement is $510.
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TOD with Partial Parking Replacement
Two other scenarios propose somewhat more housing development, along with partial parking
replacement. The first scenario would replace 50% of parking, building a 399 space parking
structure. It would build 487 new housing units. It would also include 5,000 square feet of
commercial space.
The development would lead to a net gain of 551 daily boardings. Together, these boardings and
the VMT benefits of 487 TOD housing units would decrease VMT by nearly 4 million miles and
eliminate 1,500 metric tons of CO2 per year. Ground rent after parking costs would remain
negative, but it would be offset somewhat by $500,000 in new fare revenue, yielding an annual
cost for the development at just under $100,000. The cost per ton of CO2 emissions abatement
would be $60.
The second partial parking replacement scenario envisions more housing and less parking
replacement. It includes 615 new housing units. It replaces 532 surface parking spaces with a
266 space parking structure.
This scenario would also include significant investments in non-auto modes of access. The
project would include $50,000 towards upgraded transit service and a $500,000 capital
investment in improved pedestrian and bicycle access. These improvements are assumed to
yield 25 daily boardings. This scenario would also add a $1 parking charge on all 1,500 parking
spaces at the station.
Given this increased density of development, and improved access, this scenario would yield a
total of 260 new daily boardings. This new BART ridership, combined with reduced VMT from the
615 new housing units, would also result in an annual emissions abatement of 1,600 metric tons,
and the cost per ton of emissions abatement would be -$232.

TOD without Parking Replacement
Willson’s original case study of the Concord station did not describe a scenario without
replacement parking. However, given the high capital and operating costs of structured parking,
eliminating parking at certain BART stations may be a cost effective way of achieving CO2
emissions abatement.
Consider a scenario in which no structured parking was built to replace the 532 eliminated
surface parking spaces the development would decrease parking supply 532 spaces below
existing demand. In order to ensure no net loss of ridership, BART could either invest more of the
proceeds of the development in access improvements, reduced fares, marketing, or other
programs, or it could increase the intensity of development on the site. The development would
require 794 housing units to fully replace all lost BART ridership. Such a project would have a
residential density of 117 units per acre.
The project would still reduce CO2 emissions by 1,600 metric tons per year, and the cost
efficiency of this abatement would be outstanding: -$790 per ton
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Dublin/Pleasanton Case Study
100%
Replacement,
Retail and
Housing

75%
Replacement,
Retail and
Housing

50%
Replacement
with Retail and
Housing

0% Replacement
with Access
Programs, Retail
and Housing

5

5

5

5

New Households

250

350

450

450

Dwelling Units per Acre

63

88

113

90

New Retail/Office (SqFt)

10,000

10,000

15,000

15,000

Net New Parking Spaces

0

125

250

500

$50.00

$50.00

$50.00

$50.00

-$622,00

-$132,00

$306,00

$951,000

New Boardings (Daily)

343

205

101

-394

Annual VMT Savings

2,506,000

2,595,000

2,799,300

1,158,000

Annual Metric Tons CO2 Reduced

931

964

1,040

430

Cost/Ton CO2

$670

$140

-$290

-$2,200

Parcel (Acres)

Land Cost (Per square foot)
Revenue Impact

Along with Orinda, the Dublin/Pleasanton station has the highest rate of auto access in the BART
system: 89%. This type of station presents a somewhat challenging environment for transitoriented development, and alters the economics of removing parking. It therefore merits separate
consideration. This section examines potential TOD projects at the Dublin/ Pleasanton station,
which was not considered as one of Willson’s original case studies. Because of the high rate of
auto access we estimate here that, if parking were eliminated at the site, BART would retain just
11% of the boardings of those who currently park. We estimate that the average roundtrip fare for
the station is $6.00.
This analysis considers development of a five acre parcel currently used for 500 surface parking
spaces. It estimates that the land at the site is worth $50 per square foot 18 , bringing the value of
the parcel to $10.9 million.

TOD with Full Parking Replacement
In the first scenario, we imagine a modest transit oriented development of just 250 housing units
and 10,000 square feet of retail on a 5 acre site. All 500 surface parking spaces on the site would
be replaced by a parking structure containing the same number of spaces. There would be a $1
fee to the new parking spaces, Total residential density for the site would be 50 units per acre,
and if the parking structure used one full acre of space, residential density for the development
itself would be 63 units per acre. The parking supply would be unchanged, and the development
would generate 340 BART boardings per day.

18

BART Property Development Department estimates that land at Hacienda Business Park, adjacent to the BART
station, is worth 2 to 4 million dollars per acre, or $46 to $92 per square foot.
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The total VMT savings from the 250 new housing units is approximately 1.4 million per year. The
combined savings from BART ridership and housing development is roughly 2.6 million VMT. The
total CO2 emissions abatement is 930 tons per year.
Even after $270,000 in new fare revenue, the net impact of this development is negative, costing
$620,000 per year. Given the savings of approximately 930 metric tons of CO2, the total cost per
ton of CO2 emissions abatement is $670.

TOD with Partial Parking Replacement
We now examine two partial parking replacement scenarios. The first would replace 75% of
parking, building a 375-space parking garage and reducing the parking supply 125 spaces below
existing demand. It would add a $1 fee to the new parking spaces, and it would add 350 new
housing units and the same 10,000 square feet of retail. Total residential density for the site
would be 70 units per acre, and the development itself would be 88 units per acre.
The development would lead to a net gain of 205 daily boardings. Together, these boardings and
the VMT benefits of 350 TOD housing units would decrease VMT by 2.5 million miles and
eliminate just less than 1,100 metric tons of CO2 per year. Ground rent after parking costs would
remain negative, but it would be partially offset by $164,000 in new fare revenue, yielding an
annual cost for the development at just under $130,000. The cost per ton of CO2 emissions
abatement would be $140.
For the second replacement parking scenario, imagine 50% parking replacement, with just 250
parking spaces, each subject to a $1 charge. The site would be developed somewhat more
intensively, with 450 housing units and 15,000 square feet of retail. The density of the
development would be 113 units per acre.
The loss of parking would reduce the supply 250 spaces below existing demand. Because BART
would retain just 10% of the passengers who now park in those spaces, this loss of parking is
costly for ridership. Despite the more intensive development on site, BART would gain a net of
just 100 new boardings. However, in combination with the VMT benefits of 450 TOD housing
units, the emissions benefits would be nearly identical to the 100% and 75% replacement parking
scenarios: the project would decrease VMT by nearly 2.8 million miles and eliminate 1,000 metric
tons of CO2 per year. Ground rent after parking costs would now be positive, at $140,000 per
year, and $80,000 in new fare revenue would bring the net fiscal impact of the development to
$300,000 per year. The cost per ton of CO2 emissions abatement would be -$290.

TOD without Parking Replacement
An end-of-line station like Dublin/Pleasanton might be a challenging environment in which to
forgo parking replacement, because BART would likely retain such a low percentage of those
passengers who currently park.
Consider a scenario that is the same as the 50% replacement scenario described above, with no
replacement parking.
The parking supply would fall 500 spaces below existing demand, costing BART nearly 1,000
boardings per day. The development would offset a substantial portion of this loss, but a net loss
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of nearly 400 boardings per day would remain. Combined with the savings from the new housing
units, however, the net CO2 emissions abatement of the project would be 430 tons of CO2.
Costs savings would be significant. Ground rent would be positive. Even after a loss of fare
revenue, the total fiscal impact of the development would be positive $950,000 per year.
Reflecting higher revenue and lower emissions abatement impact, the cost per ton of emissions
abatement would be would be -$2,200 per ton.
From the perspective of emissions abatement, this project is attractive because it reduces
emissions while generating revenue. From BART’s perspective, reduced ridership from a TOD
project might be unattractive. In order to recover lost ridership, BART could either reinvest some
of the revenue generated by the project into access, fare, or marketing programs, or it could build
more housing on site. In order for this project to have zero net impact on ridership, it would
require about 890 housing units. This would yield a residential density of 162 units per acre.
Because this density is significantly higher than surrounding land uses, it may be difficult to
accomplish. In this case, reinvesting development revenues in other programs to increase
ridership might be more feasible.

Macarthur Transit Village

Parcel (Acres)
New Households
Dwelling Units per Acre
New Retail/Office (SqFt)
Net New Parking Spaces
Land Cost (Per square foot)
Revenue Impact
New Boardings (Daily)
Annual VMT Savings
Annual Metric Tons CO2 Reduced
Cost/Ton CO2

100% Parking
Replacement
6
425
71
44,000
0
$50.00
-$699,000
900
5,370,000
1,995
$350

Proposed
Development
6
675
113
44,000
125
$50.00
$502,000
670
5,907,000
2,195
-$230

Higher
Housing
Density
6
775
130
44,000
250
$50.00
$895,000
610
6,271,000
2,330
-$380

Highest
Housing
Density
6
875
147
44,000
500
$50.00
$1,513,000
240
5,591,000
2,080
-$730

* Note: The columns headed “100% Parking Replacement”, “Higher Housing density” and “Highest housing density” are hypothetical and differ
from the project that is proposed for MacArthur Transit Village.

While the other case studies presented in this section are hypothetical, the MacArthur station has
a transit-oriented development project, MacArthur Transit Village, currently moving through the
project approval process with the city of Oakland. It is instructive to consider the implications of
that project that is likely to be built on that site.
MacArthur Transit Village, as currently proposed, would build 675 units of housing and 44,000
square feet of commercial development on a 6 acre site. Of the site’s current 618 parking spaces,
the development would replace 300 spaces in a new parking structure. It would also provide a
certain amount of valet parking. While the final amount of valet parking has not been determined,
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the Access Feasibility Study 19 for the project proposes, as a Tier 1 Transportation Demand
Management Strategy, that the project provide valet parking sufficient to provide access for 150
riders per day. It estimates this would cost $150,000 per year, with additional capital costs of
$75,000. The project’s Environmental Impact Review assumes, conservatively, that the loss of
parking at the site, would result in BART retaining just 25% of riders currently making use of the
parking schedule for removal.
A project built using these assumptions would yield an estimated 667 new boardings per day.
This new BART ridership, together with the impact of 675 new housing units in a dense
neighborhood near transit, would reduce annual VMT by 5.2 million, the equivalent of nearly
2,000 metric tons of CO2 emissions abatement per year.
The value of the land around the MacArthur station could be imputed from the terms of the lease
arrangement between BART and the MacArthur Transit Village developer. However, the terms of
this transaction are not public information at this time. If we assume that the value of the land
around the MacArthur Station is $50 per square foot, then ground rent for the site would be
approximately $170,000 per year, and the total fiscal impact of the project, including new costs
and fare revenue, would be approximately positive $500,000 per year. The cost per ton of CO2
emissions abatement would be -$230 per ton.
Three other, hypothetical scenarios are also presented above, to demonstrate a range of possible
variations on MacArthur Transit Village. They include scenarios ranging from 100% parking
replacement with just 425 new units to a scenario with no replacement parking structure and only
the proposed valet parking. Which would include 875 housing units (147 units per acre). As
envisioned here, the higher density, lower parking replacement scenarios offer the opportunity for
higher revenue and greater reductions in overall VMT and GHG emissions. While all four
scenarios provide a net benefit in ridership, the full parking replacement scenario does provide
the highest ridership increase (918 boardings per day).

Discussion
Policies designed to reduce GHG emissions by improving access to BART vary widely in their
feasibility and cost effectiveness. Generally, the land around stations is the most important
resource BART has to improve access. Providing new parking in areas with latent demand and
spare capacity will promote ridership and thus decrease VMT. However, new parking reduces
GHG emissions at a cost in the thousands of dollars per ton—too expensive to defend on the
basis of emissions abatement. Adding parking also reduces the opportunity to invest in perhaps
the most cost-effective tool available to BART for reducing emissions—transit-oriented
development. Development on station sites can bring significant revenue while allowing new
residents to live in dense, walkable neighborhoods that tend to encourage low rates of private
vehicle use. Residents of this type of development drive less than the regional average, and they
tend to use BART at times of the day that reduce the burden on system capacity.
Generally, investing in other types of access improvements off of BART property are less cost
effective than TOD, and require coordination with other organizations. The key challenges to
feeder shuttle service are funding for capital and ongoing operations; in many cases the most
appropriate way to provide feeder shuttle service may be to establish partnerships with the
agencies already providing transit service near the station.
19

MacArthur BART Station Access Feasibility Study. Fehr and Peers Transportation Consultants, March 2008.
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It should be noted that these policy decisions about the most appropriate use of the land that
BART owns near stations is closely related to policy discussions about the use of land near
stations that BART does not own. Further discussion of land use policy for larger station areas is
included in Section C.

3. Service
Providing fast, frequent, high quality transit service in urban areas is one of the most important
ways to reduce VMT and GHG emissions from private vehicles.
As the provider of trunk transit service to the Bay Area, BART can help reduce regional
greenhouse gas emissions by providing expanded transit service. During fiscal-year 2007, BART
riders chose to travel 1.3 billion passenger miles on BART, eliminating 400,000 metric tons of
CO2 from private vehicle travel. Due to the clean hydroelectric power and renewable sources that
account for nearly two-thirds of BART's power supply, the typical trip on BART produces 14% of
the greenhouse gas emissions of an equivalent auto trip.
Upgrades such as more frequent off-peak service as well as system expansions can attract more
BART riders, including those who might have otherwise driven private vehicles, thus reducing
total VMT and GHG emissions.

Enhance off-peak frequency
Emissions Reduced:
Cost:
Max Potential:

1,000 Metric tons per year
$2,000 per ton
BART system, 1,000 metric tons per year

BART can enhance the benefits of existing transit infrastructure by providing more service. In
January 2008, BART implemented improved headways on evenings and weekends, by reducing
wait times from 20 to 15 minutes. By shortening the time between trains, BART expects riders will
no longer need to consult a schedule, and will instead be able to arrive at a station confident that
a train will arrive soon. BART's ridership models predict that this change will attract,
conservatively, an estimated 700 daily boardings. BART has focused efforts to increase ridership
on off-peak periods, because of capacity constraints on the system for peak hour, peak direction
travel. Additionally, system access can be problematic during week days when parking lots at
many BART stations are full.
The average BART trip is 13 miles. If we assume that each BART trip replaces 13 miles of private
vehicle travel, then the enhanced service will replace about 3.3 million VMT of private vehicle
travel per year. This is equivalent to 1,200 metric tons of CO2. Because BART estimates that the
typical BART trip produces 14% of the GHG emissions of an equivalent auto trip, the service
enhancements will eliminate 1,000 metric tons of CO2 emission (0.86 * 1,200).
These frequency enhancements will cost approximately $4 million annually, or about $2 million
net of fare revenue. The greenhouse gas emissions savings from this expense will cost
approximately $2,000 per metric ton.
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This scenario relies on BART’s budgetary estimate of the number of new passengers that will
result from off-peak frequency enhancements. A more precise cost-efficiency estimate will be
possible when BART measures the actual number of new passengers.
BART has also explored the possibility of increasing frequency during the peak period, to as low
as 12 minutes by line. Doing so would require changes to train control systems, as the existing
systems do not allow such frequencies. Frequency enhancements during the peak might yield a
much greater ridership benefit, and therefore may be more cost-effective in terms of emissions
abatement.

Discussion
The cost effectiveness of transit service improvements will vary widely depending on the nature of
the enhancement and the particular circumstances of the area, and each service enhancement
should be analyzed on its own merits. Service improvements in relatively dense urban areas with
good transit infrastructure may offer greater opportunities for GHG emissions abatement than
more auto-oriented places. Modeling currently predicts that BART’s off-peak frequency
enhancement will attract a modest number of new passengers, and will reduce the system’s
overall productivity measured in passengers per revenue hour.

4. Marketing
Riding BART may be a good option for many travelers who have not fully considered its
advantages. A cost-effective way to attract these passengers may be to invest in marketing.
Marketing programs may include either BART advertising on its own, or investing in outreach
programs run by other agencies, such as the TravelChoice program described below.

BART Marketing
Evaluating the impact of marketing can be difficult: The return on investment of BART’s marketing
varies widely from project to project, and it can be difficult to isolate the impact of a marketing
program from the many other factors that influence BART ridership.
One example of a BART marketing program is the Hayward “Heavy Up” promotion 20 , which was
evaluated to assess the effectiveness of a coordinated advertising and promotional campaign that
included outdoor advertising, newspaper, cable television and direct mail in Fremont, Hayward,
and six neighboring cities. The evaluation focused on direct mail portion.
The direct mail element of the program included a letter/flyer and free BART ticket good for a
one-way trip anywhere on the system. Recipients had approximately two to three weeks to use
the ticket before it expired on February 20. The direct mail piece was sent to 60,000 individuals.
In all, the program cost $90,551, including roughly $33,000 for media buys and $37,000 for free
one-way BART tickets. The free tickets returned about $9,600 in fares from return trips and
accompanying passengers. The program very likely had other, larger benefits as well; both in
revenue and GHG emissions abatement. However, these impacts are difficult to measure. While
ridership was up slightly from the previous month the 370 additional trips were within the normal
month-to-month variation. About a fifth of those surveyed had aided recall of some element of the
marketing campaign, suggesting a potential impact on travel behavior.
20

“Hayward ‘Heavy Up’ Promotion Evaluation.” BART Marketing & Research Department.
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TravelChoice Outreach
Emissions Reduced:
Cost:
Max Potential:

6,600 Metric tons per year for 10,000 households
$60 per ton.
66,000 metric tons per year (100,000 households)

Outreach to ensure that residents of a particular area are aware of their transportation choices
can be a key part of a strategy to reduce overall VMT. An example of such a strategy has been
successfully implemented in parts of the Bay Area.
TravelChoice is a program that reduces driving and congestion while promoting healthy physical
activity. Through door-to-door outreach, it connects interested residents with information and
incentives to add more walking, bicycle riding, public transit (including BART), and carpooling into
their daily routines. The program has been piloted in the City of Alameda and the Fruitvale
neighborhood of Oakland, California, along with a survey to evaluate its impact. It was sponsored
by the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency, AC Transit, BART, and the Alameda
County Public Health Department and coordinated by the Transportation and Land Use Coalition
(TALC).
The surveys show that the TravelChoice program surpassed its initial goals in reducing auto trips
and increasing transit ridership in Alameda. Drive-alone trips were reduced 14% in the Alameda
program. This reduction was primarily due to a 34% increase in transit usage and a 5% increase
in carpooling. Follow-up surveys suggest that these changes may dissipate somewhat over time.
However, even short term changes in travel behavior can yield CO2 emissions benefits. Similar
programs have achieved equivalent results in other locations, including Portland, Oregon and
Melbourne, Australia.
TALC's surveys show that the TravelChoice program reduced drive-alone trips in Alameda by
14%. MTC estimates that the average Bay Area household generates an average of 35 VMT per
day 21 , or 12,775 VMT annually. The program therefore reduced VMT per household by 1,789
annually, or 17.9 million VMT for every 10,000 participating households. This equates to 6,647
metric tons of CO2 emissions per 10,000 participating households.
The Alameda project included 7,800 households. The cost of the program, excluding the surveys
used to document its effects, was $330,000. The cost of TravelChoice per participating household
is therefore roughly $42. With CO2 emission reduced by 6,600 metric tons for every 10,000
participating households, the cost per metric ton of C02 emissions reduced would be roughly $60.
This assumes that the results for Alameda would be typical for the program. It also
(conservatively) assumes that the changes in travel behavior are consistent throughout the year
of the program but do not persist at all after the end of the first year. This is consistent with
evaluation methodologies for most Transportation Demand Management programs (e.g. those
funded by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District), which usually assume one year of
effectiveness. BART and TALC are currently working together on several new pilot programs; the
emissions abatement impacts of these programs will be evaluated when the programs are
completed in late 2008.
21

“Characteristics of TOD and Characteristics of TOD and non-TOD Residents.” Presentation by Rachel Gossen,
Metropolitan Transportation Commission. November 23, 2005.
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Discussion
A key barrier to implementing programs like TravelChoice on a large scale may be the lack of
sufficient agency or nonprofit capacity to implement the program. In addition to funding the
program, funds may need to be provided for capacity-building. Another challenge may be the fact
that outcomes of the program may not be persistent over time unlike one-time investments for
new infrastructure, this would probably need to be an ongoing investment.
Marketing, either by BART or through partner agencies as with TravelChoice, can help make
people more aware of their transportation options. In the long term, however, given complete
information, most people will choose the transportation option with the most appealing
combination of price, convenience, and travel time. Marketing will have the most impact in areas
where transit is most competitive with driving. In parts of the region where land use patterns are
strongly auto-oriented, or that lack high quality transit service or pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure, the impact of marketing may be limited.

5. System Extensions
Besides providing more service within the existing system, BART could also increase the number
of passengers it carries by extending the system to new areas. Increasing the pool of funds
available for transit projects, and in particular for extending existing transit systems, can help
achieve significant abatement of GHG emissions by shifting more people out of their cars.
Extensions of existing rail transit systems are an important means of increasing passenger miles,
by providing service to a larger geographic area and increasing the utilization of the existing
portions of the system. In addition to bringing new riders to the system, extensions may also have
the advantage of attracting riders (particularly commuters) who might otherwise make very long
trips by private vehicle.
If rail transit extensions to low-density areas are accompanied by changes in land-use regulations
that permit more compact development that would have otherwise been permitted, they may
generate a greater emissions abatement impact. Recent research suggests that by encouraging
compact land-use development that tends to generate more walking and biking trips and shorter
auto trips, the presence of transit may also create a significant secondary impact on GHG
emissions. An ICF International study conducted for the American Public Transit Association
suggests that the land use impacts of transit may be as much as 1.9 times as large as transit’s
direct impact. 22 Transit enables a land use pattern which encourages reduced VMT through
more transit trips, shorter auto trips, fewer cars per household, and more walking and biking.

BART Extensions
Warm Springs
Emissions Reduced:
Cost:
Max Potential:

30,000 Metric tons (79,000 including potential secondary land use impacts)
$2,000 per ton ($720 per ton including land use impacts)
Not Estimated.

BART is currently considering several system expansion projects, including extensions of the A
line to Warm Springs or San Jose, and an extension of the L line to Livermore.
22

"The Broader Connection between Public Transportation, Energy Conservation and Greenhouse Gas Reduction."
ICF International for the American Public Transportation Association. February 2008.
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Consider the planned extension of BART’s A line to Warm Springs. To estimate the impact of the
Warm Springs Extension, BART used a regional transportation demand model known as Baycast
- 90 (Baycast), developed by The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). Baycast
covers all nine Bay Area counties, and is commonly used for transportation modeling in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Trips are divided into five types of purposes: home-based work; home-based
shop/other; home-based social/recreational; home-based school; and non home-based. After
results have been obtained from the transportation demand model, the output data on vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) is used to determine the project’s air quality impacts.
This analysis shows that Bay Area regional VMT in 2025 without the Warm Springs Extension
would be 47,696 million miles. With the extension to Warm Springs, VMT in 2025 would be
47,622 million miles. Thus, the annual VMT reduction attributable to the project is 73 million
miles. Assuming an average vehicle MPG of 24.05, the project results in an annual GHG
emission abatement (calculated for 2025) of roughly 27,000 tons.
BART estimates that the capital costs of this project would be about $748 million, or $48 million
per year over the estimated 40-year useful life of the project. Operating costs would add an
additional $8.16 million per year 23 , for a total annual cost of approximately $27 million. The cost
per ton of CO2 eliminated would be approximately $2,000. This estimate does not include the
emissions from construction of the project, which would be significant.
If changes to land use regulations were to permit more compact development patterns to occur
along with the system extension, the emissions impact of the extension may be magnified in the
long term. If the secondary land-use impact of the extension was 1.9 times the direct impact, the
total annual emissions abatement could reach as high as 79,000 tons per year, at a cost of $720
per ton.
eBART
Emissions Reduced:
Cost:
Max Potential:

38,000 Metric tons (111,000 including potential secondary land use impacts)
$940 per ton ($280 per ton including land use impacts)
Not Estimated.

eBART is a proposed BART system expansion into East Contra Costa County that would have
timed connections to the core BART system, but would operate with different technology. Selfpropelled rail cars, also known as Diesel Multiple Unit (DMU), are the proposed vehicle
technology for eBART. The extension would operate from the existing Pittsburg/Bay Point BART
station to a new station at Railroad Avenue in Pittsburg and a terminus station east of Hillcrest
Avenue in Antioch.
An analysis conducted by Wilbur Smith Associates, who is conducting environmental review for
eBART, found that project could be expected to reduce CO2 emissions by 38,000 metric tons per
year. The capital cost of the project would be about $470 million, which would be annualized at
approximately $30 million per year over 30 years. Operations and maintenance would add a
further $5 million per year, for a total annual cost of $36,000,000 per year. The cost of emissions
abatement would be approximately $938 per ton.

23

Final Environmental Impact Statement and 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation: BART Warm Springs Extension. June 2006.
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As described above, accompanying changes to land use regulations that permitted compact
development patterns would magnify the emission abatement impact of the project. If the
secondary land-use impact of the eBART was 1.9 times the direct impact, the total annual
emissions abatement could reach as high as 111,000 tons per year, at a cost of $280 per ton.

Discussion
On their own, extensions of the BART system do not appear to be a cost-effective way of
achieving CO2 emissions abatement. The projects considered here have direct emissions
abatement impact estimated to cost between $900 and $2,000 per ton. It is important to note that
this estimate draws a boundary around the project itself, and therefore does not consider the
benefits of land use changes other than those that lead directly to BART ridership. If new stations
were leveraged to facilitate significant new transit-oriented development and compact
development in the larger station areas, they may facilitate significant emissions abatement not
factored into this analysis. Secondary land use impacts on the scale estimated by a recent
American Public Transit Association analysis could lower the long-term cost per ton of these
projects to between $275 and $400 per ton.
A significant barrier to implementation of transit extensions is the availability of funding.
Competition for funds from existing sources is fierce. Allocating additional transportation funds to
transit is one way to improve this situation. If the state determines to auction CO2 allowances in
connection with a GHG market-based program, revenue from the allowance auction could be a
significant new source of funding for transit projects.

6. Other
BART Power Supply
Emissions Reduced:
Cost:
Max Potential:

72,000 Metric tons
$110 per ton
72,000 Metric tons

While BART currently operates its trains and stations using a power supply mix that is 2/3 clean
hydroelectric and renewables, operations do produce significant GHG emissions from the
consumption of fossil-fuels to generate electricity. The most direct way that BART could reduce
emissions is by transitioning entirely into non-carbon-based sources of electricity.
BART’s total energy load for 2007 is 384,522 megawatt hours (MWh), purchased at a cost of $70
per MWh. The power that BART currently buys, most of which is supplied by Pacific Northwest, is
about 63% hydro electric, 2% nuclear, and 1% derived from renewable sources such as solar and
wind. About a third of BART’s power is derived from fossil fuels, which include a mix of coal and
natural gas. The production of this portion of BART’s energy from fossil fuels produced about
72,000 metric tons of CO2 emissions in 2007.
As a theoretical exercise, this section analyzes the costs and emissions abatement potential of
converting BART’s remaining approximately one-third fossil fuel based power generation to
renewables. In order to eliminate these emissions, BART could stop using fossil-fuel electricity.
However, electricity from renewable sources is expensive: wind power can be purchased in
California for about $100 per MWh, and solar power ranges in price from $130 to 160 per
megawatt hour, at an average cost of $150 per MWh.
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If BART was able to continue to purchase hydroelectric and nuclear power to meet two-thirds of
its electricity needs (at a cost of $70 per ton), but purchased a mixture of solar and wind energy
(at an average cost of $125 per MWh) to replace all of the fossil fuel energy it now uses, BART
would have to purchase approximately 132,000 KWh hours of renewable energy. This
substitution would increase BART’s overall energy costs by $7.7 million. If this change eliminated
BART’s 72,000 metric tons of CO2 emissions, its cost would be roughly $110 per ton.

BART Train Energy Efficiency Improvements
Because 2/3 the electricity BART buys is generated from hydroelectric and renewable sources,
the agency already emits less CO2 than many comparable energy consumers. However,
because of the scale of its operations, BART is still a significant emitter, generating more than
72,000 metric tons of CO2 each year. Improved energy efficiency could reduce emissions and
save the agency money.
In 2007, Pacific Gas & Electric Contracted BASE Energy to undertake an audit of possible energy
efficiency improvements to the operation of BART’s train cars. Most of the energy that BART
uses is for the propulsion, lighting, and climate control of its trains. The work was part of the
PG&E’s Customer Energy Efficiency Program, provided to large commercial and industrial
customers. The study evaluated and recommended a set of strategies that BART could use to
improve its energy efficiency.
BART Train Efficiency Improvements Studied by PG&E
Use Ultracapacitors for Regenerative Braking Energy
Storage
Use Permanent Magnet (PM) Motors for Car
Propulsion
Install Variable Frequency Drives on HVAC Supply
Fans
Direct Cooler Air to the Inlet of HVAC Condensers
Optimize Outside Air Intake into Cars
Install Daylight Controls on the Fluorescent Lamps
Install Higher Efficiency HVAC Units on C Cars and
New Cars
Total

Capital Cost

Electricity Savings
(kW/h/ Year)

Tons CO2
Abatement/Year

$88,038,753

82,948,688

15,100

$51,344,198

38,905,029

7,100

$1,475,000
$100,000
$847,793
$2,820,270

3,206,292
1,717,819
1,444,334
837,433

600
400
300
200

$632,177
145,258,191

413,021
129,472,616

100
23,800

Source: Energy Efficiency Assessment of Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) Train Cars.
Prepared by BASE Energy, Inc. for Pacific Gas and Electric. March 2007.

By far the largest efficiency improvement evaluated by the study is the implementation of
ultracapacitors for regenerative braking. Ultracapacitors are a new technology that uses a
combination of traditional batteries and capacitors to quickly and efficiently store braking energy;
the technology allows BART trains to store large amounts energy, and to release it quickly.
Currently, BART cars do recover electrical energy while braking. This energy is transferred to the
third rail, where nearby trains can use it while departing a station. However, if the regenerated
energy cannot be used by a nearby train, it dissipates through on-board resistors. Ultracapacitors
could store the regenerated energy instead of transferring it to the third rail. This improvement
alone would save 82 million kWh/yr. Its $88 million cost would be recovered within 11 years, and
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the net annual savings over 20 years (close to the system’s estimated useful life of 23 years)
would be about $4 million.
The second largest improvement proposed in the study is retrofitting cars with Permanent Magnet
(PM) Motors for train propulsion. This investment could save 38 million Kwh/r of electricity per
year at an up front cost of $51 million. Other recommended improvements are focused on
improving the efficiency of BART train’s lighting and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
systems.
The total program of improvements recommended by the study could save approximately 130
million kWh of electricity per year, roughly 43 percent of the energy that BART trains use. Even
given the relatively efficient sources of BART’s electrical energy, saving 130 million kW/h of
electricity would still eliminate about 24,000 metric tons of CO2 per year. While implementing the
changes would cost $153 million, they would save roughly $13.6 million per year in energy costs,
and the initial investment would be recouped in 11.5 years. In 20 years, the improvements would
have produced a net annual total cost savings of $5.8 million. Given this long term return on
investment, the cost per ton of emissions eliminated would be -$250 per ton.

Discussion
The estimates in this section demonstrate that improving the energy efficiency of BART’s trains is
one of the most cost-effective strategies available for reducing GHG emissions. While the steps
available have high up-front costs, improved efficiency will return both cost savings and
significant emissions abatement for decades. Taking steps to improve energy efficiency is a far
more cost effective means of reducing GHG emissions than replacing BART’s current fossil fuel
energy with energy from renewable sources, estimated to cost at least $100 per ton.

7. BART System Capacity
Most of the strategies described in the previous section generate emissions abatement by
attracting new BART riders, many of whom would otherwise drive private vehicles. It should be
noted that, in the long term, the cost effectiveness and overall potential of these strategies
depends not only on each policy’s own costs and benefits, but also on the capacity of the BART
system to accommodate additional passengers. While BART currently has significant excess
capacity at most times of day, future ridership projections show that in the coming decades BART
will increasingly face capacity challenges for peak-hour, peak direction travel. Challenges include
train line-haul constraints, and for the stations, vertical circulation, platform widths and access.
At some point, additional capacity cannot be added to the BART system on a per-passenger
basis—instead, the cost of increasing system capacity must be incurred in large steps through
station expansions, control system enhancements, addition of new rolling stock, and other
investments.
The cost effectiveness estimates included in the previous section, therefore, include only the
costs of each policy on its own, and do not account for the additional costs that will be incurred as
a result of the need to add system capacity because of the cumulative impacts of a complete
package of ridership-generating policies.
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The precise cost of new capacity requirements created by these policies will not be known until
BART determines which policies to undertake, at which stations, and at what time in the future.
However, BART’s 2004 study of capacity enhancements required for the Silicon Valley Rapid
Transit (SVRT) system extension can provide some insight into the order of magnitude of the
expense of system capacity enhancement.
That study estimated that, by 2025, the SVRT extension would attract roughly 81,250 net daily
boardings to BART. The share of needed capacity enhancements attributable to the impact of the
extensions was estimated to be roughly $30 million. 24 Over an estimate 40-year useful life of the
project, this amounts to about $750,000 per year. The total cost of capacity enhancements to the
core system required by the SVRT extension therefore amounts to roughly $.03 per boarding.
This does not include the capital or operating cost of the extension itself.
The demands on system capacity will likely be far less on a per-boarding basis for many of the
above described policies than for the SVRT extension. For example, transit-oriented development
policies and off-peak fare policies tend to promote off-peak and reverse-commute ridership, which
takes advantage of spare system capacity rather than requiring new capacity.

24

Including station, line, and signage costs but excluding the cost of new parking. The cost of parking has been
excluded because it has already been included in the cost estimates in Section 2.
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C. Transportation Sector Strategies
The above sections describe policies that BART can use to reduce GHG emissions. But some of
the most important policies for reducing greenhouse gas emissions through increased transit
ridership require wider, more systemic change than BART could pursue on its own. The following
policies are ones that BART should consider supporting and pursuing in partnership with other
policy-making bodies. Generally, the market-pricing and land use planning strategies proposed
here are either very inexpensive, revenue-neutral, or revenue-generating. To gain the maximum
benefits, their revenues should be reinvested in GHG emissions-reducing strategies.

1. Market Prices for Transportation Resources
Market-Priced Parking
Charge the right price for curb parking
350 Metric tons for a small downtown with 471 spaces.
Emissions Reduced:
-2,100 per ton
Cost:
Unknown. All scarce parking in the region.
Max Potential:
Require Parking Cash-Out
Emissions Reduced:
178 Metric tons
Cost:
0 per ton
Max Potential:
23,000 Metric Tons
The price and availability of parking are important factors in any individual’s choice of travel
mode, and are therefore important factors influencing GHG emissions from the transportation
sector. Frequently, land use regulations in California work to ensure that all destinations have
more than enough parking available to meet the demand for free parking at all times of day,
through the use of minimum parking requirements in zoning codes. These policies promote the
use of private autos for most trips. By contrast, public policies that work to ensure that the cost of
parking is determined by the market can restore balance to travel choice.
Market-based pricing of parking increases the cost of driving and therefore makes transit more
competitive. Fewer trips are made by private auto, which reduces VMT and increases ridership
on transit (including BART). At BART stations, market-priced parking may induce more riders to
seek alternative ways to access stations, which may free parking spaces for additional midmorning and mid-day trips.
A key set of strategies for reducing auto VMT, and thus greenhouse gas emissions, are those
related to managing the supply of parking.

Charge the right price for curb parking
When on-street parking occupancy rates exceed 85%, communities may see an increase in
excess traffic due to cruising for parking (i.e., people searching and circling to find a free or below
market-rate curb parking space). In these circumstances, managing parking prices to ensure that
there are available curb parking spaces at all times of day is an important strategy for reducing
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search traffic. Making sure that there are curb parking spaces available is also a fundamental first
step that makes possible the implementation of many other powerful traffic reduction strategies.
In addition to the positive impacts of reduced VMT, charging for parking can be a revenue source
for local government, and can serve as a funding source for other strategies to reduce overall
VMT.
One way that market-based prices for curb parking reduces VMT is by eliminated cruising for
parking, the extra miles traveled trying to find a parking place. When curb prices are set to
achieve 85% occupancy, parking is always available and cruising is not necessary. In his book
"The High Cost of Free Parking," Donald Shoup documents the VMT generated through cruising
in Westwood Village, Los Angeles, California. He estimates that during a typical day in Westwood
Village, the typical driver searches for parking for 3.3 minutes, and the total VMT generated by
cruising was 3,633. Over the course of a year, this amounts to 945,000 VMT, or 350 metric tons
of CO2. 25
Currently, Westwood charges $0.50 per hour per during daytimes hour, generating a total of
$500,000 from the 470 downtown meters. Shoup estimates that if raising the price of parking to
$1.50 resulted in an 85% vacancy rate, meter revenue would increase by $750,000. An 85%
vacancy rate would also eliminate cruising. The net cost of this policy for CO2 emissions
reduction is therefore roughly -$2,100 per ton. For maximum impact on emissions, this new
revenue could be used to fund other programs that reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Require Parking Cash-Out
The majority of employers in California provide free or reduced price parking for some employees
as a fringe benefit. Under a parking cash-out requirement, employers are allowed to continue this
practice on the condition that they offer the cash value of the parking subsidy to any employee
who does not drive to work.
Certain employers are required to offer parking cash-out to their employees under state law;
however, it is poorly enforced. The Air Resources Board could step up enforcement efforts and
outreach to employers, or provide funds to local agencies for this purpose.
As documented in Willson, Richard W. and Donald C. Shoup. “Parking Subsidies and Travel
Choices: Assessing the Evidence”, a set of studies shows that there is a significant difference in
travel mode choice among workers depending upon whether the employer or the employee pays
for parking. These studies show that, on average, the implementation of employee-paid parking
generated a 27% decrease in auto trips to work.
If the typical household generates 35 VMT per day 26 , and trips to work generally account for 40%
of overall household VMT, then this decrease in driving to work due to employee-paid parking
would result in a reduction of 936 VMT per household per year. In a city with 100,000 workers,
this would be 93,600,000 VMT per year, and a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions of 34,800

25

Shoup, Donald, "The High Cost of Free Parking," 2006.
“Characteristics of TOD and Characteristics of TOD and non-TOD Residents” Presentation by Rachel Gossen,
Metropolitan Transportation Commission. November 23, 2005.

26
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tons per year. By presenting employees with a choice of either free parking or a cash benefit,
parking cash-out has the same impact on parking as employee-paid parking. 27

Require the unbundling of parking costs
Parking costs in California are typically subsumed into the sale or rental price of housing and
commercial space. But although the cost of parking is often hidden in this way, parking is never
free, and hiding its cost results in higher vehicle ownership and greater VMT. Charging separately
for parking is perhaps the single most effective residentially-based strategy to encourage
households to own fewer cars, and rely more on walking, cycling and transit.
To reduce VMT, the full cost of providing parking can be "unbundled" from the cost of multifamily
housing units (both rental and condominium); commercial space; and from the costs of other
goods and services, with limited exceptions. Additionally, this policy means that employers who
successfully reduce parking demand and traffic to their worksites are able to reap financial
benefits by leasing fewer parking spaces. Unbundled parking is revenue-neutral from the
perspective of the public sector.
A key advantage of these policies is that they generally do not require the ongoing investment of
public funds. Financial support from the state would be limited to planning grants. Market-price
parking will be either revenue-neutral (for example, with unbundling of parking charges) or
generators of public funds. In dense urban areas, market-price on street parking could be a very
significant source of municipal revenue.
While market-based parking prices have numerous advantages for the efficiency of the overall
transit system, they tend to face skepticism and political opposition when proposed.
Implementation must be accompanied with appropriate public outreach. Local opposition to
market-priced curb parking can be alleviated by returning some or all of the revenue generated to
local benefit districts.
A key challenge for statewide implementation of market prices for on-street parking is that parking
conditions vary widely by locality. The best way to encourage sound pricing statewide is to make
funds available for planning purposes. By contrast, unbundling and parking cash-out could be
mandated statewide.

27

Effects of parking cash-out on parking demand. Source: Donald Shoup, “Evaluating the Effects of Parking Cash-Out:
Eight Case Studies,” 1997.
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Congestion Pricing
Emissions Reduced:
Cost:
Max Potential:

55 Metric tons
-$4,500,000 per ton
High, but unknown

Congestion pricing describes a number of techniques that use charges to provide disincentive to
drive single occupant vehicles in certain areas or on particular roadways during periods of peak
congestion. Congestion pricing differs from traditional tolling in that tolls are generally fixed
amounts charged on a single roadway; while congestion pricing involves variable charges based
on levels of congestion or time of day and can be charged over a wide area rather than on a
single roadway. Congestion pricing has been implemented in a number of European cities and is
being considered in several US cities including New York City and San Francisco. Congestion
pricing has been proven to reduce congestion, increase transit ridership, provide more reliable
travel times, decrease pollution, and reduce the number of auto accidents—all while raising
critical new revenues for the transportation system.
Congestion pricing works by shifting some trips to other transportation modes or to off-peak
periods, taking advantage of the fact that the majority of rush hour drivers on a typical urban
highway are not commuters. By removing a fraction (even as small as 5%) of the vehicles from a
congested roadway, pricing enables the system to flow much more efficiently, allowing more cars
to move through the same physical space. Similar variable charges have been successfully
utilized in other industries - for example, airline tickets, cell phone rates, and electricity rates.
There is a consensus among economists that congestion pricing represents the single most
viable and sustainable approach to reducing traffic congestion. While the ultimate impact of a
congestion pricing scheme depends on the availability of alternative travel choices (i.e. transit,
ridesharing, bicycle facilities) and the presence of alternate routes, the results are compelling.
Since 2003, London has charged a congestion fee to most motorists entering or leaving its
central area between 7 am and 6:30 pm weekdays; residents receive a 90% discount, and
motorcycles, taxis and some other vehicles are exempted. In 2005, the fee was increased from
£5 (about $10) to £8 ($16). In 2007, the fee zone was roughly doubled in size to approximately 16
square miles.
Drivers can pay at vending machines or by Internet or mobile phone, and discounted passes are
available. A network of cameras records license plates entering and leaving the zone which are
then checked against payment records. Fines increase with time from £40 to £120.
From 2002 to 2005, annualized weekday VMT in the charging area of London fell by 150,000, or
15%. This amounts to a savings of 55 metric tons of CO2 per year. The program generated net
revenues of £122 million ($252 million) in 2005. This amounts to a cost efficiency of
approximately -$4.5 million per metric ton of CO2 emissions eliminated.

2. Land Use
The shape of the city plays a critical role in how much and how often people travel by car. When
neighborhoods are compact and many of a person's daily needs can be found within a few
minutes walk, vehicle trips per household decline rapidly. In cities as diverse as Los Angeles,
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Chicago, and San Francisco, there is a very strong correlation between households per
residential acre and both the number of vehicle miles per year that a household drives and the
number of vehicles that a household own. 28 One typical study, based on the National Personal
Transportation Survey showed that households in higher-density urban areas make about 25%
fewer trips by auto than the average American household. 29 The cost effectiveness of the
following policies demonstrates the immense potential of land use planning to reduce GHG
emissions.
The city of Vancouver is an example of a locality that has succeeded in reducing environmental
impacts through land use reform. The population in downtown Vancouver grew by 60% between
1991 and 2002, but with no net increase in auto trips. Eighty-one percent of internal trips
downtown are by walking or biking and 60% of all trips to/from downtown are non-auto. In 2007,
the city drafted an “Ecodensity Charter,” which explicitly commits the city to compact development
patterns for the purposes of reducing environmental impacts. The charter includes a commitment
to “make environmental sustainability a primary consideration in decisions about density, design,
and land use.”

Indirect Source Development Fees
Emissions Reduced:
Cost:
Max Potential:

28,000 Metric tons (San Joaquin Valley)
$0 per ton
12,500 (BART Service area)

One important way to decrease VMT and thus greenhouse gas emissions is to provide financial
incentives to developers to mitigate emissions from the increased traffic generated by new
development. Under this policy, developers can either incorporate into their projects elements
that will minimize these traffic-related emissions such as building near public transit, adding
bicycle lanes, or building walkable shopping into the plans, or pay a mitigation fee to the district to
be used to purchase off-site emission abatements.
Over time, fees of this kind could have an increasingly large aggregate impact on the
transportation and land use patterns for an entire region. First, if fees are directed towards
transportation projects, such as transit service and infrastructure (including BART and other
transit agencies), and bicycle and pedestrian facilities, these projects could help to build and
maintain a fully-developed multimodal transportation system that encourages a transition away
from private-auto oriented lifestyles. Second, fees that are assessed in proportion to a
development's expected emissions will encourage types of development that generate lower
emissions. This in turn will also encourage land use patterns that promote the use of transit, as
well as pedestrian and bicycle transportation.
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District has implemented such an Indirect Source
Review policy, the first of its kind, based on its authority to regulate air pollution within San
Joaquin County. The policy applies to new development projects that emit at least two tons of
nitrogen oxides (NOx) or two tons of particulate matter (PM10) per year. While this policy focuses
on NOx and PM10, it has the added benefit of reducing CO2 emissions in rough proportion to the

28
29

Holtzclaw, 2002.
Litman, 2007.
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decrease in these criteria pollutants. The rule exempts traditional stationary pollution source
projects.
If a developer cannot achieve the required emission abatements through onsite measures, the
rule provides a mechanism by which the developer can pay an offsite mitigation fee to the District.
One hundred percent of all offsite mitigation fees received by the District are used by the District’s
existing Emission Reduction Incentive Program (ERIP) to fund emission abatement projects,
achieving emission abatements on behalf of the project.
Additionally, if a project is subject to off-site emission reduction fees, the developer is required to
pay an administrative fee equal to 4% of the required off-site fees. This fee is to cover the
District’s cost of administering the off-site emission reduction program.
It should be noted that the rule is the subject of two ongoing court challenges, and that if either
challenge is successful, then indirect source rules will not be a tool available to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.
During the 2006-2007 annual reporting period, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
received off-site mitigation fees totaling $12,917,976 and funded off-site emission abatement
projects resulting in reduced emissions of NOx and PM10 within the District by 824.07 and 33.71
tons, respectively. The District does not report CO2 emissions reductions specifically. However,
based on a ratio of 826.5 pounds of carbon per pound of PM10, the District's reported PM10
reduction is equivalent to roughly 27,900 metric tons of CO2 emissions eliminated.
Note that these figures do not include on-site mitigations implemented by developers, which is not
currently available. These estimates therefore underestimate the emissions abatement impact of
this policy.
This regulation requires no public funds, and in fact generates fees that can be used for emission
abatements. Administrative costs for the management of fees are covered out of a 4% fee on the
developer.

Station Area Planning Grants
Emissions Reduced:
Cost:
Max Potential:

5,300 Metric tons per station
$2 per ton
260,000 Metric tons

Research demonstrates that households in dense communities near transit tend to travel less by
private auto and more by transit (such as BART) than the typical household. 30 Such communities
can also slow growth in greenhouse gas emissions by reducing the total VMT per new household.
By offering planning funds and attaching requirements for certain densities of housing
development near transit, cities and planning agencies can encourage the kinds of developments
that tend to generate lower VMT, and therefore lower CO2 emissions.
An example of such an incentive program has been implemented by the San Francisco Bay
Area's Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). MTC's Transit Oriented Development
30

“Characteristics of Rail and Ferry Station Area Residents in the San Francisco Bay Area: Evidence from the 2000
Bay Area Travel Survey Volume I.” Metropolitan Transportation Commission. September 2006.
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policy, adopted in July 2005, aims to capitalize on investments in transit corridors in the region by
promoting the development of vibrant, mixed-use neighborhoods around new rail stations. It aims
to stimulate the construction of at least 42,000 new housing units along the region's major new
transit corridors, helping to ease the San Francisco Bay Area's chronic housing shortage and
preserve regional open space, while at the same time improving the cost-effectiveness of regional
investments in new transit expansions.
The incentive program has the following elements, to be implemented by the localities that accept
planning funds: 1.) Corridor-level thresholds to quantify appropriate minimum levels of
development around transit stations along new corridors. 2.) Local station area plans that address
future land-use changes, station access needs, circulation improvements, pedestrian-friendly
design, TOD-supportive parking policies and other key features in a transit-oriented development.
3.) Corridor working groups that bring together CMAs, city and county planning staff, transit
agencies, and other key stakeholders. While BART could work to encourage all three of these
policies, the discussion here focuses on station area planning grants as a tool to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.
Typically, the development of these plans includes public outreach and public events to build
consensus within the community. Planning efforts focus on new transportation and land use
policies, as well as economic development and urban design. Together, these efforts help to
produce a plan that addresses community needs and reduces community concerns about the
added growth incentivized by the program.
MTC's incentives aim to stimulate the construction of at least 42,000 new housing units along the
region's major new transit corridors. Thus far, two cities that have been awarded station area
planning grants, San Leandro and Santa Rosa, have produced projections of the number of new
housing units within one-half mile of transit, over and above those projected under the former
zoning. San Leandro has completed environmental review of their station area plan, and adopted
new land use and zoning controls. They estimate the plan will generate 2,841 new units, on top of
the 590 previously expected under the former zoning. In Santa Rosa, the plan is expected to
increase housing production near transit by 2,349 units. The average of these two plans is 2,595
units.
If we assume that each new housing unit enabled by a station area plan replaces one typical
housing unit that would have been built elsewhere, then the 2,595 additional housing units
generated by a station area plan offer an annual VMT savings of 14,207,625. 31 This equates to
an annual savings of 5,279 metric tons of C02.
Assuming that the lifespan of a typical housing unit is about 40 years, the CO2 emissions
eliminated over the life of the housing would be about 211,200 metric tons.
San Leandro and Santa Rosa estimate that their station area plans have increased housing
production by an average of 2,595 units, at an average direct cost to MTC of $450,000 per plan.
This amounts to a cost to MTC of $158 per added housing unit near transit.

31

“Characteristics of TOD and Characteristics of TOD and non-TOD Residents” Presentation by Rachel Gossen,
Metropolitan Transportation Commission. November 23, 2005.
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The total emissions abatement is 5,300 metric tons of CO2 per plan, or about $80 per metric ton
of emissions eliminated in the first year after plan buildout. Considering all emissions eliminated
over an assumed 40-year lifespan of the housing, the cost is $2.00 per ton.
While this policy is extremely cost effective in reducing CO2 emissions, it is limited in that it can
only be implemented near transit centers, such as rail stations and BRT nodes. It therefore
represents an efficient but small part of an overall emission reductions plan.
It should be noted that these costs do not include any local funding for planning or infrastructure
expenses. An evaluation of the station area planning processes funded by the MTC station area
planning program revealed that localities did identify significant funding needs. Transit-oriented
development does frequently require significant investment in new infrastructure, and these
infrastructure needs must compete for regional funds.
Infrastructure needs have not been factored into the costs of the station area planning program
for two reasons: first many of these projects have the potential to pay for their own infrastructure
needs. Fees on developers (levied with the understanding the right to build at the higher densities
that the program requires will bring greater profits than low-density development), and other value
capture strategies such as tax-increment financing are frequently sufficient to meet infrastructure
funding needs. These policies are being considered by many of the MTC station area plan
participants. Second, this analysis assumes development stimulated by station area planning will
replace housing that would otherwise be built elsewhere in the region. Other housing, particularly
greenfield development outside of existing urban service areas, would generate its own
infrastructure costs that could well be as high or higher than that required by transit-oriented
development.
On the local level, there are frequently political factors that influence the feasibility of significant
new housing development. This policy works to overcome objectives by providing incentives, in
the form of new transit investments, to areas willing to accept new development. Plans also work
to build community consensus around shared development goals. The best way to overcome
further objections is to include funds in each plan for an appropriate outreach effort, and to direct
funds toward localities that can demonstrate local tolerance for more intensive housing
development.

3. Other Strategies
Car-sharing
Emissions Reduced:
Cost:
Max Potential:

178 Metric tons for 1,000 participations
$0 per ton
23,000 Metric tons (all adults in BART service area)

Car sharing is one last mile solution. Car sharing provides individuals with access to a fleet of
shared vehicles, allowing them to avoid owning a car, or a second or third car. Policies to
promote car sharing can provide individuals with improved transportation choices while
decreasing their overall VMT, and thereby reducing greenhouse gas emissions.
For car owners, the price of vehicle purchase and insurance are sunk costs, and the only costs
that tend to be considered when making travel choices are the costs of gas and parking. This
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provides an incentive to choose driving for many marginal trips. Car sharing participants, by
contrast, pay all the costs of vehicle operation on a per-mile or per-hour basis. They can therefore
more rationally weigh the costs and benefits of different travel choices for each trip. Additionally,
availability of car-sharing vehicles at the workplace can help to encourage transit ridership among
workers who might otherwise drive in order to have a vehicle to make trips during the work day. 32
As demonstrated below, joining a car sharing program tends to reduce overall VMT.
Car sharing programs are currently operated in several major American cities, including the San
Francisco Bay area, Los Angeles and San Diego. Once established, they need not require public
cash subsidies: some existing services are operated by private companies such as Flexcar and
Zipcar. However, public promotion of car sharing can help speed its implementation. An important
way that California could further the spread of carsharing would be to provide capital for
expansion.
In a study of the members of City CarShare 33 a nonprofit car sharing program introduced in the
city of San Francisco, total VMT initially increased because early adopters tended to be transit
advocates who were not car owners. However, in the second year of the program, as the
program attracted a more mainstream membership, members’ daily VMT (weekday/workday) fell
from 2.80 to 1.49 miles. This is a 47% reduction.
If VMT fell by 1.31 miles per person per day, annual VMT saved per person would be 478, or
478,000 per 1,000 program participants. This equates to 178 metric tons of CO2 emissions
eliminated per 1,000 program participants per year.
Car sharing requirements for new development could be implemented with no expenditure of
public funds, apart from planning grants and administrative costs. Replacing pool fleets for public
agencies would yield cost savings, as shown in Berkeley and Philadelphia.
Promoting car sharing through local TDM programs would require public funds, but the amount
would vary widely depending on local conditions and the nature of the program. Using British
data, Cairns et. al. (2004) estimate the cost at about 15 cents per mile of travel reduced. This
would equate to $71,7000 per 1,000 program participants given the VMT estimates described
above. However, these would be startup costs, and program costs would decline as operators
become more self-sufficient.
Localities can also promote the development of car sharing through several policy changes.
1.) Establish car-sharing through new development. Require new developments to provide
parking and subsidize start-up costs. Typically, a $1,200 to $1,500 monthly revenue guarantee
would be required, with the developer making up any shortfall in user fees. Car sharing can be
implemented on a case-by-case basis or, as in San Francisco, formalized in a zoning code. It
also provides the ability to reduce on-site parking requirements, which can make infill residential
development more affordable and viable.
2.) Replace vehicle fleets. A public agency or large employer could reduce or eliminate its fleet of
pool cars, and allow employees to use car-sharing instead. This would provide a guaranteed level
of baseline use, and enable residents and other employees to use the cars in the evenings and
32
33

Lund, Cervero, Willson 2004.
Cervero & Tsai, 2003
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weekends. Philadelphia and Berkeley provide good examples; Philadelphia projects savings of
$9.1 million over five years through replacing 500 City-owned vehicles with car sharing.
3.) Provide marketing support and other incentives. Should a car-sharing program be established,
towns and cities can assist with marketing, and promote the service through Transportation
Demand Management programs. They can also provide car-sharing operators with parking
spaces.
Car sharing has been successfully implemented in many American cities, workplaces, and
universities, and has proved financially self-sustaining. One issue is that thus far car sharing has
been tried mostly in relatively dense areas with good alternatives to driving available. It may be
less successful in more auto-dependent environments.

Universal Transit Passes
Emissions Reduced:
Cost:
Max Potential:

148,000 Metric tons
$150 per ton.
148,000 Metric tons (1 in 10 adults in BART service area.

In recent years, growing numbers of transit agencies have teamed with universities, employers,
or residential neighborhoods to provide Universal Transit Passes. These passes typically provide
unlimited rides on local or regional transit providers for low monthly fees, often absorbed entirely
by the employer, school, or developers. The principle of employee and residential Universal
Transit Passes is similar to that of group insurance plans – transit agencies can offer deep bulk
discounts when selling passes to a large group, with universal enrollment, on the basis that not all
those offered the pass will actually use them regularly. A review of existing programs found that
the annual per employee fees are generally between 1% and 17% of the retail price for an
equivalent annual transit pass.
In an area with very low transit mode share, the experience of the Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Authority (VTA) shows that Universal Transit Passes reduced the rate of driving
alone to work from 76% to 60%, a 21% reduction. If we assume that a reduction in the number of
trips is proportional to a reduction in VMT, this change in commuting habits equates to a 21%
reduction in VMT for work-related trips.
In 2007, total Bay Area VMT was 47,432,800,000. If 40% were for work, then work-related VMT
was 18,973,120,000. If the success of the VTA program (21% reduction in drive-alone trips) could
be repeated for 1 in 10 Bay Area workers, the total VMT savings would be approximately 400
billion VMT annually. The total emissions reduction would be roughly 150,000 metric tons.
Annual per-person fees for Universal Transit Passes are generally between 1% and 17% of the
retail price for an equivalent annual transit pass. If the typical monthly transit pass costs $55, and
a Universal Transit Pass was made available at 10% of this price per person, then the cost would
be $5.50 per person. The cost to subsidize transit for 1 in 10 of the Bay Area’s roughly 3.3 million
commuters 34 would therefore be about $1.8 million per month, or $22 million per year. The total
cost per ton would be $150.

34

MTC Analysis of 2000 US Census Data
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Traditionally, Universal Transit Passes are implemented through institutions such as a university
or an employer. They are particularly cost effective when they allow transit users to take
advantage of transit capacity that might otherwise go unused. They should be explored as a
possible strategy for reducing GHG emissions throughout California.
However, Universal Transit Passes may not be appropriate for large-scale deployment in all
travel markets, especially for those times and places where transit is already highly competitive.
In particular, peak-hour riders on the key travel corridors in the Bay Area, where there are already
transit capacity constraints, high parking costs, congested roadways, and many walkable, mixeduse neighborhoods, may be insensitive to the cost of transit. Further, if the idea were
implemented on a large scale in an area with already well-used transit, new riders could push
local transit agencies above capacity. In such cases, additional funds may have to be provided to
augment transit service. Another significant challenge to implementing Universal Transit Passes
is that, by eliminating fares, the passes reduce a transit agency's ability to influence travel-time
decisions with price variations between peak and non-peak times. It should also be noted that
BART’s distance-based fare structure would make a Universal Transit Pass more complicated to
implement.

D. Comparisons
The policies described above can all reduce GHG emissions, but some do so much more cost
efficiently than others. Figure 1 demonstrates the wide variation in efficiency between the various
strategies. Transit-oriented development on BART property and market-priced curb parking
produce thousands of dollars in revenue for every ton of carbon emissions reduced. BART offpeak frequency enhancement, at nearly $2,000 per ton, is difficult to justify on the basis of
emission abatement alone. All other transportation and land use strategies discussed in this
report can eliminate CO2 emissions more efficiently than the purchase of renewable energy.
These findings are consistent with research across regions and sectors of the global economy,
which has found that 70% of the most cost-effective GHG emissions abatement potential lies in
improving efficiency and reducing demand in the transportation, buildings, forestry and agriculture
sectors using existing mature technologies.
In addition to having variable cost-efficiency, many policies are limited in the total benefit that the
can yield. Figure 2 compares the cost effectiveness and the total possible benefit of each
policy. 35

35

Enkvist, Per-Anders et al. "A cost curve for Greenhouse Gas Reduction." The Mckinsey Quarterly. November, 2007.
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Figure 1 Cost per Metric Ton of CO2 Emissions Abatement (by Strategy)
Off-peak Frequency Enhancements
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-$250
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TOD without Replacement
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-$384
-$2,210
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Universal Transit Pass

$150

TravelChoice

$60

Station Area Planning*

$2
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$0
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*Includes planning for land use change: does not include public or private infrastructure investment
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Figure 2.

Cost Efficiency by Total Potential Savings Category
Lower Potential
(<20,000 Tons)

Very Expensive
(>$800/Ton)

Parking (Surface);
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Moderate Potential
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Tons)
Parking (Structured
and attended);

High Potential
(50,000 - 100,000
Tons)

Very High Potential
(>100,000 Tons)

BART Extensions
(without land use
changes)
Electricity(Hydro
+ Renewables),
TOD with full
parking replacement

Expensive
(>$100/Ton)

BART
Extensions (with
land use
changes)
Unlimited Ride
Pass

Inexpensive
(>$0/Ton)

“Kids Ride Free”

Revenue Neutral
($0/Ton)

Feeder Shuttle
service

Revenue
Generating
(<$0/Ton)
Strongly Revenue
Generating
(<-$1000/Ton)

TravelChoice
Carsharing;

Employee-paid
parking

Indirect Source
Review Policy
TOD with partial
parking replacement

Market-Priced Curb
Parking

Station Area
Planning

TOD without
parking replacement

Train Efficiency
Improvements
Congestion Pricing

E. Next Steps
Of the strategies considered for attracting riders to BART, the least cost-effective were those that
required significant new capital or operations spending by BART. Such strategies, which include
new parking facilities, more frequent service, and system extensions, generally exceeded $800
per ton.
A second group of strategies that includes fare incentives, marketing, and feeder shuttle service
shows the potential for a competitive level of cost effectiveness, depending on the assumptions
used to calculate their cost and impact. These strategies range in cost between -$80 and $200
per ton, and BART should consider them for further study as emissions abatement strategies.
Finally, a group of scenarios for transit-oriented development (TOD) on BART property show the
potential to be both strong revenue generators and significant reducers of GHG emissions. The
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cost per ton of emissions abatement for TOD depends greatly on the particular project and the
requirement for replacement parking, but the scenarios considered here range as low as -$1,100
per ton.
Our analysis of transportation strategies for the transportation sector as a whole likewise reveals
a group of strategies that can be both revenue generating and also significant reducers of GHG
emissions.
The cost curve presented in this paper suggests that, both in the short term for BART, and in the
long term for the region as a whole, there are transportation and land use strategies for reducing
greenhouse gas emissions that are extremely cost-effective compared to strategies likely to be
employed in other sectors of the economy. The most important conclusion for BART is that there
are available GHG emission abatement strategies that benefit multiple agency goals. Such
strategies, which include TOD, feeder shuttle services, marketing, and fare incentive programs,
have the potential to produce regionally significant levels of GHG emissions abatement, increase
ridership, and take advantage of spare system capacity, all without new expense (or even with
overall fiscal benefits).
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Appendix A. Key Assumptions
Average BART trip distance
Average BART auto access trip distance
Average one-way BART fare
Carbon content of Fuel
Auto miles per gallon
Persons per car parked at BART
Daily VMT reduction for new housing unit near transit
(compared to regional average)

13 Miles*
3.8 Miles*
$3.00*
19.7 Lbs
24.05 Miles
1.1 Persons
15 Miles

*BART Estimate
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Letter P-55

P55-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-55
P55-1

The support for the BART Extension to Berryessa is noted.
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Letter P-56

P56-1

P56-2
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-56
P56-1

The support for the Berryessa extension is noted.

P56-2

Although VTA recognizes the accomplishments of the New York and
Boston transit systems, local and regional transit in the SVRTC has been
uniquely designed to meet local transit needs specific to this geographic
region.
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Letter P-57

P57-1
P57-2

P57-3
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-57
P57-1

It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the retained cut under
Hostetter Road, rather than a tunnel. As discussed on page 2-30 of the
Draft EIS, under both the BEP and SVRTP alternatives, Hostetter Road
would be supported above the retained cut on a new roadway bridge
structure.

P57-2

VTA will comply with all Buy America requirements that apply to
purchases made with federal transit and highway funds.

P57-3

Both of these cities have multiple rail systems that have been developed
over a long period of time. They also serve a much larger population that
helps justify the cost.
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Letter P-58

P58-1

P58-2

P58-3
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-58
P58-1

VTA is participating with the City of San Jose, Caltrain and San Jose
Redevelopment Agency on a Diridon Station Area Plan funded by the
MTC. This study will develop land use alternatives for the Diridon area.
This project began in June 2009. Additionally, VTA is currently completing
a Station Access Planning and Conceptual Engineering Study for the
planned BART Extension stations including the Alum Rock Station. This
effort is evaluating multi-modal access to station areas, and determining
best use of land for transit facilities and potential future TODs.

P58-2

The Draft EIS does indicate an eight-level parking structure to meet
approximately half of the unconstrained parking demand at the
Diridon/Arena Station in 2030. The full demand is not accommodated
because a single-use parking facility of that size is not consistent with San
Jose's master plan for the Diridon area. VTA is participating in the Diridon
Station Area Plan with the city. One element of the plan is to complete a
parking demand analysis and program for the Diridon/Arena Station area.

P58-3

The station and portals were located to enable the alignment to transition
under Santa Clara Street and not extend under the residential community
to the south. However, VTA is currently completing a Station Access
Planning and Conceptual Engineering Study. This effort is evaluating
multi-modal access to planned BART Extension station areas, and
determining best use of land for transit facilities and future TODs.
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Letter P-59

P59-1

P59-2
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P59-3
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-59
P59-1

The support for the BEP is noted. The VTA Board has committed to
building the full BART Extension alternative into Milpitas, San Jose and
Santa Clara. However, due to the current economic environment the
timing to complete the full extension is undetermined and phasing the
project may be necessary. Because of the continued volatility of the
economy, VTA's Board of Directors recently adopted a policy to develop
two-year capital budgets for the 2000 Measure A Program (which includes
the BART Extension) to move projects forward, based on financial
obligations and review of project funding needs and opportunities.

P59-2

The comment is noted.

P59-3

Based on low ridership projections from future land-use and ridership
data, the future Calaveras Station (near the Montague & Capital/Great
Mall area) is not included in the current Draft EIS. VTA intends to build
the full SVRTP Alternative into Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara with
local and state funding, as well as federal funding through the FTA
competitive New Starts funding program. However, due to the current
economic environment, phasing the project may be necessary. With that,
the BEP Alternative, which includes the Milpitas and Berryessa stations,
has been identified by VTA and the FTA as the most cost effective
segment most likely to compete for New Starts funding.

P59-4

The alignment in this area is intended to meet several objectives, including
avoiding the displacement of existing surface structures and realignments
or modifications to major arterials serving the corridor. While the tunnel is
more expensive, it is also the least disruptive to businesses along the
alignment and reduces traffic impacts from construction activities.

P59-5

The project alternatives have undergone extensive consideration and
evaluation. The alternatives are outcomes of various prior studies that
have evaluated transportation needs in the SVRTC. Prior studies date
back to 1994. As described in response to comment P2-1, in 2001, the
VTA Board of Directors approved a locally preferred alternative that would
extend BART service through Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara. A
combined draft environmental impact report EIR/EIS & Draft 4(f)
Evaluation was prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA
and NEPA and released for public review and comment in March 2004. A
Final EIR was prepared in December 2004 (the EIS component was
dropped by VTA due to further exploration of federal funding). A
Supplemental EIR was certified in 2007 addressing changes to the
project. On September 21, 2007, FTA published a NOI to prepare an EIS
on the project. The Draft EIS was released for public review and comment
in March 2009. All of these previous environmental studies included the
current alignment. Realignment and an additional station, as proposed,
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would add substantially to the capital cost of the SVRTP Alternative that is
already seeking ways to reduce costs.
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Letter P-60

P60-1

P60-2

P60-3

P60-4
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-60
P60-1

The opposition to stopping at Berryessa is noted. The VTA Board of
Directors has committed to building the full SVRT extension alternative
into Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. Federal funding is being
requested for a portion of the full SVRTP Alternative. The BEP
Alternative, which includes the Milpitas and Berryessa stations, has been
identified by the FTA as the most competitive segment most eligible for
New Starts funding.

P60-2

Pages 2-34 through 2-37 of the Draft EIS describes the two yard options.
The No New Yard Option requires that the additional storage and
maintenance of BART trains be conducted at existing and expanded
BART facilities. The second option is the Las Plumas Yard Option. Under
this option, a 26-acre new yard and shops facility would be built southeast
of the Berryessa Station as depicted in Figure 2-9 in Draft EIS.

P60-3

See response to comments P20-1 and P60-1.

P60-4

Due to the current economic environment, phasing the project may be
necessary. With that, the BEP Alternative, which includes the Milpitas and
Berryessa stations, has been identified by VTA and the FTA as the most
cost-effective segment most likely to compete for New Starts funding.
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Letter P-61

P61-1
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P61-1
Cont.

P61-2

P61-3

P61-4

P61-5
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P61-5
Cont.

P61-6

P61-7
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-61
P61-1

Section 2.6 in the Draft EIS has been revised to include the California
High Speed Rail Project and potential Major League Baseball stadium.
Text has also been added stating that VTA has and will continue to
coordinate with the California High Speed Rail Authority and the City of
San Jose on these two planned projects.
The California High Speed Rail Authority and Federal Railroad
Administration completed a Bay Area to Central Valley High Speed Train
Program Final EIS/EIR in May 2008. However, the Project-level EIS/EIR
is not expected to be available for public review until late 2011. Therefore,
almost no information is available on plans for the proposed station in the
Diridon area. As such, the California High Speed Rail project has not
been defined sufficiently to address cumulative impacts in the Diridon
Station area. VTA will continue to meet and coordinate with the California
High-Speed Rail Authority regarding future plans for the area.
The City of San Jose has not completed environmental studies for the
Baseball Stadium in the Diridon Arena Area. A February 2006 Draft EIR
and August 2006 Draft EIR were prepared, but a specific project was
never approved by the City of San Jose. Since a Notice of Determination
and Final EIR were never filed by the City of San Jose with the State
Clearinghouse, the 30-day legal challenge period on the adequacy of the
environmental document has never occurred. This filing is necessary to
comply with the CEQA and is required prior to the project going forward.
As a special event facility providing seasonal and intermittent peak hour
activities, cumulative traffic and other impacts would not regularly occur
during the typical peak hours of the work week. Therefore, substantial
cumulative impacts are not anticipated.
The Draft EIS addresses cumulative impacts though the use of the
Association of Bay Area Governments’ land use projections. These
projections were used to project traffic impacts in 2030 along with
associated air quality and noise impacts found in the EIS.
Also see response to comment P61-2 below.

P61-2

Section 3.4.4 in the Draft EIS provides a description of the Diridon Station
Area Plan and addresses shared parking among area stakeholders.
Specifically, the Draft EIS, page 3-31, third paragraph, fourth and fifth
sentence state:
This would include an overall strategy in meeting current
and future parking needs with stakeholders. VTA, in
partnership with the City of San Jose, Caltrain, and area
stakeholders would work together to develop a parking
management plan that allows for shared parking among
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area transit providers, the HP Pavilion, and future
development.
Since a majority if not all of the parking garage users would be BART
riders, the planning and design of the garage needs to facilitate entering
and exiting for these riders.
P61-3

Section 3.4.4 in the Draft EIS describes existing available parking within
one-half mile of the Diridon/Arena Station, beyond the 1,300 spaces that
would be provided by a project-related structure. Specific locations are
identified in the Parking Survey for Diridon Station Area for the SVRT
Project (January 2008), which is attached.

P61-4

The support for the measures to minimize and manage traffic impacts and
to coordinate implementation of a traffic management plan is noted.

P61-5

The Draft EIS shows the maximum area needed for construction staging
areas (CSA). At the Diridon/Arena Station, the CSAs identified are
necessary for several construction packages, including station, systems,
and tunnel construction. Associated construction activities may include
one or more of the CSAs based on construction schedules and
implementation. See response to comment P61-6 regarding available
parking during construction.

P61-6

An implementation plan and schedule for the tunnel portion of the project
is dependent on availability of local, state and federal funds. Prior to
construction, a coordinated outreach effort will be implemented to address
construction issues raised by local businesses and residents. Refer to
Section 6.1.3 Construction Education and Outreach Plan for the Mitigation
Measure CNST-1. According to a April 15, 2008 letter form the
Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Jose, titled Long-Term Vision to
Meet Parking Needs for HP Pavilion at San Jose, the availability of
parking within the vicinity of the HP Pavilion exceeds the referenced
Management Agreement for 3,175 off-site parking spaces by 20 percent
under a "worst-case scenario" of simultaneous construction of Adobe and
BART projects. Therefore, VTA has determined no replacement parking is
necessary. In addition, Caltrain and light rail service and a bus transit
center are located within a short walk of the HP Pavilion, thus provide
viable options to driving to events. However, VTA is committed to working
with the HP Pavilion, City of San Jose and other area stakeholders on
parking-related issues during construction.

P61-7

See response to comment P61-6.
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Letter P-62

P62-1
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P62-2

P62-3

P62-4

P62-5

P62-6
P62-7
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P62-7
cont.

P62-8

P62-9
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P62-9
cont

P62-10

P62-11

P62-12

P62-13

P62-14
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P62-15
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-62
P62-1

The Draft EIS recognizes the San Jose Flea Market as an existing
business as depicted in Figure 4.9-2 Berryessa Station Existing Land
Uses and mentioned in Section 4.9.1 Existing Land Uses in the Corridor in
the Draft EIS. Impacts to approximately 80 Flea Market vendor stalls and
1,500 south parking lot spaces within the San Jose Flea Market are
discussed in Section 5.12.2 Displacement of Existing Businesses or
Housing in the Draft EIS.

P62-2

The Draft EIS is required to use future land use projections for 2030 when
evaluating ridership and traffic impacts. Year 2030 land use conditions
assume the redevelopment of the Flea Market site and parking lots based
on the San Jose General Plan. Refer to Section 3.7 Vehicular Traffic in
the Draft EIS for a discussion of existing and future traffic impacts. Refer
to Tables 3-5 and 3-14 for non-work average weekday boardings and
lightings for the Berryessa Station.
In response to concerns regarding Flea Market impacts, and based on
further evaluation of the station plan, the Draft EIS Berryessa Station Plan
has been reconfigured. This would allow for some of the existing parking
to remain, while still accommodating opening year parking demand. See
Section 3.4.3 BEP Alternative for a discussion of the anticipated opening
year conditions. The attached memorandum summarizes changes to
traffic that would result from these changes to Berryessa Station.
Two options are now being considered, both of which are within the
previously identified station area footprint. Under the Berryessa Station
North Option, use of the south parking lot would not prevent customer
access and vendor loading and unloading to the Flea Market.
Additionally, under the Berryessa Station South Option, access to the
existing Flea Market South Parking Lot entrance would be
accommodated. The three existing paved Flea Market access points from
Berryessa Road, one of which is signalized, would not be impacted by
either alternative. Additionally, one of the Flea Market's north parking lot
access points is an existing grade-separated, paved pathway east of
Coyote Creek that goes under Berryessa Road. Also see responses to
letter P-36.
Chapter 2, Alternatives, Section 2.4.1, under the subheading Berryessa
Station, in the Draft EIS and the Berryessa Station and surrounding
campus conceptual site plans in Appendix C have been revised as
follows:
Berryessa Station North Option
The Berryessa Station North Option area would be located between
Berryessa Road and Mabury Road (starting at approximately STA
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525523+00 to STA 548+00), and would encompass approximately
5552 acres (Figure 2-8A). The station would be located at the
north end of the site (STA 533+00), and would contain a 700-footlong, 29-foot-wide center platform on the aerial structure. An endof-line operator booth would be located at the south end of the
platform. Pedestrian access to the station platform would be from a
mezzanine situated at street level. Refer to Appendix D for section
drawings of the station. A 10-bay bus transit center, including space
for up to four articulated buses and approximately 10 private
shuttles, and kiss-and-ride area would be located to the east of the
station.
The Berryessa Station and platform was shifted approximately 400 feet
south along the rail alignment and the station campus was redesigned to
better accommodate multimodal access. The station access road,
Berryessa Station Way, was realigned to reduce impacts to the Flea
Market South Parking Lot, the transit center redesigned for more efficient
operations, and the parking garage relocated to improve pedestrian
access to the station. Theses changes are reflected in the project
description for the Berryessa Station North Option below.
The Berryessa Station North Option would be located between Berryessa
Road and Mabury Road and encompass approximately 52 acres. The
station would be located at the north end of the site on an aerial structure
as shown in the attached figures for the BEP and SVRTP alternatives.
Therefore, this station plan is similar to the plan provided in the Draft EIS
for the northern portion of the station plan area except for a 400-foot shift
of the station to the south and reconfiguration of the parking and access
roads at the south end of the site. The station campus footprint is the
same as the previous plan provided in the Draft EIS. Similar to the Draft
EIS station plan, up to 80 vendor stalls to the west of the Berryessa
Station would be displaced to accommodate a BART station plaza. The
southern portion of the station plan area does not impact additional
existing Flea Market vendor stalls.
A second station location and campus design option was developed within
the Draft EIS Berryessa Station footprint. The Berryessa Station South
Option, as described below, includes an approximate 1,400-foot shift
south of the station and platform, and relocation of the transit center to
create a more compact station campus design. The following subheading
and discussion has been added after the description of the Berryessa
Station North Option.
Berryessa Station South Option
The Berryessa Station South Option would be located between
Berryessa Road and Mabury Road (approximately STA 523+00 to
STA 548+00), and would encompass approximately 50 acres
(Figure 2-8B). The station would be located at the south end of the
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site (STA 542+50), near Mabury Road, and would contain a 700foot-long, 29-foot-wide center platform on the aerial structure. An
end-of-line operator booth would be located at the south end of the
station platform. Pedestrian access to the station platform would
be from a mezzanine situated at street level. Refer to Appendix D
for section drawings of the station. An 11-bay bus transit center
would be located to the east of the station accommodating
standard, articulated, and private shuttle buses.
The Berryessa Station South Option would also be located between
Berryessa Road and Mabury Road and encompass approximately 50
acres, approximately two fewer acres than the North Option. The station
would be located at the south end of the site on an aerial structure as
shown in the attached figures for the BEP and SVRTP alternatives. The
station campus footprint is the same as in the Draft EIS, except for the
alternative does not require acquisition where up to 80 vendors to the west
of the station are located. The project would require a utilities easement
outside of the rail ROW in this location; however a utilities easement
would not preclude the use of vendor stalls. The primary difference from
the Draft EIS Berryessa Station plan is that the station is shifted
approximately 1,400 feet to the south. This places the station closer to
most of the parking and thus reduces walking distances and times for
BART riders. Bus access is also improved.
Travel demand forecasts were developed in the EIS for the No Build, BEP,
and SVRTP alternatives. Forecasts include estimates of transit ridership
in the SVRTC and the broader area covered by the travel demand model.
Ridership for the No Build Alternative is shown on page 3-8 of the Draft
EIS. Ridership for the BEP and SVRTP alternatives is shown on pages
3-9 and 3-17 of the Draft EIS, respectively.
Page 3-102 in the Draft EIS summarizes the effect of the BEP Alternative
on freeway volumes and levels of service. Page 3-134 summarizes the
effect of the SVRTP Alternative on freeway volumes and levels of service
on the studied freeway segments. Overall, the BEP Alternative would
impact a total of four study segments while the SVRTP Alternative would
impact nine segments. The traffic analysis also includes a discussion of
the travel time between different locations in the SVRTC with or without
the build alternatives. This discussion can be found on pages 3-14 to 3-15
of the Draft EIS for the BEP Alternative and pages 3-23 to 3-25 of the
Draft EIS for the SVRTP Alternative.
P62-3

The Berryessa Station site plan (Figure 2-8) has been reconfigured with a
realigned Berryessa Station Way east of the BART alignment and a new
parking garage location allowing for BART surface parking on the location
of the existing Flea Market south parking lot. There are now two optional
station plans being considered as described above in response to
comment P62-3. The Berryessa Station North Option does not preclude
access to the existing Flea Market or future street improvements. A
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second option, the Berryessa Station South Option, connects Berryessa
Station Way with the future Flea Market redevelopment roadway network
at two signalized intersections. Berryessa Station Way would be a public
street and would accommodate station, existing Flea Market, and/or Flea
Market redevelopment traffic.
P62-4

Relocation activities would be conducted in accordance with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970 (Uniform
Act). Refer to response to comment P62-1 and Section 5.12.3 Relocation
Programs/Requirements of the Draft EIS for a discussion of the
applicability of the Uniform Act to San Jose Flea Market vendors.
In response to concerns about vendor impacts, and based on further
evaluation of the station plan, the Draft EIS Berryessa Station Plan has
been revised as described above in response to comment P62-2. Two
revised station plans are now being considered: a North Station Option
and a South Station Option. These options are both within the previously
identified station area footprint and apply to both the BEP and SVRTP
alternatives. Chapter 2, Alternatives, Section 2.4 Berryessa Extension
Project Alternative and Section 2.5 Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Project
Alternative has been revised to describe these options. The BEP and
SVRTP alternatives are similar except the SVRTP alternatives have larger
parking garages to handle the greater parking demand. Additional
discussions have been added to the applicable sections of the Draft EIS to
describe the environmental impacts from these options, including
transportation, air quality, noise, and socioeconomics, among others. The
revised plans do not, however, introduce new substantial impacts
compared to the previously analyzed station plan.

P62-5
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See response to comment F2-13.
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Figure D-7: Berryessa Station North Option Conceptual Site Plan
BEP Alternative
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Figure D-10: Berryessa Station South Option Conceptual Site Plan
BEP Alternative
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Figure D-18: Berryessa Station North Option Conceptual Site Plan
SVRTP Alternative
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Figure D-21: Berryessa Station South Option Conceptual Site Plan
SVRTP Alternative
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P62-6

The Upper Penitencia Flood Protection Project is discussed in
Alternatives, Section 2.6.4 under Upper Penitencia Creek Flood Protection
Project in Draft EIS as a related project and in Water Resources, Section
5.15.2 Impact Discussion, subsection Floodplains.
The BEP and SVRTP alternatives are designed to not adversely affect
regional flooding conditions. The design criteria for the BEP and SVRTP
alternatives related to floodplains in Santa Clara County are derived from
regulatory requirements and agency criteria from FEMA, Caltrans, BART,
the SCVWD’s criteria and engineering guidelines, and the municipal codes
of the local cities. The design criteria would be incorporated into the BEP
and SVRTP alternatives to ensure not only that the BART trackway and
facilities are protected from the 100- or 500-year flood event, as required,
but also that these alternatives do not exacerbate flooding or change local
flooding conditions in the areas within and around BART facilities. These
design criteria are described in detail in the technical reports that support
this EIS.
Note that the BEP and SVRTP alternatives will not construct all the
drainage improvements required along the railroad corridor to address
flooding, as several projects are planned and/or programmed (funded) to
address design flow and flooding conditions, including the Upper
Penitencia Flood Protection Project. Once completed, these projects will
eliminate flooding in the areas of improvements, which include the areas
in and around BART facilities. However, if the flood protection project on
Upper Penitencia Creek, which eliminates the 100-year floodplains within
the BEP and SVRTP alternative areas, was not in place or under
construction by the time the BEP or SVRTP alternative was operational,
the BART trackway would act as a barrier to the east-west flood flows.
Therefore, drainage structures or siphons may be required under the
BART tracks to minimize the rise in floodplain elevations, and the capacity
of the drainage entering East Penitencia Channel may need to be
enlarged.
VTA will continue to coordinate with the SCVWD to obtain updated
information on the progress of the Upper Penitencia Flood Protection
Project. VTA will also be preparing additional hydrologic and hydraulic
studies during subsequent engineering phases to provide updated
information for both the BART project and the food protection project.
Additional information is included in the response to comment F2-13.

P62-7

There are no long-term adverse effects identified for steelhead or for
Upper Penitencia Creek due to the Berryessa Station. Avoidance
measures are described in Section 5.2 Biological Resources and
Wetlands in the Draft EIS, and also discussed in the response to comment
F2-7. Mitigation measures are also described in Section 5.2.2 Impact
Discussion in the Draft EIS. Additionally, the design and operation of the
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Berryessa Station, and other BART facilities, will incorporate features and
best management practices to address storm water runoff and water
quality issues.
VTA has been in discussion with the ACOE, National Marine Fisheries
Service, CDFG, SCVWD, and RWQCB to potentially offset any adverse
effects to the riparian corridor due to the Berryessa Station by designing
and implementing onsite mitigation that will improve existing conditions at
Upper Penitencia Creek. This site may also be appropriate to offset the
adverse effects to wetlands and waters of the U.S. This effort is
preliminary and coordination will continue in subsequent engineering
phases as the design of the station and potential adverse effects to the
riparian corridor and wetlands and waters of the U.S. are better defined.
However, the three general approaches to mitigation include:
•

Impact as minimal an area as possible for the two crossings at Upper
Penitencia Creek (the BART aerial structure and Berryessa Station
Way) and mitigate accordingly on-site and off-site, as necessary. The
design of the crossings allows for the planned flood protection project;

•

Widen Upper Penitencia Creek at the crossings only to accommodate
the planned flood protection project. This would allow for a greater
area for mitigation.

•

Do No. 2 plus remove the 90 degree angle in Upper Penitencia Creek
(northeast corner of the station area) and widen Upper Penitencia
Creek to include the area upstream and downstream of the angle
within the station area to accommodate the planned flood protection
project.

At this time, any improvements made to Upper Penitencia Creek to
accommodate the flood protection project and any opportunities for
mitigation are confined to the Berryessa Station area.
In response to this comment, text will be added in the Final EIS in Section
5.2 as noted in response to comment F2-10. Specifically, Section 5.2.2 in
the Draft EIS under the subheading “Vegetation Communities,” following
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 – Compensation for Adverse Effects to Riparian
Habitat, has been revised and Section 5.2.2 under the subheading
“Wetlands and Waters of the U.S.,” following Mitigation Measure BIO-2 –
BIO-4 – Compensation for Adverse Effects to Wetland Habitat, has been
revised. (Also see response to comments F2-7 and P62-5 above).
P62-8

Refer to responses to comments P62-5 and P62-6 related to flooding in
and around Berryessa Station and P62-7 related to biological resources
for Upper Penitencia Creek.

P62-9

The approved redevelopment of the Flea Market site has been added as a
related project in Section 2.6.1 Development Related Projects in the Draft
EIS. See response to comment P54-26 regarding recognition in the Draft
EIS of TOD development.
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Although TOD is related to the development of the BEP Alternative and
SVRTP alternatives, it is not part of the project. However, current land
use plans that shown high density were considered in the traffic analysis.
Other environmental effects of future TOD developments were not
considered in the Draft EIS. In addition, it would be speculative to
evaluate the effects of future TOD projects that are not planned at this
time. Details of future TOD projects such as location, type of project, size,
schedule, and project plans are unknown at this time. Future TOD
projects would undergo separate environmental review to determine their
environmental impacts and mitigation measures.
Known related projects, listed on pages 2-72 to 2-80 of the Draft EIS, are
discussed in the cumulative analysis throughout that document. Adverse
effects related to traffic, flooding and special status species/habitat and
related mitigation measures are discussed in the Draft EIS in Chapters 3,
Section 5.15, and Section 5.2, respectively.
P62-10

The Draft EIS evaluates 2030 traffic conditions, which assumes buildout of
the Flea Market development. The traffic analysis evaluated study
intersections selected by local cities because of their proximity to the
proposed stations. A more detailed on-site traffic operations analysis,
including an analysis of intersection delay and intersection queuing for all
internal and adjacent intersections will be conducted as part of VTA's
Station Access Planning and Conceptual Engineering Study, currently
underway. The detailed traffic analysis is evaluating both existing Flea
Market traffic and projected Flea Market development traffic conditions. A
description of the new options for the Berryessa Station is provided in
response to comment P62-2.
It should be noted that the acquisition of portions of the Flea Market area,
as identified in the Draft EIS, is less than the VTA Board of Directors
certified and approved in the 2004 Final EIR and 2007 Final Supplemental
EIR.
There are no long-term adverse effects identified for Chinook salmon (or
steelhead) or for Upper Penitencia Creek (or Coyote Creek) due to the
Berryessa Station under the BEP or SVRTP alternatives. Avoidance
measures are described in Section 5.2 in the Draft EIS and discussed in
the responses to comments F2-7 and F2-9. Mitigation measures are
described in Section 5.2 in the Draft EIS and in response to comment
P62-7. Additionally, the design and operation of Berryessa Station, and
other BART facilities, will incorporate features and best management
practices to address storm water runoff and water quality issues. These
are described in Section 5.15 in the Draft EIS. It should be noted that VTA
is also looking into incorporating green strategies in the design of
Berryessa Station and other project facilities. These strategies include
features to address ways to reduce stormwater runoff and improve water
quality (see Section 2.4.3 in the Draft EIS). Therefore, construction and
operation of Berryessa Station along Upper Penitencia Creek would not
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have any anticipated cumulative contribution to steelhead impacts due to
the project’s avoidance and mitigation measures as well as design
features.
It should be noted that cumulative impacts related to steelhead habitat are
discussed in Section 5.2.3, which states:
In addition to municipal policies and plans, there are several federal
and state regulations intended to ensure that current project-related
adverse effects to biological resources are minimized… While
these measures won’t entirely isolate these resources from future
adverse effects, they will assist in avoiding and minimizing effects
over the long term, thereby reducing the potential for cumulative
adverse effects.
The No Build, BEP, and SVRTP alternatives would all result in
some limited adverse effects on seasonal wetlands, sensitive
natural communities, waters of the U.S., and special status species.
These alternatives in combination with other future transportation
projects in the area would also result in additional adverse effects
to biological resources in Alameda and Santa Clara counties.
However, the cumulative adverse effects of transportation projects
on biological resources would be offset by project-specific
mitigation required by federal and state regulations (see above). In
addition, most transportation projects will occur in areas that are
currently developed or planned for further development as
envisioned in the adopted general plans of each local jurisdiction.
Therefore, no potentially substantial adverse cumulative effects are
anticipated and no mitigation is required.
P62-11

The full operation of the Berryessa BART Station does not require use of
the approved future Flea Market planned development access points. The
BART Project does not compromise these access points. Please refer to
the attached revised Figures 3-25a and 3-25b in the Final EIS for an
illustration of recommended site access improvements at the Berryessa
BART Station (these figures are also provided in Volume 1, Chapter 3 of
the Final EIS).

P62-12

In response to concerns regarding Flea Market impacts, and based on
further evaluation of the station plan, the Draft EIS Berryessa Station Plan
has been reconfigured. There are now two options at Berryessa Station:
Berryessa Station North Option and Berryessa Station South Option. The
Berryessa Station North Option is similar to the Berryessa Station design
in the Draft EIS. However, Berryessa Station Way has been realigned to
east of the BART alignment (and east of the existing Flea Market vendors
location) and the location of the parking garage has shifted allowing for
BART surface parking on the location of the existing Flea Market south
parking lot. Under this option, the Flea Market southern entrance has
been maintained. The project would not impact the Flea Market South
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Parking Lot under Opening Day conditions, as all parking supply would be
provided east of the BART alignment. VTA will continue to work with the
City of San Jose and Flea Market representatives on a long-term parking
management strategy for the Flea Market South Parking Lot.
A second option, the Berryessa Station South Option, connects Berryessa
Station Way with the future Flea Market redevelopment roadway network
at two signalized intersections, consistent with the Flea Market TOD
project circulation plans. VTA would construct the four-lane station access
road as part of the project. The new station access road would also
provide pedestrian and vendor loading/unloading access to the existing
Flea Market.
Also see response to comment P62-2 regarding the two revised site plans
that are both within the previous station area footprint.
P62-13

EarthTech performed electromagnetic field (EMF) measurements at
existing BART facilities as documented in Working Paper #27 (available
by request to VTA). In the working paper, a measurement was made
along a traction power substation wall. The measured EMF value was 2.2
G or 220 micro Tesla. The strength of EMF is inversely proportional to the
square of the distance from the source of the EMF. A station and
substation setback of at least 50 feet from the nearest development
results in a field strength of 1/2500 of the measured value. This is in the
range of small household appliances and less than what is currently in a
typical background. A minimum 25 foot setback from BART alignment is
required as a noise and vibration mitigation measure per the San Jose
Flea Market General Plan Amendment and Planned Development
Rezoning EIR. This distance plus the distance from VTA property line to
the substation, along with the wall surrounding the substation would result
in no EMF adverse impacts.
The radio tower is no longer located on top of the northern end of the
Berryessa Station parking structure. The BEP Alternative has two new
optional locations that apply to both station layouts. One option is for the
radio tower to be located on top of the southern end of the parking
structure or over 800 feet from the San Jose Flea Market planned
development. The alternate location for the radio tower would be located
east of the railroad ROW and south of Las Plumas Avenue. An
approximately 60-foot-high radio tower and associated equipment shelter
would be located within the third alternate site for the High Voltage
Substation SMR and Switching Station SSM. This location is over 2,000
feet from the planned development. With these distance separations, no
restrictions on the planned development are anticipated. If restrictions to
the approved planned development zoning would be necessary for the
tower to function appropriately, the radio tower would be moved to
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property VTA owns in the Newhall area, west of Norman Y. Mineta San
Jose International Airport.
The SVRTP Alternative has a third optional location at the Santa Clara
Station. This location is not near any EMF sensitive land uses. All three
locations are discussed in Section 2.4, Berryessa Extension Project
Alternative.
P62-14

The impacts from BART train noise, including aerial in the Berryessa
Station area, have been thoroughly evaluated using the FTA guidelines.
All potentially affected receptors along the SVRT alignment have been
identified and mitigation proposed to reduce impacts where they would
occur. The mitigation is designed to achieve the FTA criteria and no
severe noise impacts remain after mitigation.
As shown in Figure B-31 in the Draft EIS, from Berryessa Road to Mabury
Road, the top of the rail would be approximately 20-30 feet above ground
level. Existing industrial buildings to the east of the alignment are of
comparable heights and mass and therefore a substantial visual impact
would not result.

P62-15

Refer to Section 3.7, Vehicular Traffic in the Draft EIS for all roadway and
freeway impacts and proposed mitigation measures. The BART Project
would comply with any city requirements for applicable fair-share
contributions to infrastructure improvements in the area.
Freeways segments. As described in Section 3.7.6 in the Draft EIS,
traffic volumes under the BEP Alternative represent Year 2030 No Build
Alternative traffic volumes with the addition of traffic projected to be
generated by the Milpitas and Berryessa Stations. The effects of the BEP
Alternative and the Milpitas and Berryessa Stations on the roadway
network were evaluated and compared to the Year 2030 No Build
Alternative conditions with Improvements in order to identify negative
adverse affects on the roadways network (both freeways and
intersections) directly associated with the alternative.
The results of the freeway segment analysis under the BEP Alternative for
the proposed Milpitas and Berryessa Stations is summarized in Table 3-34
in the EIS. The results show that 34 of the 52 directional freeway
segments analyzed would operate at an unacceptable Level of Service
(LOS F) during at least one of the peak hours under the BEP Alternative.
The BEP Alternative would have an adverse affect on 4 of the 52 study
freeway segments. These 4 freeway segments are associated with the
Berryessa Station. The mitigation necessary to reduce adverse affects to
these freeway segments is the widening of the freeway. Due to the
substantial cost, this measure is not considered feasible, resulting in a
substantial adverse effect to these freeway segments. FTA, as lead
agency under the NEPA process, need only identify and consider the
potentially adverse effects, which have been disclosed in this EIS. No
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feasible and prudent alternative exists to address the impacts on the
affected freeway segments.
The same type of information provided above is also available in Section
3.7.7 for the SVRTP Alternative in the Draft EIS. The commentor is
encouraged to read this section thoroughly. It should be noted that the
BEP and SVRT alternatives have a beneficial effect on freeway traffic
overall and would reduce severe and ever-increasing traffic congestion on
I-880 and I-680 between Alameda and Santa Clara Counties.
Roadway Intersections. Traffic volumes on roadways for the BEP
Alternative represent 2030 No Build Alternative traffic conditions plus the
addition of vehicular and bus trips to the Milpitas and Berryessa stations.
The results of the intersection level of service analysis under the BEP
Alternative for the proposed BART Stations are summarized in Table 3-35
in the Draft EIS. The results show that 21 of the 66 study intersections
analyzed under the BEP Alternative would operate at an unacceptable
Level of Service (LOS E or F for local intersections and LOS F for CMP
intersections) during at least one of the peak hours. Fourteen of the sixtysix study intersections are projected to be adversely affected by the BEP
Alternative: five attributed to the Milpitas Station and nine attributed to the
Berryessa Station. Of these 14, Table 3-36 shows that 2 intersections
could be mitigated to better than 2030 No Build Alternative conditions but
would continue to operate at unacceptable levels; 1 intersection would be
improved but would continue to operate at unacceptable levels; and 8
would have no cost-effective feasible mitigation. Of these eight, three are
attributable to the Milpitas Station and five are attributable to the
Berryessa Station. For all eight of these intersections, VTA will contribute
a “fair share” amount to the substantial cost of any feasible improvement
required.
The same type of information provided above is also available in Section
3.7.7 in the Draft EIS for the SVRTP Alternative.
Sewer systems and flood control. Many of the issues raised in the
comment letter regarding flooding, particularly in the Berryessa Station
area, are addressed in the responses to comments P62-5 and P62-6. For
other project areas, the design of the project does address sewer systems
and flood control. For example, the Newhall Yard and Shops facility under
the SVRTP Alternative includes two detention basins that hold water
temporarily to reduce peak discharges and then slowly release water to
the storm sewer system by gravity flow.
For the BEP and SVRTP alternatives, the amount of new impervious
surfaces would not produce runoff volumes that would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned storm sewer systems. BART Design
Criteria require that drainage systems that collect runoff from the BEP and
SVRTP alternatives be designed to convey the surface flow generated by
a 10-year storm event or to the minimum requirements of the cities,
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whichever is greater. It is also not anticipated that any water collected
during dewatering either during construction or operations would exceed
the capacity of the sanitary sewer systems (the retained cuts and
underground stations would be designed to prevent water intrusion and
the tunnel would be sealed).
Costs. The SVRT project would hope to work together with other entities
on implementing infrastructure improvements in the area.
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Tom Fitzwater, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority

FROM:

Mike Waller

DATE:

August 3, 2009

SUBJECT:

Berryessa SVRT Station Site Traffic Operations Analysis

This memorandum documents the analysis of the North and South Berryessa Station options. The new station
plan options do not change the distribution of station traffic utilizing Berryessa and Mabury Roads. However,
the plans will result in a change of internal circulation of automobiles and buses. Additionally, both the North
and South station options introduce a second station access entrance along Mabury Road that was not part of the
original traffic study analysis. Thus, both new station options result in adjustments to the station access
intersection geometric requirements at the Mabury entrances. The new station plans result in no change to
requirements at the Berryessa Road entrance intersection.
The results of the operations analysis at the Mabury Road station entrance locations indicate that the following
intersections geometry and turn-pocket lengths would be needed to adequately serve projected station traffic:
Mabury Road and Station Access (West) – The west station entrance would be located along Mabury Road in
close proximity to the City of San Jose Maintenance yard entrance. Projected volumes for both the North and
South station options indicate that the intersection would need to be constructed to include one right-turn lane
and one left-turn lane on the north approach, one left-turn lane and two through lanes on the west approach, and
two through lanes and one right-turn lane on the east approach.
The Berryessa Station North Option would require that a minimum of 375 ft. and 250 ft. of storage capacity for
the southbound and eastbound left-turn movements, respectively, be provided at the Mabury Road and Station
Access (West) intersection. The Berryessa Station South Option would require that a minimum of 275 ft. of
storage capacity for both the southbound and eastbound left-turn movements be provided.
Mabury Road and Station Access (East) – The east station entrance would be located along Mabury Road in
close proximity to Lenfest Road. Projected volumes for both the North and South station options indicate that
the intersection would need to be constructed to include one right-turn lane and two left-turn lanes on the north
approach, one left-turn lane and two through lanes on the west approach, and two through lanes and one rightturn lane on the east approach.
The Berryessa Station North Option would require that a minimum of 400 ft. and 125 ft. of storage capacity for
the southbound and eastbound left-turn movements, respectively, be provided at the Mabury Road and Station
Access (East) intersection. The Berryessa Station South Option would require that a minimum of 425 ft. and 125
ft. of storage capacity for the southbound and eastbound left-turn movements, respectively, be provided.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-63
P63-1

Please see sections 4.9.2 Regulatory Considerations and 10.2.4 Land
Use in the Draft EIS for descriptions on the efforts that the cities of
Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara are undertaking in regards to transit
supportive land use. These efforts include preparing and adopting transit
area specific plans in each of the cities and general plan elements, such
as transit supportive zoning and land use plans. Specifically, Chapter 2
Alternatives, Section 2.6.1 Development Related Projects in the Draft EIS
has been revised to include a description of the Flea Market Mixed Use
Transit Villages and the associated street network and the North San Jose
Development Policy.
VTA and FTA identified the BEP as the defined federal segment for the
project. However, the VTA Board is committed to implementing the full
project to San Jose and Santa Clara with connections to downtown San
Jose, Diridon Area and other transit modes. See response to comment
P20-1.

P63-2

The project alternatives have undergone extensive consideration and
evaluation. The alternatives are outcomes of various prior studies that
have evaluated transportation needs in the SVRTC. Prior studies date
back to 1994. As described in response to comment P2-1, in 2001, the
VTA Board of Directors approved a locally preferred alternative that would
extend BART service through Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara.
Section 2.7 Alternative Considered and Withdrawn in the Draft EIS, lists
the 11 alternatives that were originally developed and assessed in the MIS
dated November 2001. 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 were
evaluated. Alternatives 6 and 7 received low ratings in terms of conformity
with project goals, including incompatibility with existing light rail transit
(LRT) operation, lack of community acceptance, and increased generation
of air pollutants and noise. Alternative 8 was eliminated because the
system could not co-exist at grade with freight railroad service in the
severely constrained SPRR right-of-way without being placed on aerial
structures or underground. Section 2.1 Major Investment Study in the
Draft EIS discusses how these 11 alternatives were further screened to 6
alternatives that were the subject of additional technical analysis.
Alternative 11, BART on the former UPRR Alignment was ranked the
highest and selected as the locally preferred alternative/preferred
investment strategy based on being the environmentally superior
alternative and best achieving the goals and objectives for the corridor.
The BART alternative offered the fastest travel times; the greatest
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congestion relief; improved air quality; best regional connectivity, lowest
traffic and safety impacts due to the fully grade-separated guideway; and
the most consistency with local land use plans and policies. Alternative 2,
the Busway Alternative, ranked second.
Section 1.2 Purpose and Need for Project in the Draft EIS describes the
purpose of the proposed improvements and various deficiencies in the
existing transportation network. The overall goal is to improve transit
services and increase intermodal connectivity, thereby improving mobility
and accessibility. The SVRTP and BEP alternatives achieve this goal and
satisfy the purpose and need for the project.
P63-3

While Superdistrict 9 is projected to attract significantly more work trips
from Alameda County in 2030 (see Figure 1-4 in the Draft EIS),
Superdistrict 12 is projected to produce significantly more work trips to
Alameda County in 2030 (see Figure 1-5 in the Draft EIS). Forty-four
percent of the Milpitas Station ridership will transfer to and from BART via
light rail and bus (see Table 3-6 in the Draft EIS).
In addition, the BEP and SVRTP alternatives would include intermodal
connections to LRT, Caltrain, BRT, ACE train, and potentially high speed
rail at a number of locations that are not all available in the Golden
Triangle. The Milpitas Station would have connection to the LRT. The
Alum Rock Station would have pedestrian connections to future BRT and
LRT. The Downtown San Jose Station would include connections to LRT.
The Diridon/Arena Station would have connections to LRT, Caltrain, ACE
trains, and potentially high speed rail. The Santa Clara Station would offer
opportunities for intermodal transfers to Caltrain, ACE train, and the
planned People Mover connection to Norman Y. Mineta San Jose
International Airport.

P63-4

The VTA Board of Directors consists of 12 voting members and two ExOfficio members who are Santa Clara County’s representatives to the
MTC. Five of the twelve voting members represent the City of San Jose.
Therefore, the City of San Jose does not have enough votes on their own,
to carry a decision through the VTA Board of Directors. They must gain
support from other Board members.

P63-5

A MIS evaluated eleven alternatives, of which the BART extension was
identified as the preferred alternative. Upon assessing the performance of
alternatives and taking into account public input, the VTA Board of
Directors unanimously selected the BART alternative on November 9,
2001. A high speed rail alternative would not meet several performance
objectives and goals identified in the MIS. And, a high speed rail is
primarily designed for traveling long distances in a short amount of time
with very limited stops (only 2 stops with one optional stop are currently
being considered in Santa Clara County). For information regarding the
SVRT analysis, refer to Chapter 2, Section 2.1.1 for list of program goals
and objectives and an evaluation of the preferred alternatives. The project
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goals and objectives do not include serving the Central Valley as
suggested could be achieved with high speed rail.
P63-6

The BART Extension is not a stand alone project. It is a connection to a
much larger existing and expanding Bay Area BART system. Also, see
response to comment P63-3 regarding the intermodal connections.

P63-7

The BART Extension to Santa Clara County is one of several projects that
is included in the 2000 Measure A Program. VTA's Board of Directors
recently adopted a policy to develop a two-year capital budget for the
2000 Measure A Program (which includes the BART Extension) to move
projects forward, based on financial obligations and review of project
funding needs and opportunities. Along with the BART Extension, the
adopted capital program includes bus rapid transit, Caltrain, light rail,
pedestrian-grade separation projects and studies.

P63-8

The MIS, prepared in November 2001, evaluated various alternatives to a
BART extension, not just a No-Build Alternative. The MIS considered
express bus, commuter rail, light rail and several other transit alternatives,
and determined that a BART extension offered the preferred option for
addressing projected future transportation problems in the study corridor.
Another alternative to a BART extension was a transportation system
management alternative, which FTA refers to as a Baseline Alternative,
which included a reasonable level of service and capital improvements
(not including any of those proposed under the BART extension project)
that provide a direct option to a BART extension. The Baseline is the
alternative against which the incremental benefits and costs of a BART
extension are compared. The Baseline is mainly constituted by expansion
of express bus services in the study corridor and improvements to light rail
and local bus connections. The background bus and light rail networks
include the capital and service improvements called for in Measure A. Like
other alternatives considered in the MIS, the Baseline Alternative failed to
provide an adequate alternative to a BART extension. FTA recognized
the limitations of the Baseline and agreed it did not need to be carried
through the full evaluation process including the EIS process. However,
the Baseline Alternative is still used for comparing transportation benefits
of the project—not the No Build—and the cost effectiveness results
summarized in Volume I, Chapter 10 of this Final EIS are based on that
comparison.
A cost figure of $11,000,000,000 is mentioned in the comment. The
source of this cost figure is not the Draft EIS. Chapter 9, Financial
Considerations, Table 9-9 in the Draft EIS provides the projected year of
expenditure for the SVRTP Alternative capital cost estimate of $6,423
billion.

P63-9

A MIS evaluated 11 alternatives, of which the public identified the BART
extension as the preferred alternative. Upon assessing the performance
of alternatives and taking into account public input, the VTA Board of
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Directors unanimously selected the BART alternative on November 9,
2001. The preferred BART alignment through downtown is underground.
A subway constructed with a tunnel boring machine is proposed to reduce
short-term construction and long-term operational traffic, noise, vibration,
and visual impacts that would adversely affect businesses and residential
uses along Santa Clara Street, downtown and other locations to the west.
P63-10

Chapter 9, Financial Considerations has been updated with the latest cost
and revenue figures available. See Volume I of this Final EIS.

P63-11

Refer to Section 9.4.1 Capital Cost Funding, Table 9-9 in the Draft EIS for
a list of funding sources for each build alternative in year of expenditure
dollars. On June 4, 2009, the VTA Board of Directors adopted a biennial
budget for fiscal years 2010 and 2011 that includes approximately
$130,000,000 for the BART Extension.

P63-12

The Technical Memorandum from AECOM to VTA, “VTA Measure A
Program Financial Analysis Findings: SVRT to Milpitas without Federal
New Starts Funding”, dated March 6, 2009, outlines the financial
implications of building a BART extension to Milpitas without Federal New
Starts grant funding. Unlike the scenario outlined in this memo, the
financial plan prepared for the SVRT EIS assumes that Federal New
Starts grant funding will be applied to the capital cost of the segment from
Warm Springs to Berryessa for both the BEP and the SVRT alternatives.
Chapter 9, Financial Considerations in the Draft EIS outlines a funding
strategy to support construction of both the BEP and SVRT alternatives.
The assumptions for joint development revenues, based on a November
2007 analysis prepared for VTA by Economic Research Associates, are
provided below.
Mitchell Block: Approximately $6,000,000 annually (FY09 dollars).
Revenues of $2,300,000 (FY09 dollars) are assumed beginning in FY17,
ramping up to $5,200,000 (FY09 dollars) by FY20, growing to $5,700,000
(FY09 dollars) by FY25 and $6,300,000 (FY09 dollars) by FY30.
Other VTA/Non-BART Station Sites: Revenues of $700,000 annually
(FY09 dollars) are assumed beginning in FY16, growing to $4,650,000
million (FY09 dollars) by FY20, $7,000,000 (FY09 dollars) by FY25, to
$9,400,000 (FY09 dollars) by FY30.

P63-13

Chapter 3, Transportation and Transit in the Draft EIS, lists the forecast
boardings and alightings by station for both the BEP and SVRTP
alternatives (see Tables 3-5 and 3-14 of the Draft EIS). As requested
average weekday ridership (boardings) by station has been added to
Section 3.3.3 and 3.3.4 of the Draft EIS. Table 3-4A has been referenced
and added in Section 3.3.3, BEP Alternative, Total Ridership, by adding
the following sentence at end of 2nd paragraph, followed by Table 3-4A.
Ridership by station is shown in Table 3-4A.
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Table 3-4A:

Average Weekday Ridership by Station on BEP Alternative in 2030

Station Name

Number of Riders

Milpitas

20,659

Berryessa

25,798

Total Average Weekday Ridership on BEP Alternative

46,457

Source: Travel Demand Forecasts, Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., February 2008.

Table 3-13A has been referenced and added in Section 3.3.4, SVRTP
Alternative, Total Ridership, by adding the following sentence at end of
2nd paragraph, followed by Table 3-13A.
Ridership by station is shown in Table 3-13A.
Table 3-13A:Average Weekday Ridership by Station on SVRTP Alternative in 2030
Station Name

Number of Riders

Milpitas

19,613

Berryessa

17,315

Alum Rock

9,814

Downtown San Jose

20,960

Diridon/Arena

14,538

Santa Clara

16,510

Total Average Weekday Ridership on SVRTP Alternative

98,751

Source: Travel Demand Forecasts, Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., February 2008.

P63-14

“Table 2, TAZ Forecasts,” provided below, provides
San Francisco BART station boardings. BART ridership reports are also
available online at http://www.bart.gov/about/reports.

P63-15

The density of jobs/square mile within a half-mile of each station in San
Francisco and as projected for SVRTCP station areas are provide in
“Table 2, TAZ Forecasts,” provided below. This
information would not change the conclusions regarding the environmental
impacts from the alternatives being considered in the Draft EIS.

P63-16

Current BART headways in San Francisco are provided “Table 2, TAZ
Forecasts,” provided below, and are also available
at www.bart.gov/schedules.

P63-17

VTA intends to propose the BEP Alternative for Federal New Starts capital
funding. Once VTA has formally entered the New Starts Program
(anticipated in September 2009), FTA would evaluate the merits of the
proposed New Starts project, and issue a rating of the project with respect
to various performance criteria, which includes Cost Effectiveness. VTA
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intends to report the New Starts criteria in future public documents
prepared for the SVRT corridor.
P63-18

For a cost comparison of the BEP and SVRTP alternatives, refer to
Chapter 9 Financial Considerations, Table 9-2 for capital costs and Table
9-6 for operating and maintenance costs in the Draft EIS.

P63-19

The SVRT project does not violate Executive Order (EO) 11988 or DOT
Order 5650.2. The Draft EIS was prepared to comply with these Orders
and the NEPA. Page 4.15-23 of the Draft EIS provides a discussion on
EO 11988 and DOT Order 5650.2.
EO 11988 requires federal agencies to determine whether a proposed
action will occur in a floodplain, and, if the encroachment is significant,
determine if the proposed action is the only practicable alternative before
proceeding. If the federal agency (in the case of SVRT, the federal
agency would be the FTA) finds that the only practicable alternative
requires siting in a floodplain, EO 11988 and DOT Order 5650.2 require
that the proposed action be designed or modified to reduce adverse
floodplain impacts.
As required, the Draft EIS describes the existing environment related to
floodplains and discusses potential impacts of the BEP and SVRTC
project alternatives in Sections 4.15 and 5.15, respectively, using results
of several referenced studies which are available upon request. These
studies are listed in Chapter 14 of the Draft EIS. Note that additional
studies related to hydrology and floodplains are prepared as design
progresses, and can also be made available upon request.
Section 4.15.3 of the Draft EIS states the following:
To establish the existing conditions of the drainage
conditions and potential for flooding for the BEP and
SVRTP alternatives, the Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FIRMs) and the Flood Insurance Study (FIS) from the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) were
reviewed. In addition, hydrologic and hydraulic analysis
was performed that included reviewing available data
such as existing hydrologic and hydraulic reports and
studies, conducting reconnaissance surveys, and
determining 100-year (and in some cases 500-year)
design flows and design water surface elevations for
existing (and future with project) conditions, which
included the use of the Hydrologic Engineering Center
River Analysis System (HEC-RAS) computer model. The
FIRMs indicate that several locations along the railroad
corridor are located within 100-year floodplain.
Draft EIS Figures 4.15-3 and 4.15-4 show that both the Berryessa and the
Alum Rock stations lie within the FEMA 100-year floodplain.
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As required by NEPA and by the referenced Orders, Section 5.15.2 of the
Draft EIS describes the impacts of the BEP and SVRTP alternatives on
the floodplains. Design criteria to reduce or eliminate impacts on
floodplains are proposed on pages 5.15-3 and 5.15-4 of the Draft EIS, as
follows:
•

The alignment must be protected from 100-year design flows by
improving or replacing the existing crossdrainage structures, installing
underdrains under ballast in ballasted trackway, raising the BART track
subgrade above the computed base flood elevation, or constructing
flood walls.

•

The raised tracks and drainage facilities should not exacerbate
flooding upstream and downstream from the railroad corridor for floods
up to and including the 100-year design flow.

•

Cross-drainage structures should be designed in a way that the design
flow can be conveyed through BART facilities.

•

The retained cut sections, retained fill sections, station entrances, and
access points should maintain 6-inches to 1-foot of freeboard above
the base 100-year flood elevation, as required.

•

The location of electrical, communication, and other critical facilities
such as traction power substations, gap breaker stations, train control
buildings, and vent shaft openings, must be above the 500-year
floodplain elevation. Where the locations of critical facilities are not
above the 500-year floodplain elevations, the facilities would be raised
above the 500-year floodplain level.

The SVRT project is incorporating the above criteria to the design.
Additionally, drainage systems that collect runoff from the BEP and
SVRTP alternatives would be designed to convey the surface flow
generated by a 10-year storm event or to the minimum requirements of
the cities, whichever is greater. For the Alum Rock Station, the at-grade
portions of the station area and the critical facilities would be designed to
be 2 feet above the existing ground to prevent flooding during the 500year flood. For the Berryessa Station, the SCVWD and ACOE are
studying various alternatives to reduce the flooding potential along Upper
Penitencia Creek in that location. VTA is coordinating closely with
SCVWD and ACOE on that work as it relates to Berryessa Station as well
as with other regulatory agency and municipal flood control projects along
the SVRT alignment so that the BART trackway and facilities are
protected from the 100- or 500-year flood event, as required, and so that
the project does not exacerbate flooding or change local flooding
conditions in the alignment. Additional hydrologic and hydraulic studies
may be prepared during subsequent engineering phases to support this
coordination.
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Regarding climate change impacts, please note that SVRTC can only be
designed and built to current applicable codes, regulations, laws, and
industry standards. FEMA maps do not yet consider climate change, and
the NEPA process does not yet formally require impact analysis of the
impacts of climate change on a project, although evaluation of GHG
emissions as contributors to climate change is increasingly accepted in
federal environmental clearance documents. Climate change is discussed
in Air Quality, Section 4.1.3 Regulatory Considerations and Air Quality,
Section 5.1.2 Impact Discussion, Global Climate Change in the Draft EIS.
The effects of climate change are still being debated. Climate change is
actively being researched by a number of local, regional, state, and
federal agencies and organizations. VTA is participating in ongoing
regional discussions centered around the need for mitigation and
adaptation to climate change impacts such as predicted sea level rise,
temperature increases, severe weather events, changes in precipitation
patterns and water supply, and changes in habitat and diversity. Although
new design standards to address climate change risks are not in place,
VTA will remain informed regarding the development of regional
responses to climate change, and consider these responses as they are
promulgated to address flooding risks of this project in light of the need for
new design standards to protect property and human life as a result of
climate change.
Section 5.15.2 under the subheading “Floodplains,” last paragraph, in the
Draft EIS has been revised as follows:
The BEP and SVRTP alternatives would not expose people or
structures to the risk of flooding, create floodplains, or result in
increase in the base flood elevation. Natural and beneficial
floodplain values would not be affected by these alternatives. The
BEP and SVRTP alternatives would not create or contribute runoff
that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned drainage
systems. The requirements of Executive Order 11988 and DOT
Order 5650.2 for the floodplain management and protection have
been met. No mitigation is necessary.”
P63-20
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On August 13, 2007 VTA circulated an Initial Study and Proposed
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Freight Railroad Relocation and
Lower Berryessa Creek Project. The circulation period ended September
16, 2007. The VTA Board of Directors adopted the Mitigated Negative
Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program on October
4, 2007. Minor changes to the project as approved were addressed in
three Addendums.
The project is currently under construction.
Environmental studies conducted for this project did not identify significant
air quality or traffic impacts. Abandoning freight rail service would result in
minimal adverse effects for these topical areas. These studies are
available by request from VTA.
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P63-21

Parking demand for the Berryessa Station is greater for the SVRTP
Alternative than the BEP Alternative. However, the SVRTP Alternative
parking demand at the Berryessa Station includes shifting the demand for
2,580 spaces from the Alum Rock Station to address community
concerns. Please refer to sections 3.4.3 and 3.4.4 in the Draft EIS for a
discussion of parking demand assumptions.

P63-22

Chapter 9, Financial Considerations in the Draft EIS provides a funding
plan for both the BEP and SVRTP alternatives. A majority of the funding
is coming from Measure A, a one-half–cent sales tax passed by the voters
of Santa Clara County in 2000. Measure A specified a number of transit
capital projects to which the sales tax revenues would be directed,
including an extension of BART service into Santa Clara County. Only a
limited amount of these funds may be used to support bus and light rail
operations and maintenance; and to the extent those funds continue to be
allocated to operations, this serves, and will continue to serve, to reduce
the level of any fare increases or service reductions. In November 2008,
Measure B was passed by the voters of Santa Clara County approving a
one-eight-cent sales tax. Measure B funds are dedicated to operation of a
BART extension project. Both of these measures required at least a twothird majority to be approved. Even with the 18.5 percent of Measure A
funds supporting bus and light rail operations, the downturn in the
economy has forced VTA to re-evaluate its fare structure and service
levels.
Regarding environmental justice findings refer to Sections 4.12.4 and
5.12.4 in the Draft EIS. Refer to Section 10.2.1 Mobility Improvements
and Environmental Justice in the Draft EIS for a discussion of transit
dependent populations served by the project alternatives. Refer to
Section 1.2.2 Limited Travel Options for Low Income and Transit
Dependent Populations in the Draft EIS, for a discussion of no-auto
households, low income populations, and ethnic minority populations in
the SVRT Corridor (see Figures 1-8, 1-9 and 1-10 in the Draft EIS).

P63-23

As described in response to comment P63-17, Measure B sales tax
revenues would provide operational and maintenance funds for the BART
extension. No TDA funds would be necessary and therefore, there would
be no impact from a lien on TDA funds.

P63-24

Refer to Table 3-19 in the Draft EIS for information on new linked transit
trips diverted primarily from auto, which represent new riders on transit.
As discussed in Section 8.4.2 Air Quality in the Draft EIS, the BEP and
SVRTP alternatives would reduce the number of daily auto trips in the
corridor by approximately 18,300 and 32,500, respectively. In Chapter 3
Transportation and Transit Section 3.3.3 and Section 3.3.4, sub-section
Travel Time Savings, auto travel times show improvement for many origindestination pairs; however the travel time savings is negligible. Roadway
congestion would lesson if the build alternatives diverted a substantial
volume of auto trips to transit. As indicated by the Travel Demand Model,
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on SVRTC freeways the shifted volumes tend to be immediately replaced
by autos that had diverted to other roadways because peak-hour freeway
demand exceeds available capacities-under both the No build and Build
alternatives. The roadway network tends to reach equilibrium under the
alternatives which results in freeways operating almost always at capacity.
In addition, refer to Section 1.2 Purpose and Need in the Draft EIS for
Project regarding the benefits of the project.
P63-25

The comment proposes an alternative connecting High Speed Rail link
entering the Bay Area over the Altamont Pass. This alternative proposes
a project that is substantially outside the corridor study area as depicted in
Figure ES-1 and Figure 1-2 in the Draft EIS. It also does not support
many of the purpose and need objectives including “help alleviate severe
and worsening congestion on I-880 and I-680. A MIS evaluated 11
alternatives, of which the BART extension was identified as the preferred
alternative. Upon assessing the performance of alternatives and taking
into account public input, the VTA Board of Directors unanimously
selected the BART alternative on November 9, 2001. A high speed rail
alternative would not meet several performance objectives and goals
identified in the MIS.

P63-26

See response to comments P63-13 and P63-14 and further discussion
below.

P63-27

The ridership forecasts for the Draft EIS are based on ABAG Projections
series 2007. ABAG Projections series data at the census tract level are
converted into traffic analysis zone (TAZ)-level forecasts by MTC at the
MTC TAZ definition. VTA then prepared an initial allocation of the MTC
TAZ-level data to the VTA TAZ structure. The VTA TAZ structure is much
more detailed than MTC, but nonetheless is precisely within the MTC
structure. The initial allocation prepared by VTA preserves the MTC TAZ
control totals. This allocation was then sent out to the local jurisdictions in
Santa Clara County through the VTA Technical Advisory Committee for
review and comment. Local jurisdictions were free to reallocate within
each jurisdiction but must preserve ABAG jurisdiction (Sphere-ofInfluence) control totals. In addition, the local jurisdictions must base any
redistribution according to the adopted general plan or from officially
adopted development policies. Local review is a critical and essential
element of the VTA TAZ allocation, as oftentimes ABAG census tract
allocations are not consistent with locally adopted development policies.

P63-28

“Table 2, TAZ Forecasts,” provided below, contains
the TAZs within 0.5 miles of the proposed SVRT stations in Santa Clara
and the corresponding population and jobs for 2005 and 2030 associated
with the TAZs. This table also includes TAZs within 0.5 miles of the
existing San Francisco BART stations.

P63-29

MTC provides MTC TAZ-level estimates of socioeconomic data for the
latest ABAG projections for use by local agencies in their travel demand
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models. These data are made available to the local agencies and CMAs,
such as VTA, which are then subject to review by the local jurisdictions
(cities) to ensure they are consistent with recently adopted development
policies, respecting ABAG city control totals. This is a standard practice
employed by the majority of Bay Area CMAs and is considered an
acceptable practice by MTC according to MTC’s local model consistency
guidelines.
P63-30

“Table 2, TAZ Forecasts” provided below contains
the TAZs within 0.5 miles of the proposed SVRT stations in Santa Clara
and the corresponding population and jobs for 2005 and 2030 associated
with the TAZs. This table also includes the percentage growth in
population and jobs from 2005 to 2030.

P63-31

“Table 2, TAZ Forecasts” provided below contains
the density of population and jobs for each TAZ for the base year and
forecast year.

P63-32

“Table 2, TAZ Forecasts” provided below contains
the density of population and jobs for each TAZ for the base year and
forecast year for the San Francisco BART stations.

P63-33

VTA does not have the parking availability by TAZ for the base and
horizon year. This is not an input required by the travel demand models.
This information would not change the conclusions of the Draft EIS.

P63-34

The VTA model and assumptions are reviewed by the FTA travel demand
forecasting section in Washington, DC. The contact for the modeling
effort is George Naylor, Principal Planner, VTA.

P63-35

Figure 1-4 Year 2030 Work Trips from Alameda County to Superdistricts
9, 11 and 12 and Figure 1-5 Year 2030 Work Trips from Superdistricts 9,
11 and 12 to Alameda County in the Draft EIS provide the projected daily
work-related travel to and from Alameda County. As stated in response to
comment P63-22, this is based on modeling approved by FTA. Examining
the results of developed by the High Speed Rail DPEIR/EIS and Regional
Rail Plan would not alter the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIS.

P63-36

See response to comment P63-35.

P63-37

The ridership projected for the alternatives is based on the modeling
approved by the FTA. Also refer to response to comment P63-22.

P63-38

The cost projections in Chapter 9 Financial Considerations are based on
the frequency of service.

P63-39

BART staff have reviewed and concurred on the frequency of service used
for this Draft EIS.

P63-40

Each of the alternatives was modeled at an equivalent frequency of
service.
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P63-41

The Draft EIS addresses three project alternatives: the No Build, BEP and
SVRTP alternatives. Previous alternative routes were eliminated as part
of the Major Investment Study.

P63-42

The land use projections have been evaluated at essentially two levels.
First, ridership forecasts are based on demographic projections
(population and employment) made by the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG). These projections are established in coordination
with local governments to determine their reasonableness and accuracy.
FTA requires that VTA incorporate ABAG projections in its transportation
models. VTA acknowledges that the land use projections are subject to
variation and performs sensitivity tests of ridership forecasts based on
alternative land use scenarios.
Station area development, as the
commenter notes, is important for BART to attain the 2030 forecast
volumes. VTA continues to work with the corridor cities to establish local
area plans that increase densities and the propensity to use transit. The
city of Milpitas, for example, has already approved a Station Area Specific
Plan that has, or will have, zoning in place to facilitate implementation of
favorable transit oriented development around the BART Milpitas Station
to be located between Montague Expressway and Capitol Avenue. Other
station area planning is ongoing at the Berryessa, Alum Rock,
Diridon/Arena (this station just received a significant station area planning
grant from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission) and Santa Clara
stations. In all cases, the local planning efforts will result in development
plans supported by general plan and zoning amendments. For more
information on local land use planning efforts that are influencing transit
station area plans, refer to Chapter 4, Affected Environment, Section 4.9.2
Regulatory Considerations, Local Development Plans and Policies of the
Final EIS.

P63-43

The support for a rail connection from BART to the South Bay is noted.
Refer to responses to comments P63-1 through P63-24 regarding the
other concerns.
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Table 1:

San Francisco BART Station Boardings
2030 Boardings

Job Density
2005

Job Density
2030

Current BART Headways,
min.

2030 BART Headways, min.

Station

FY 2005
Boardings

2-Station
SVRT

6-Station
SVRT

(Jobs/Sq. Mi.) (Jobs/Sq. Mi.) Peak

Mid-day

Peak

Mid-day

Embarcadero

30,000

Not
Requested

Not
Requested

217,000

280,900

3

3.5

Not
Requested

Not
Requested

Montgomery

30,200

Not
Requested

Not
Requested

235,200

313,000

3

3.5

Not
Requested

Not
Requested

Powell

22,700

Not
Requested

Not
Requested

80,900

123,400

3

3.5

Not
Requested

Not
Requested

Civic Center

18,600

Not
Requested

Not
Requested

58,700

90,200

3

3.5

Not
Requested

Not
Requested

16th Street

8,800

Not
Requested

Not
Requested

19,900

28,900

3

3.5

Not
Requested

Not
Requested

24th Street

11,100

Not
Requested

Not
Requested

8,800

13,400

3

3.5

Not
Requested

Not
Requested

Glen Park

6,500

Not
Requested

Not
Requested

2,500

4,000

3

3.5

Not
Requested

Not
Requested

Balboa Park

11,700

Not
Requested

Not
Requested

3,000

5,700

3

3.5

Not
Requested

Not
Requested

Milpitas

Not Applicable

20,700

19,600

10,800

15,500

Not
Applicable

Not
Applicable

6

6

Not
Applicable

6

6

Berryessa

Not Applicable

25,800

11,600

2,600

4,200

Not
Applicable

Alum Rock

Not Applicable

Not
Applicable

15,500

3,900

7,800

Not
Applicable

Not
Applicable

6

6

Downtown San
Jose

Not Applicable

Not
Applicable

21,000

34,800

60,300

Not
Applicable

Not
Applicable

6

6

Diridon/Arena

Not Applicable

Not
Applicable

14,500

5,700

17,600

Not
Applicable

Not
Applicable

6

6

Santa Clara

Not Applicable

Not
Applicable

16,500

6,400

10,300

Not
Applicable

Not
Applicable

6

6

Source: www.bart.gov; VTA Planning, 2009
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Table 2:

TAZ Forecasts

Population
Jobs 2030
2030

Percent
Population
Growth 2005 to
2030

Percent Job
Growth 2005 to
2030

Pop Density
2005
(jobs/sq.mi.)

Job Density
2005
(jobs/sq.mi.)

Pop Density
2030
(jobs/sq.mi.)

Job Density
2030
(jobs/sq.mi.)

County

Station

TAZ

Area (Sq.
Mi) within
0.5 miles

San Francisco

Embarcadero

1701

0.03

81

18,019

178

22,813

119.8%

26.6%

2,592

576,608

5,696

730,016

San Francisco

Embarcadero

1715

0.04

707

9,613

2,553

13,349

261.1%

38.9%

16,160

219,726

58,354

305,120

San Francisco

Embarcadero

1716

0.09

698

9,375

1,520

16,158

118.0%

72.4%

7,873

105,822

17,161

182,389

San Francisco

Embarcadero

1722

0.12

1,612

20,894

2,207

23,371

36.9%

11.9%

12,919

167,453

17,688

187,304

San Francisco

Embarcadero

1724

0.06

693

12,213

973

13,683

40.5%

12.0%

12,466

219,685

17,510

246,121

San Francisco

Embarcadero

1737

0.00

200

138

213

162

6.4%

17.2%

63,104

43,542

67,127

51,011

0.42

4,237

91,499

8,233

118,478

94.3%

29.5%

10,046

216,967

19,522

280,941

San Francisco

San Francisco

Embarcadero

Embarcadero

1714

1723

TOTAL

0.05

0.03

Population
Jobs 2005
2005
111

135

19,168

2,079

403

185

26,617

2,325

263.1%

37.3%

38.9%

11.9%

2,368

4,871

408,917

75,018

8,597

6,689

567,829

83,910

San Francisco

Montgomery

1702

0.05

265

28,299

579

35,828

118.5%

26.6%

5,471

584,237

11,954

739,675

San Francisco

Montgomery

1703

0.02

481

2,257

1,054

2,856

119.1%

26.5%

20,523

96,299

44,971

121,856

San Francisco

Montgomery

1704

0.03
0.05

138

557

21,715

11,327

301

1,220

27,494

14,340

118.1%

118.9%

26.6%

4,648

11,218

731,453

227,973

10,139

24,562

288,604

San Francisco

Montgomery

1712

0.08

154

11,253

555

15,627

260.4%

38.9%

1,895

138,498

6,831

192,332

San Francisco

Montgomery

1713

0.04

151

13,763

547

19,112

262.3%

38.9%

3,717

338,782

13,465

470,449

San Francisco

Montgomery

1716

0.09

698

9,375

1,520

16,158

118.0%

72.4%

7,873

105,822

17,161

182,389

San Francisco

Montgomery

1725

0.01

859

428

924

527

7.6%

23.0%

97,975

48,817

105,387

60,069

San Francisco

San Francisco

Montgomery

Montgomery

1705

1717

0.01

220

500

479

861

117.5%

26.6%

72.3%

20,519

46,634

44,629

926,114

80,338

San Francisco

Montgomery

1726

0.02

1,552

3,661

1,693

3,871

9.1%

5.7%

70,949

167,360

77,394

176,960

San Francisco

Montgomery

1727

0.01

729

226

779

367

6.9%

62.3%

81,455

25,252
20,945

87,040

57,978

40,985

San Francisco

Montgomery

1729

0.03

2,557

816

2,721

873

6.4%

7.0%

91,876

29,320

97,764

31,377

0.44

8,408

103,638

12,422

137,934

47.7%

33.1%

19,078

235,156

28,185

312,973

San Francisco

Montgomery

1728

TOTAL

0.00

47

18

50

20

6.0%

9.3%

54,691

22,895

San Francisco

Powell

1705

0.03

372

7,552

814

9,560

118.9%

26.6%

11,218

227,973

24,562

288,604

San Francisco

Powell

1706

0.04

3,235

3,243

3,445

3,552

6.5%

9.5%

74,706

74,891

79,552

82,027

San Francisco

Powell

1707

0.07

6,278

6,605

6,675

7,542

6.3%

14.2%

87,346

91,896

92,870

104,932

San Francisco

Powell

1708

0.06

5,426

2,183

5,617

3,141

3.5%

43.9%

97,280

39,140

100,693

San Francisco

Powell

1711

0.13

3,756

10,894

5,407

20,856

56,307

44.0%

91.4%

29,677

86,076

42,722

164,788
53,198

San Francisco

Powell

1718

0.01

20

256

42

355

111.9%

38.6%

2,998

38,376

6,352

San Francisco

Powell

1721

0.12

3,468

6,478

5,852

11,708

68.7%

80.7%

28,555

53,339

48,186

96,405

San Francisco

Powell

1731

0.00

126

49

144

80

14.5%

64.2%

82,895

32,237

94,880

52,920

0.46

22,681

37,260

27,996

56,795

23.4%

52.4%

49,276

80,949

60,823

123,389

0.02

2,326

936

2,407

1,346

3.5%

43.9%

97,280

39,140

100,693

56,307

TOTAL
San Francisco
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County

Station

TAZ

Area (Sq.
Mi) within
0.5 miles

Population
Jobs 2005
2005

Population
Jobs 2030
2030

Percent
Population
Growth 2005 to
2030

Percent Job
Growth 2005 to
2030

Pop Density
2005
(jobs/sq.mi.)

Job Density
2005
(jobs/sq.mi.)

Pop Density
2030
(jobs/sq.mi.)

Job Density
2030
(jobs/sq.mi.)

San Francisco

Civic Center

1709

0.17

8,241

14,251

8,583

17,703

4.2%

24.2%

47,096

81,442

49,051

101,171

San Francisco

Civic Center

1710

0.11

2,324

9,325

3,345

17,853

43.9%

91.5%

20,375

81,753

29,326

156,519

San Francisco

Civic Center

1720

0.14

2,754

5,173

4,647

9,352

68.8%

80.8%

19,322

36,294

32,607

65,613

San Francisco

Civic Center

1730

0.03

3,452

761

3,902

1,376

13.0%

80.9%

99,829

22,008

112,835

39,805

San Francisco

San Francisco

Civic Center

Civic Center

1719

0.03

62

132

398

113.7%

38.6%

Civic Center

1778

0.00

6

1

1,105

957
7

1

1,340

7.3%

San Francisco

Civic Center

1779

0.06

1,403

2,612

1,516

3,590

8.0%

37.4%

San Francisco

Civic Center

1781

0.01

283

151

301

194

6.4%

28.6%

0.59

892

287

San Francisco

TOTAL

1776

0.01

21,743

34,602

25,798

53,153

14.6%

18.7%

21.3%

17.2%

53.6%

10,546

32,495

35,165

48,819

40,254

22,533

34,857

67,640

48,812

5,861

40,306

24,158

44,975

26,099

61,807

35,951

19,182

38,260

24,675

36,883

58,696

43,761

6,871

90,165

San Francisco

16TH

1782

0.02

6

3

7

4

9.0%

28.5%

300

150

327

193

San Francisco

16TH

1801

0.07

3,801

1,415

4,253

1,801

11.9%

27.3%

55,923

20,818

62,573

26,497

San Francisco

16TH

1802

0.06

2,553

356

3,034

576

18.8%

61.8%

41,748

5,822

49,616

9,420

San Francisco

16TH

1804

0.04

1,280

578

1,403

1,079

9.6%

86.7%

29,951

13,525

32,835

25,257

San Francisco

16TH

1805

0.12

6,119

1,430

7,158

3,071

17.0%

114.7%

51,045

11,929

59,712

25,616

San Francisco

16TH

1806

0.15

5,753

4,305

7,266

5,622

26.3%

30.6%

37,903

28,363

47,872

San Francisco

16TH

1803

0.02

444

102

San Francisco

16TH

1807

0.20

1,058

San Francisco

16TH

1816

0.10

1,283

22,297

15,608

TOTAL

0.78

481

219

8.3%

6,175

1,498

7,526

41.6%

1,244

2,433

2,748

89.6%

27,533

22,645

23.5%

114.4%

21.9%

120.9%

45.1%

23,098

5,306

5,257

30,682

12,867

12,478

28,451

19,916

25,021

7,445

24,396

11,375

37,039

37,393
27,560

35,131

28,895
11,219

San Francisco

24TH

1797

0.02

629

147

674

279

7.1%

89.7%

25,299

5,913

27,091

San Francisco

24TH

1798

0.03

822

196

876

377

6.6%

92.3%

23,525

5,609

25,074

10,784

San Francisco

24TH

1799

0.11

4,706

623

5,256

928

11.7%

49.0%

41,258

5,462

46,080

8,136

San Francisco

24TH

1800

0.13

5,251

1,613

6,052

2,031

15.3%

25.9%

42,008

San Francisco

24TH

1802

0.06

2,675

373

3,034

576

13.4%

54.5%

43,734

6,099

49,616

9,420

San Francisco

24TH

1816

0.03

719

697

811

916

12.8%

31.5%

21,618

20,964

24,396

27,560

San Francisco

24TH

1817

0.08

3,882

370

4,415

901

1,272

11.2%

13.7%

143.4%

48,982

4,669

55,707

11,365

San Francisco

24TH

1819

0.05

2,367

334

2,607

531

10.1%

58.9%

48,251

6,809

53,136

10,816

San Francisco

24TH

1822

0.05

1,103

143

1,179

178

6.9%

24.3%

22,339

2,896

23,872

3,600

San Francisco

24TH

1823

0.03

1,019

465

1,127

532

10.6%

14.4%

33,956

15,495

37,559

17,726

0.78

32,510

6,847

36,430

10,417

San Francisco

San Francisco

San Francisco

24TH

24TH

24TH

TOTAL

1801

1818

1828

0.07

0.10

0.01

3,801

5,139

398

1,415

429

42

4,253

5,713

433

1,801

96

11.9%

8.8%

12.1%

27.3%

196.5%

127.4%
52.1%

55,923

53,048

28,616

41,695

12,904

20,818

4,428

3,020

8,781

48,416

62,573

58,973

31,139

46,722

16,248

26,497

13,130

6,868

13,360
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County

Station

TAZ

Area (Sq.
Mi) within
0.5 miles

Population
Jobs 2005
2005

Population
Jobs 2030
2030

Percent
Population
Growth 2005 to
2030

Percent Job
Growth 2005 to
2030

Pop Density
2005
(jobs/sq.mi.)

Job Density
2005
(jobs/sq.mi.)

Pop Density
2030
(jobs/sq.mi.)

Job Density
2030
(jobs/sq.mi.)

San Francisco

Glen Park

1824

0.00

35

4

38

5

9.6%

28.6%

26,775

3,060

29,345

3,935

San Francisco

Glen Park

1826

0.04

958

2,086

23

369

1,025

34

7.0%

47.1%

24,069

578

25,747

850

San Francisco

Glen Park

1830

0.20

1,741

318

1,868

548

7.3%

72.3%

8,796

1,607

9,438

2,768

San Francisco

Glen Park

1831

0.04

416

28

441

35

6.0%

25.2%

11,864

799

12,580

999

San Francisco

Glen Park

1833

0.08

1,472

502

1,774

751

20.6%

49.7%

18,395

6,275

22,176

San Francisco

Glen Park

1827

0.10

2,247

9,391

San Francisco

Glen Park

1835

0.01

384

31

408

43

6.3%

39.1%

36,088

2,913

38,355

4,051

San Francisco

Glen Park

1836

0.02

639

88

683

110

6.8%

25.0%

27,522

3,790

29,403

4,737

San Francisco

Glen Park

1837

0.05

1,249

62

San Francisco

Balboa Park

1832

0.04

San Francisco

Balboa Park

1833

0.17

San Francisco

Balboa Park

1861

San Francisco

Balboa Park

San Francisco

Balboa Park

San Francisco

Balboa Park

5.7%

37.4%

26,867

1,334

28,387

1,832

15,231

439

67

539

2,207

753

2,661

0.00

79

4

84

17

1862

0.00

16

1

17

2

5.1%

81.7%

31,801

1,988

33,419

3,610

1864

0.03

630

33

684

62

8.5%

87.7%

24,868

1,303

26,992

2,445

0.08

1,595

161

1,809

10.7%

65.1%

17,665

176

22.8%

162.8%

11,280

1,722

13,855

4,524

1,127

20.6%

49.7%

12,985

4,429

15,656

6,630

6.1%

333.1%

31,783

1,609

33,725

6,970

303

13.4%

88.8%

19,275

1,940

19,547

3,786

1,907

1834

2,447

22,613

5,998

482

85

2,006

21,452

4,785

3,148

19,938

3,523

0.24

1,320

88.7%

19,918

1834

13,765

13.4%

70.2%

Glen Park

0.78

909

7.7%

San Francisco

TOTAL

5,427

628

21,866

4,040

3,661

San Francisco

Balboa Park

1865

0.24

5,377

1,008

6,289

1,930

17.0%

91.5%

21,957

4,116

25,680

7,881

San Francisco

Balboa Park

1866

0.18

4,816

251

5,584

799

16.0%

218.3%

26,911

1,403

31,204

4,464

San Francisco

Balboa Park

1867

0.04

719

33

777

52

8.0%

57.1%

20,189

927

21,812

Santa Clara

Milpitas

255

0.11

Santa Clara

Milpitas

279

0.00

Santa Clara

Milpitas

280

Santa Clara

Milpitas

Santa Clara

Milpitas

Santa Clara

Milpitas

Milpitas

803

0.00

0

Santa Clara

Milpitas

952

Santa Clara

Milpitas

Santa Clara
Santa Clara

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

2-670

TOTAL

18,444

4,468

16.2%

93.4%

20,371

2,964

23,663

5,732

0

937

3,004

937

NA

0.0%

0

8,655

27,749

8,658

0

64

0

78

NA

21.8%

0

22,238

0

27,078

0.09

318

767

318

988

0.0%

28.8%

3,654

8,812

3,652

312

0.05

0

616

0

744

NA

20.8%

0

13,402

0

16,196

317

0.13

0

1,367

4,909

3,444

NA

151.9%

0

10,515

37,763

26,492

0

1,061

2,754

1,061

NA

0.0%

0

7,858

20,396

7,856

0.01

20

205

31

225

55.4%

9.7%

2,020

20,702

3,139

22,715

982

0.09

1,218

56

1,274

88

4.6%

57.0%

12,834

590

13,420

927

Milpitas

996

0.00

11

1

14

1

29.4%

17.4%

13,796

1,254

17,849

1,472

Milpitas

998

0.06

121

2,014

358

2,127

195.8%

5.6%

1,962

32,650

5,803

34,475

Milpitas
TOTAL

287

319

997

0.08

0.14

0.01
0.77

15,878

1,455

2,311

Milpitas

0.78

0

0

1,688

1,053

0

179
8,320

2,888

0

3

15,553

2,102

0

222

12,017

NA

NA

NA

821.4%

99.7%

NA

23.9%
44.4%

0

0

0

2,181

12,474

0

13,662
10,750

34,213

3,554

211

20,094

11,349

24,905

7,549

16,933
15,526
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County

Station

TAZ

Area (Sq.
Mi) within
0.5 miles

Santa Clara

Berryessa

543

0.10

Santa Clara

Berryessa

Santa Clara

Berryessa

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

Berryessa

Population
Jobs 2030
2030

35

3,579

10125.7%

452

881

905
72

21.7%

Pop Density
2005
(jobs/sq.mi.)

100.2%

345

4,450

35,239

0.01

2

95

74

164

3616.9%

72.3%

168

8,000

6,260

13,780

0.03

291

16

397

25

36.3%

56.9%

10,523

579

14,343

908

1,918

122

Berryessa

1005

0.10

0.17

1,918

92

Santa Clara

Berryessa

1008

0.15

1,360

0

2,886

133

112.2%

NA

9,091

Santa Clara

Berryessa

1010

0.02

93

111

102

125

9.8%

12.7%

4,900

Santa Clara

Berryessa

1011

0.08

4

355

13

482

212.9%

35.7%

47

4,202

148

0.78

4,979

Berryessa
TOTAL

1025

0.07

14

763

952

538

84

599

1,980

11,401

1,071

129

6700.0%

40.4%

134

555

21,798

8,911

1001

11,560

297

Job Density
2030
(jobs/sq.mi.)

842

32.8%

17,906

Pop Density
2030
(jobs/sq.mi.)

724

0.0%

502.5%

Job Density
2005
(jobs/sq.mi.)

0.04

1004

12

Percent Job
Growth 2005 to
2030

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

Berryessa

841

Population
Jobs 2005
2005

Percent
Population
Growth 2005 to
2030

7,288

11,558

1,788

736

9,094

10,230

0

19,290

890

5,849

5,379

6,593
5,701

3,228

11.4%

129.0%

53.3%

7,686

1,200

8,560

1,840

16,098

63.0%

6,423

2,554

14,707

4,164

Santa Clara

Alum Rock

843

0.04

438

139

995

654

127.2%

370.5%

10,782

3,422

24,492

Santa Clara

Alum Rock

1026

0.10

566

1,052

817

1,367

44.3%

29.9%

5,660

10,520

8,169

13,669

Santa Clara

Alum Rock

1027

0.13

1,608

221

2,314

444

43.9%

101.0%

12,377

1,701

17,807

3,419

19

399

33

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

Alum Rock

Alum Rock

Alum Rock

948

1041

1106

0.07

0.02

0.03

226

290

131

74

14

625

151

517

17

176.7%

37.7%

15.0%

599.0%

73.4%

3,051

18,063

999

1,183

8,444

24,879

6,984

2,052

22.5%

4,063

434

4,673

532

563

Santa Clara

Alum Rock

1117

0.00

61

1

70

3

15.6%

170.2%

12,717

208

14,694

Santa Clara

Alum Rock

1120

0.03

487

3

707

81

45.2%

2593.6%

16,875

104

24,500

2,800

Santa Clara

Alum Rock

1123

0.02
0.00

278

5

2

424

92

52.6%

4508.5%

17,487

126

26,692

5,798

Santa Clara

Alum Rock

1150

0.11

2,099

236

3,405

1,104

62.2%

368.0%

18,277

2,055

29,651

9,616

Santa Clara

Alum Rock

1151

0.13

1,102

1,043

2,865

1,043

160.0%

0.0%

8,707

8,241

22,637

8,241

Santa Clara

Alum Rock

1152

0.07

1,111

183

2,050

608

84.5%

232.1%

16,223

2,672

29,931

8,875

0.78

8,920

2,992

15,670

6,076

75.7%

103.1%

11,506

3,859

20,212

7,838

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

Alum Rock

Alum Rock
TOTAL

1124

1153

0.02

518

0

5

9

838

2

111

76.1%

61.8%

NA

2110.2%

11,240

23,073

0

223

19,791

37,327

4,972

4,922

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

555

0.02

44

134

44

658

0.3%

390.7%

1,888

5,750

1,893

28,213

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

575

0.00

1

0

1

0

6.1%

NA

409

0

434

0

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

576

0.02

27

1,373

298

1,373

1003.7%

0.0%

1,728

87,872

19,072

87,872

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

577

0.04

24

3,130

257

4,538

970.8%

45.0%

569

74,193

6,092

107,567

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

579

0.03

75

275

770

1,284

926.7%

366.9%

2,667

9,778

27,378

45,653

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

580

0.00

1

0

1

0

-48.1%

NA

20,779

0

10,793

7,825

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

Downtown SJ

556

578

0.00

0.03

0

310

0

1,529

0

601

0

1,799

NA

94.0%

NA

17.7%

0

10,454

0

51,560

0

20,278

2,103

60,665
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County

Station

TAZ

Area (Sq.
Mi) within
0.5 miles

Population
Jobs 2005
2005

Population
Jobs 2030
2030

Percent
Population
Growth 2005 to
2030

Percent Job
Growth 2005 to
2030

Pop Density
2005
(jobs/sq.mi.)

Job Density
2005
(jobs/sq.mi.)

Pop Density
2030
(jobs/sq.mi.)

Job Density
2030
(jobs/sq.mi.)

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

766

0.01

80

210

787

617

883.8%

193.8%

8,533

22,400

83,947

65,813

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

829

0.00

18

33

65

301

1,448

263.1%

0.0%

813.0%

3,775

6,921

13,709

63,192

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1096

0.03

186

0

2,194

1,205

1079.7%

NA

6,719

0

79,265

43,544

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1098

0.02

212

152

364

152

71.9%

-0.3%

11,768

8,437

20,230

8,410

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1112

0.00

20

5

28

5

40.3%

7.7%

19,271

4,818

27,046

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1016

0.02

24

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1130

0.00

53

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1131

0.01

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1132

0.04

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1133

0.02

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1134

0.02

727

24

78

260

78

-0.1%

-0.6%

19,582

5,875

19,560

5,840

1,342

261

11.9%

0.0%

28,627

6,232

32,043

6,229

249

204

204

89.4%

0.2%

11,651

9,545

52,870

5,191

261

224

0

84,247

1,199

471

24,019

1,396

260

1,532

NA

42,298

117

224

120.1%

1,396

0

518

69

99.2%

22,061

31,388

9,562

195.8%

0.0%

22,101

9,557

65,365

9,557

30,432

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1135

0.03

442

951

1,799

951

307.0%

0.0%

14,144

30,432

57,568

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1141

0.03

635

115

1,141

1,133

79.6%

885.2%

23,953

4,338

43,022

42,738

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1142

0.03

0

1,023

0

1,023

NA

0.0%

0

37,680

0

37,685

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1147

0.02

294

217

529

217

79.9%

0.0%

19,097

14,095

34,360

14,100

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1149

0.03

870

268

2,341

1,896

169.1%

607.5%

26,514

8,168

71,345

57,783

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1193

0.01

34

156

321

156

844.1%

0.0%

3,109

14,263

29,349

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

Downtown SJ

1146

1194

0.02

0.02

147

195

1,328

224

901

2,007

1,735

1,793

512.9%

929.2%

30.6%

700.4%

7,840

8,320

70,827

9,557

48,053

85,632

92,533

14,263

76,501

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1195

0.01

2

1,586

2

1,586

0.0%

0.0%

160

126,880

160

126,880

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1197

0.03

10

2,486

10

3,819

0.0%

53.6%

400

99,440

400

152,760

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1198

0.06

113

2,983

190

5,805

68.1%

94.6%

1,808

47,728

3,040

92,880

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ

1205

0.05

0

6,073

2,669

23,693

0

18,719

4,583

40,993

NA

208.2%

71.7%

73.0%

0

8,932

53,391

34,847

0

27,531

60,291

Santa Clara

Diridon

764

0.08

142

1,222

142

2,222

0.0%

81.8%

1,683

14,483

1,683

26,335

Santa Clara

Diridon

765

0.09

94

33

94

968

0.5%

2832.9%

1,017

357

1,022

10,468

Santa Clara

Diridon

767

0.14

463

801

3,933

2,921

749.5%

264.7%

3,227

5,583

27,416

20,362

Santa Clara

Diridon

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

Downtown SJ
TOTAL

Diridon

1201

770

885

0.02
0.68

0.06

0.01

30

462

76

1,352

670

59

321

697

76

2,079

670

259

970.0%

50.8%

0.5%

53.8%

0.1%

338.5%

1,371

7,331

5,432

61,806

10,632

4,217

14,674

11,055

5,461

95,040
91,680

10,640

18,489

Santa Clara

Diridon

902

0.05

662

163

887

163

33.9%

0.3%

13,859

3,412

18,560

3,422

Santa Clara

Diridon

1097

0.03

0

0

0

764

NA

NA

0

0

0

28,754

Santa Clara

Diridon

1196

0.01

0

0

Santa Clara

Diridon

1200

0.03

112

0

Santa Clara

Diridon

1202

0.01

77

36

Santa Clara
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Diridon

1199

0.03

72

24

0

72

32

NA

NA

0

0

0

2,560

24

0.0%

0.0%

2,095

698

2,095

698

948

2,274

746.4%

NA

4,480

0

37,920

90,960

95

36

22.8%

0.7%

9,235

4,318

11,343

4,348
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County

Station

TAZ

Area (Sq.
Mi) within
0.5 miles

Population
Jobs 2005
2005

Population
Jobs 2030
2030

Pop Density
2005
(jobs/sq.mi.)

Job Density
2005
(jobs/sq.mi.)

Pop Density
2030
(jobs/sq.mi.)

Job Density
2030
(jobs/sq.mi.)

Diridon

1204

0.06

843

483

3,491

9,872

10,817

228.7%

247.3%

0.0%

13,161

7,540

45,710

7,538

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

754

0.04

205

582

761

613

271.0%

5.2%

4,642

13,179

17,224

13,870

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

828

0.11

0

129

3

151

NA

16.8%

0

1,158

28

1,352

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

866

0.07

0

0

0

2

NA

NA

0

0

0

0.62

3,003

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

942

0.02

0

8

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

1078

0.10

45

657

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

1209

0.00

1

15

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

1210

0.14

866

315

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

1221

0.00

25

4

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

1234

0.07

0

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

1243

0.07

0

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

1289

0.00

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

1306

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

1307

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

TOTAL

1214

1288

209.8%

29

1,015

164.6%

54.6%

461

6,724

1,219

10,393

28

-28.6%

87.5%

299

4,482

213

8,405

866

1,199

0.0%

280.5%

6,172

2,245

6,171

8,543

50

11

98.5%

165.6%

15,625

2,500

31,020

6,640

21

0

37

NA

76.2%

0

299

0

526

1,892

8

2,355

NA

24.5%

0

28,909

116

35,990

3

0

6

0

107.8%

NA

20,126

0

41,829

2,548

0.00

0

26

1

32

NA

23.4%

0

6,896

202

8,509

0.02

0

79

0

100

NA

27.0%

0

4,442

0

5,643

0.06

0.78

374

1,521

1,275

5,003

880

2,707

122

2,426

8,105

550.0%

135.4%

78.0%

NA

90.2%

62.0%

25

6,008

1,938

0

20,482

6,375

31

17,562

119

13

483

16,028

1

0

0

5,668

NA

2

70.3%

4,876

14

0.08

1

483

Percent Job
Growth 2005 to
2030

Santa Clara

TOTAL

2,928

Percent
Population
Growth 2005 to
2030

160

14,144

3,450

823

1,502

38,965

10,327
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Letter P-64

P64-1

P64-2

P64-3

2-672
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-64
P64-1

The parking analysis within the Draft EIS is based on traffic forecasts
derived from a traffic model on the future roadway network. Year 2030
traffic forecasts were developed using an enhanced version of the
Metropolitan Commission (MTC) regional model and the VTA 2030
SVRTC traffic model. Based on these traffic forecasts for the BART
stations, parking demand was calculated for the opening year and year
2030 for the BEP and SVRTP alternatives. Using these forecasts, a
specific number of parking spaces supplied for each BART station are
proposed. In total the BEP Alternative would provide 7,095 parking
spaces in 2030, meeting the anticipated demand of 3,765 parking spaces
in opening year and 7,095 parking spaces for year 2030.
The parking study conducted for the project concluded that 4,835 parking
spaces will be needed at the Berryessa Station in 2030 with construction
of the BEP Alternative. The proposed combination of a parking structure
(up to 8 stories) and surface parking lots at the station would be sufficient
to accommodate the anticipated demand for parking. Therefore no
adverse effects, such as spillover parking into nearby areas, are
anticipated. In the event that future parking demand is greater than that
anticipated, VTA would, in association with BART and the local
jurisdiction, help institute parking control programs such as time
restrictions, neighborhood only parking areas, and/or charges to park at
the station. Parking conditions at all stations will be monitored at least
annually to determine whether corrective actions would be necessary to
avoid spillover.

P64-2

Section 3.7, Vehicular Traffic of the Draft EIS provides an evaluation of
freeway volume capacity and local intersection level of service. The
intersection level of service at study intersections along local roadways
has been evaluated as part of the Draft EIS. As discussed on pages 3108 and 3-109, a total of 9 of the 30 study intersections within the
Berryessa Station Area would be adversely affected by the BEP
Alternative. Mitigation measures are included to reduce adverse effects at
the affected intersections, which would address effects related to
supporting increased traffic within the station area. Of the 9 intersections,
4 of the affected intersections would be mitigated; however, 5 of the
affected intersections (listed on page 3-119) would not have the ability to
incorporate cost effective feasible mitigation.
While mitigation necessary to reduce several of the adverse effects is
deemed infeasible, the BEP Alternative would result in an overall
reduction in vehicle miles traveled within the BEP Alternative region.
Page 5.1-16 of the Draft EIS indicates that the BEP Alternative would
result in 0.13 percent less vehicle miles traveled when compared to the No
Build Alternative, demonstrating an overall regional reduction in traffic.
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While the freeway segments and local intersections within close proximity
to the Berryessa Station would experience increased traffic volumes, the
overall regional vehicle miles traveled would be reduced with
implementation of the BEP Alternative.
P64-3

2-674

See response to comment P18-1 regarding public outreach.
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Letter P-65

P65-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-65
P65-1

See response to comment P18-1.
The VTA Board of Directors has committed to building the full SVRT
extension alternative into Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. Federal
funding is being requested for a portion of the full SVRTP Alternative. The
Berryessa Extension Project (BEP) Alternative, which includes the Milpitas
and Berryessa stations, has been identified by FTA as the most
competitive segment most eligible for New Starts funding. Also refer to
Section 2.2.2, Rationale for Two Build Alternatives for a discussion of this
topic.

2-676
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Letter P-66
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P66-1

P66-2

P66-3

P66-4

P66-5

2-678
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-66
P66-1

This comment in support of Measures A and B is noted.

P66-2

The Lundy Avenue/North King Road/Berryessa Road intersection
(Intersection 3) and the Old Oakland Road/Commercial Street intersection
(Intersection 9) were evaluated within Section 3.7, Vehicular Traffic, of the
Draft EIS. As noted on page 3-63 in the Draft EIS, the results of the level
of service (LOS) analysis under existing conditions show that all of the
study intersections within the Berryessa Station Area, including
Intersection 3 and Intersection 9, currently operate at an acceptable LOS
D or better for local intersections and LOS E or better for CMP
intersections. This LOS analysis was performed for existing conditions in
2008 and provides data for the current conditions based on the built
environment as of 2008.

P66-3

Pages 3-27 to 3-29 of the Draft EIS discuss the adequacy of parking at the
Berryessa Station. The parking study conducted for the project concluded
that 4,835 parking spaces will be needed at Berryessa Station in 2030
with construction of the BEP Alternative. The proposed combination of a
parking structure (up to 8 stories) and surface parking lots at the station
would be sufficient to accommodate the anticipated demand for parking.
Therefore no adverse effects, such as spillover parking into nearby areas,
are anticipated. In the event that future parking demand is greater than
that anticipated, VTA would, in association with BART and the local
jurisdiction, help institute parking control programs such as time
restrictions, neighborhood only parking areas, and/or charges to park at
the station. Parking conditions at all stations will be monitored at least
annually to determine whether corrective actions would be necessary to
avoid spillover.

P66-4

The support for the 16.1 mile extension is noted.

P66-5

The VTA Board of Directors has committed to building the full SVRT
extension alternative into Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. Federal
funding is being requested for a portion of the full SVRTP Alternative. The
Berryessa Extension Project (BEP) Alternative, which includes the Milpitas
and Berryessa stations, has been identified by FTA as the most
competitive segment most eligible for New Starts funding. Refer to
Section 2.2.2, Rationale for Two Build Alternatives for a more in depth
discussion of this topic.

.
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Letter P-67

P67-1

2-680
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-67
P67-1

The VTA Board of Directors has committed to building the full SVRT
extension alternative into Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. Federal
funding is being requested for a portion of the full SVRTP Alternative. The
BEP Alternative, which includes the Milpitas and Berryessa stations, has
been identified by FTA as the most competitive segment most eligible for
New Starts funding. Refer to Section 2.2.2, Rationale for Two Build
Alternatives in the Draft EIS for a more in depth discussion of this topic.
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Letter P-68

P68-1

P68-2

P68-3

P68-4

P68-5

P68-6

P68-7

P68-8
P68-9
P68-10

P68-11
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P68-11
Cont.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-68
P68-1

The FTA is the NEPA lead Agency for this project Draft EIS in cooperation
with the VTA. The City of San Jose is not the project proponent and is not
responsible for project approval. VTA does not have the authority to direct
San Jose staff to conduct additional analysis, approve projects in their
jurisdiction, or to place a resolution on the San Jose City Council agenda.
A request to develop a resolution that would oppose the BEP Alternative
should be made through City of San Jose staff.
See response to comment P18-1 for a discussion of public outreach
conducted for this project.

P68-2

See response to comment P68-1 regarding the role of the Lead Agency.
The VTA Board of Directors has committed to building the full SVRT
extension alternative into Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. Federal
funding is being requested for a portion of the full SVRTP Alternative. The
BEP Alternative, which includes the Milpitas and Berryessa stations, has
been identified by FTA as the most competitive segment most eligible for
New Starts funding. Refer to Section 2.2.2, Rationale for Two Build
Alternatives for a more in depth discussion of this topic.
Extending one station farther to the Alum Rock Station would substantially
increase costs since the alignment would be in a tunnel and the station
would be underground. Both the excavation of the tunnel and the
underground station introduce substantially greater construction impacts
including stockpiling and hauling of excess materials offsite. Therefore, an
Alum Rock Station terminus would be less competitive for securing federal
funding and have greater environmental impacts.

P68-3

See response to comment P68-1 regarding the role of the Lead Agency.
As discussed on page 3-11 and 3-19 of the Draft EIS, the BEP Alternative
and SVRTP alternatives stations would all be accessible by bus. As
explained in the first paragraph on page 1-8, the overall project goal
includes increasing intermodal connectivity, thereby improving mobility
and accessibility. Therefore, the connection of the proposed BART
extension with local bus systems is considered a key aspect of the build
alternatives and bus transit centers are located at all of the BART stations
except the Downtown San Jose Station. As described on pages 2-39 and
2-68 to 2-69, the BEP Alternative and the SVRTP Alternative, respectively,
include changes to the bus routes to accommodate the changes in bus
ridership that they would create. The SVRTP Alternative would also
include connections to LRT, Caltrain, BRT, ACE train, and potentially high
speed rail. The Milpitas Station has connection to the LRT. The Alum
Rock Station would have pedestrian connections to BRT or LRT. The
Downtown San Jose Station would include connections to LRT. The
Diridon/Arena Station has connections to LRT, Caltrain, ACE train, and

2-684

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

potentially high speed rail.
The Santa Clara Station would offer
opportunities for intermodal transfers to Caltrain, ACE train, and the
planned People Mover connection to Norman Y. Mineta San Jose
International Airport. At times when buses and trains are not running,
other modes of transportation, such as automobiles and taxis, could be
used to and from the proposed BART stations.
P68-4

The engineering and design of the BART Extension is a phased process
undertaken in conjunction with the environmental process. Engineering
phases include Conceptual Engineering (10 percent design), Preliminary
Engineering (PE) (35 percent and 65 percent design), and Final
Engineering (100 percent design). These design phases represent a
progression of engineering throughout project development.
Conceptual Engineering and PE phases occur during the development of
the environmental documents, and are referred to as the PE phase. The
Draft EIS was based on the 65 percent engineering phase. The 65
percent design phase allows for a refinement of the project definition while
still providing flexibility in the project to accommodate changes based on
funding and environmental findings. This is an economical strategy as
well; instead of paying to develop final engineering plans for each
alternative, once the preferred alternative is selected only one set of final
engineering plans will be developed.
Also refer to response to comment P18-1 for a discussion of public
outreach conducted for this project.

P68-5

Refer to response to comment P68-2 regarding VTA’s commitment to
build the full project. The Draft EIS is part of the federal process to secure
federal funding. If VTA were to decide to build the project in phases, the
VTA Board of Directors’ would still need to take action. Currently, the
2007 Supplemental EIR certified by the VTA Board of Directors’ approved
the 16.1 mile project. A 2nd Supplemental EIR would need to certified by
the VTA Board of Directors’ before Berryessa could be approved as a
terminus. A public vote is not required to proceed with Berryessa as a
terminus.

P68-6

A BART extension serves a regional need and is not dependent on the
development of the Flea Market property. In addition, VTA does not have
land use control over the progress and schedule for other proposed or
planned projects in the area (i.e., development on the Flea Market site).
This is a separate process undertaken by the City of San Jose and the
private developer.

P68-7

Refer to response to comment P68-2 on why a two station extension has
been included as an alterative. The BEP Alternative is designed to extend
past the Milpitas Station to Berryessa because this length of the alignment
and ridership has a better possibility to receive federal New Starts funding.
A one station extension would result in substantially lower ridership
projections and greater traffic congestion at the Milpitas Station. With only
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a Milpitas Station extension, boarding and alighting are estimated to be
approximately 34,300 or 37 percent lower than the BEP Alternative.
Parking demand would increase substantially with only one station option.
P68-8

As depicted in Figure 4.9-2 of the Draft EIS, the Berryessa Station area is
currently surrounded by commercial and industrial developments to the
northwest, west, south and southeast. Residential uses are to the north
and east. The Berryessa Station location was selected based on the
availability of vacant, minimally developed and non-residential land uses
and the potential for future transit oriented development of the Flea Market
site.

P68-9

Security and system safety measures such as fencing, closed-circuit
television (CCTV), surveillance cameras, security personnel, emergency
call boxes, and a railroad intrusion detection system are considered an
integral part of the build alternatives. The costs to implement these
measures are included in the construction and operating costs for the BEP
and the SVRTP alternatives. Funding sources for the BEP and SVRTP
alternatives are discussed in Chapter 9, Financial Considerations in the
Draft EIS. Funding sources include local sales tax and other local funds,
state funds, Federal Section 5309 New Starts funds, passenger fare
revenues, and other sources such as advertising, rentals, interest
earnings, etc. New funding sources may also be identified over time.

P68-10

Crime figures were not included in the Draft EIS since crime does not
pose a physical environmental impact, and therefore an evaluation of
crime is considered to be outside the scope of NEPA. While crime was
not specifically evaluated in the Draft EIS, Section 5.3, Community
Services and Facilities, and Section 5.11, Security and System Safety, of
the Draft EIS evaluate the effects of the BEP Alternative on security and
safety systems and public services, including police and fire services.
Section 5.11, Security and System Safety, documents the potential for the
project alternatives to affect security and system safety. As noted on
pages 5.11-1 through 5.11-2, security personnel and safety department
staff would be expanded to cover the BART extension. Further, a Security
Facility would be included at the Berryessa Station (relocated from the
Alum Rock Station), which will provide a visible security presence for
passengers and enhance the responses to emergency calls at this and
other stations for the build alternatives. Additionally, VTA and BART
would expand existing mutual aid agreements with the cities of Fremont,
Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara to provide a safe environment. The
mutual aid agreements among local police, fire, and emergency service
providers would be expanded to include security personnel, station areas,
and facilities.

P68-11

The VTA Board of Directors’ is the decision making body related to the
BART project. The San Jose City Council makes decisions regarding
surrounding land uses.
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In regard to increased traffic in the Berryessa area, Section 3.7 of the
Draft EIS evaluates effects of the Berryessa Station Area under the BEP
Alternative in regards to freeway volumes and intersection level of service.
As stated on pages 3-103 and 3-105, a total of four directional freeway
segments in the vicinity of the Berryessa Station would be adversely
affected under the BEP Alternative. Pages 3-108 and 3-109 state that a
total of 9 of the 30 study intersections within the Berryessa Station Area
would also be adversely affected by the BEP Alternative. Of the 9
intersections, 4 of the affected intersections would be mitigated; however,
5 of the affected intersections (listed on page 3-119) would not have the
ability to incorporate cost effective feasible mitigation. While mitigation
necessary to reduce several of the adverse effects is deemed infeasible,
the BEP Alternative would result in an overall reduction in vehicle miles
traveled within the BEP Alternative region. Page 5.1-16 indicates that the
BEP Alternative would result in 0.13 percent less vehicle miles traveled
when compared to the No Build Alternative, demonstrating an overall
regional reduction in traffic. While the freeway segments and local
intersections within close proximity to the Berryessa Station would
experience increased traffic volumes, the overall regional vehicle miles
traveled would be reduced with implementation of the BEP Alternative.
The opposition to the station and terminating at the Berryessa Station is
noted.
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Letter P-69

P69-1

P69-2

P69-3

P69-4

P69-5

P69-6

P69-7

P69-8

P69-9
P69-10

P69-11
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P69-11
Cont.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-69
P69-1

See response to comment P68-1.

P69-2

See response to comment P68-2.

P69-3

See response to comment P68-3.

P69-4

See response to comment P68-4.

P69-5

See response to comment P68-5.

P69-6

See response to comment P68-6.

P69-7

See response to comment P68-7.

P69-8

See response to comment P68-8.

P69-9

See response to comment P68-9.

P69-10

See response to comment P68-10.

P69-11

See response to comment P68-11.
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Letter P-70

P70-1

P70-2

P70-3

P70-4

P70-5

P70-6

P70-7

P70-8
P70-9

P70-10
P70-11

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

2-691

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

P70-11
Cont.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-70
P70-1

See response to comment P68-1.

P70-2

See response to comment P68-2.

P70-3

See response to comment P68-3.

P70-4

See response to comment P68-4.

P70-5

See response to comment P68-5.

P70-6

See response to comment P68-6.

P70-7

See response to comment P68-7.

P70-8

See response to comment P68-8.

P70-9

See response to comment P68-9.

P70-10

See response to comment P68-10.

P70-11

See response to comment P68-11.
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Letter P-71

P71-1

P71-2
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-71
P71-1

The support for BART is noted. The VTA Board of Directors has
committed to building the full SVRTP Alternative into Milpitas, San Jose
and Santa Clara. Federal funding is being requested for a portion of the
full SVRTP Alternative. The BEP Alternative, which includes the Milpitas
and Berryessa stations, has been identified by FTA as the most
competitive segment most eligible for New Starts funding. Extending one
station farther to Alum Rock would substantially increase costs since the
alignment would be in a tunnel and the station would be underground.
Therefore, an Alum Rock Station terminus would be less competitive for
securing federal funding.

P71-2

An upgrade of the US 101/Oakland Road interchange and the addition of
an interchange at US101/Taylor Street are currently being studied as part
of the 101 Interchange Implementation Project. In addition, the 101
interchange at Taylor/Mabury was assumed in the traffic analysis as
stated on page 3-68 of the Draft EIS. The primary access for the
Berryessa Station is from Mabury.
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Letter P-72

P72-1

P72-2

P72-3

P72-4
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-72
P72-1

The opposition to the end station at Berryessa is noted. In regard to
increased traffic in the Berryessa area, Section 3.7 of the Draft EIS
evaluates effects of the Berryessa Station Area under the BEP Alternative
in regards to freeway volumes and intersection level of service. As stated
on pages 3-103 and 3-105, a total of four directional freeway segments in
the vicinity of the Berryessa Station would be adversely affected under the
BEP Alternative. Pages 3-108 and 3-109 state that a total of 9 of the 30
study intersections within the Berryessa Station Area would also be
adversely affected by the BEP Alternative. Of the 9 intersections, 4 of the
affected intersections would be mitigated; however, 5 of the affected
intersections (listed on page 3-119) would not have the ability to
incorporate cost effective feasible mitigation. While mitigation necessary
to reduce several of the adverse effects is deemed infeasible, the BEP
Alternative would result in an overall reduction in vehicle miles traveled
within the BEP Alternative region. Page 5.1-16 indicates that the BEP
Alternative would result in 0.13 percent less vehicle miles traveled when
compared to the No Build Alternative, demonstrating an overall regional
reduction in traffic. While the freeway segments and local intersections
within close proximity to the Berryessa Station would experience
increased traffic volumes, the overall regional vehicle miles traveled would
be reduced with implementation of the BEP Alternative.
The Berryessa Station includes a bus transit center with bus service
scheduled designed to promote transit ridership.

P72-2

The support for an Alum Rock Station terminus is noted. Extending one
station farther to the Alum Rock Station would substantially increase costs
since the alignment would be in a tunnel and the station would be
underground. Both the excavation of the tunnel and the underground
station introduce substantially greater construction impacts including
stockpiling and hauling of excess materials offsite. Therefore, an Alum
Rock Station terminus would be less competitive for securing federal
funding and have greater environmental impacts.
Currently, Bus Rapid Transit is planned for the Santa Clara-Alum Rock
Corridor in the year 2012 with Light Rail Transit to follow in 2019.

P72-3

As stated in response to comment P72-1 traffic mitigation has been
proposed at five of the nine impacted intersections. None of the
suggested improvements would reduce impacts to these remaining
intersections

P72-4

The VTA Board of Directors has committed to building the full SVRT
extension alternative into Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. Federal
funding is being requested for a portion of the full SVRTP Alternative. The
Berryessa Extension Project (BEP) Alternative, which includes the Milpitas
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and Berryessa stations, has been identified by FTA as the most
competitive segment most eligible for New Starts funding. Refer to
Section 2.2.2, Rationale for Two Build Alternatives for a more in depth
discussion of this topic.
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Letter P-73

P73-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-73
P73-1

2-700

The traffic analysis in the Draft EIS is projected to 2030 for the BEP
Alternative as described in Chapter 3 Transportation and Transit.
Therefore, the parking demand and supply and the associated traffic
impacts are based on a long range projection.
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Letter P-74

P74-1

P74-2

P74-3

P74-4
P74-5

P74-6
P74-7
P74-8

P74-9

P74-10
P74-11
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P74-11
Cont.
P74-12

P74-13

P74-14

P74-15
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-74
P74-1

See response to comment P25-1 regarding noise concerns, traffic issues,
and crime issues. As described in Section 5.3, Community Services and
Facilities in the Draft EIS, the BEP and the SVRTP alternatives would not
directly increase the population near the Berryessa Station and would thus
not directly increase the demand for schools in this area. Therefore, no
effects to local schools would occur with the build alternatives.
In regards to water, as described on pages 5.15-2 and 5.15-3 of the Draft
EIS, the build alternatives include stormwater filtration and collection
devises such as storm water inlets that would include trash grates, regular
maintenance of drainage systems, and pump stations. The BEP and
SVRTP alternatives would include best management practices to reduce
pollutants from storm water runoff that are consistent with the SCVURPPP
and ACCWP NPDES permits, the NPDES General Industrial Storm Water
Permit, MS4 permits, and/or General Waste Discharge Requirements.
The build alternatives would not have adverse effects related to water
quality or flooding.

P74-2

The FTA is the NEPA lead Agency for this project Draft EIS in cooperation
with the VTA. The City of San Jose is not the project proponent and is not
responsible for project approval. VTA does not have the authority to direct
San Jose staff to conduct additional analysis, approve projects in their
jurisdiction, or to place a resolution on the San Jose City Council agenda.
A request to develop a resolution that would oppose the BEP Alternative
should be made through City of San Jose staff.

P74-3

See response to comment P68-2.

P74-4

The VTA Board of Directors’ is the decision making body related to the
BART project. The San Jose City Council makes decisions regarding
surrounding land uses and should be contacted regarding this question.

P74-5

Development of schools, parks, and shopping areas around the proposed
BART station are not part of the build alternatives presented in the Draft
EIS. The Draft EIS considers related planned or proposed projects that
are within or close to the right-of-way of the build alternatives. A list of
related projects is provided on pages 2-72 to 2-80 of the Draft EIS. The
Draft EIS considers these projects in the cumulative analysis. Land use
planning around the Berryessa Station is the responsibility of the City of
San Jose.

P74-6

See response to comment P68-10.

P74-7

See response to comment P68-8.

P74-8

See response to comment P68-9. In addition, pages 5.11-1 and 5.11-2
discuss security and system safety.

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

2-703

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

P74-9

See response to comment P68-7.

P74-10

See response to comment P68-6.

P74-11

See response to comment P18-1 for a description of the public outreach
process. Refer to response to comment P68-5 regarding the decision
making process. Refer to response to comment P68-4 for a discussion of
the engineering and design process and the level of flexibility provided in
the process.

P74-12

See response to comment 74-2 regarding the responsibilities of VTA and
the City of San Jose. See response to comment P68-3 regarding
connections to other transit modes.

P74-13

BART security would provide security services at the Berryessa Station.
San Jose Police would not respond to calls at the Berryessa Station, and
thus they would not be adversely affected by the build alternatives. As a
benefit to both BART security and San Jose Police, VTA and BART would
expand their existing mutual aid agreement with the City of San Jose.
When mutual aid is needed, this agreement would allow San Jose Police
to assist BART security and allow BART security to assist San Jose
Police. Because this would be intermittent and provide additional support
to BART security (and vice versa) when necessary, the BEP alternative
would not adversely affect emergency response times in the City of San
Jose.

P74-14

The opposition to the Berryessa Station and as a terminus is noted.

P74-15

See response to comment P18-1.

2-704

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

Letter P-75

P75-1

P75-2

P75-3

P75-4

P75-5
P75-6
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-75
P75-1

See response to comment P20-1.

P75-2

See response to comment P20-2.

P75-3

See response to comment P20-3.

P75-4

See response to comment P18-1.

P75-5

See response to comment P18-1.

P75-6

See response to comment P20-6.

P75-7

See response to comment P20-7.
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Letter P-76
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P76-1

P76-2

P76-3

P76-4
P76-5
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P76-6

P76-7

P76-8

P76-9

P76-10
P76-11
P76-12

P76-13

P76-14

P76-15

P76-16

2-710

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

P76-16
Cont.

P76-17

P76-18

P76-19

P76-20
P76-21

P76-22
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-76
P76-1

As stated on page 1-22 of the Draft EIS, the VTA recognizes that densities
along transit corridors must be relatively high, non-home destinations that
are easily walkable from transit stops or convenient by short shuttles.
Land uses in the Silicon Valley and the SVRTC have been intensifying
over time, which encourages greater transit and travel by non-auto modes.
The SVRTC cities of Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara have
established plans and policies that support transit-oriented development,
particularly around planned transit stations. Improved transit in the
SVRTC would be consistent with these plans and policies. Elsewhere,
BART station areas have become nodes for higher density mixed
commercial and housing development.
Improved transit is fully consistent with San Jose’s redevelopment strategy
for downtown. Improved transit downtown would serve trips originating
outside the area and Santa Clara County to reach new jobs, and serve
trips originating from new downtown housing.
Planned downtown
redevelopment, with higher densities of housing, office/research, and
retail, is supportive of increased transit use. Improved transit would also
allow further increases in land use densities, enhancing both transit
ridership and land use efficiency.

P76-2

The build alternatives are designed to be fully grade-separated from
roadways through the use of bridges, retained cuts, aerial structures
supporting the tracks, and tunnels (SVRTP Alternative only). Grade
separation minimizes the time it takes BART to travel between stations
and minimizes adverse affects to vehicular traffic.
Noise impacts from the build alternatives were described in Section 5.10,
Noise and Vibration of the Draft EIS and included impacts from aerial
structures and overcrossings. Tables that summarize the moderate and
severe noise impacts from the BEP and SVRTP alternative alignments are
located on pages 5.10-9 and 5.10-44 of the Draft EIS. Noise and vibration
impacts have been minimized through a combination of design measures
(retained cuts and tunnels), sound walls, noise insulation, and vibration
dampening techniques.
The least expensive trackway to construct is at-grade so aerial structures
have been minimized which also reduces visual impacts. To reduce
costs, tunnel and retained cut are only constructed where necessary.

P76-3

2-712

As explained in the first paragraph on page 1-8 of the Draft EIS, the
overall project goal includes increasing intermodal connectivity, thereby
improving mobility and accessibility. Therefore, the connection of the
proposed BART extension with intermodal facilities is considered a key
aspect of the build alternatives and bus transit centers are located at all of
the BART stations except the Downtown San Jose Station. The SVRTP

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

Alternative would also include connections to light rail transit (LRT),
Caltrain, Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and ACE train. The Milpitas Station has
connections to LRT. The Alum Rock Station would have pedestrian
connections to BRT being developed on Santa Clara Street. The
Downtown San Jose Station would include connections to LRT. The
Diridon/Arena Station has connections to LRT and Caltrain. The Santa
Clara Station would offer opportunities for intermodal transfers to Caltrain,
ACE train, and the planned People Mover connection to Norman Y.
Mineta San Jose International Airport.
In addition, VTA is currently completing a Station Access Planning and
Conceptual Engineering Study. This effort is evaluating multimodal access
to planned BART Extension station areas and determining best use of
land for transit facilities and potential Transit Oriented Development
(TOD).
P76-4

As stated in response to comment P76-3, additional station access
planning is underway to evaluate station access opportunities.

P76-5

The EIS addresses environmental impacts of the project based on a
maximum need or area of affect with a projected study year of 2030.
Areas designated as Future Transit Facilities/Surface Parking in figures
throughout Chapter 2 Alternatives, allow for flexibility as the station
designs are refined. Also See response to comment P76-3 regarding
studies underway. With regard to the Millbrae Station, the parking
structure was probably designed to accommodate future parking demands
resulting in low existing occupancy.

P76-6

See responses to comments P76-3 and P76-5. In addition, parking
structures cost substantially more than surface parking and this is also a
consideration.

P76-7

See response to comment P76-5.

P76-8

See response to comments P76-5 and P76-6.

P76-9

The Milpitas Station East Bus Transit Center Option Conceptual Site Plan
(Figure D-3) includes the parking structure over a portion of the bus transit
center as suggested. See response to comments P76-3 and P76-5.

P76-10

Access for buses and vehicles from a frontage road off Montague
Expressway is being considered. This frontage road would have a single
point of entry to facilitate traffic circulation. Also, see response to
comment P76-3.

P76-11

As stated in response to comment P76-3, additional station access
planning is underway to evaluate station access opportunities. This
suggestion will be added to those under consideration.
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P76-12

South Milpitas Blvd. is planned as a public street. More information about
Milpitas'
Transit
Area
Specific
Plan
is
available
at
www.ci.milpitas.ca.gov/government/planning/plan_transit_area_specific.as
p.

P76-13

Noise impacts have been evaluated using the FTA methodology and
criteria. The noise criteria accounts for the existing noise levels and the
projected changes in noise levels with BART train operations over its
normal hours of operation. Where noise impacts are indicated by the
analysis, mitigation to reduce the impact to achieve the FTA criteria are
proposed. The mitigation primarily involves construction of new sound
walls. Where second story residences are close enough to the alignment
and additional mitigation is necessary, the implementation of improved
sound insulation of existing residences will be evaluated on a case by
case basis in a program directed by VTA. Section 5.10, Noise and
Vibration addresses this issue.

P76-14

The noise impacts are presented in tabular form by section. This is a
much more specific form than a map to indicate impacts to specific
residences or groups of similarly situated residences. The existing noise
environment along the alignment and the projected changes in the noise
environment are provided. Where mitigation is proposed, the mitigated
levels of noise are also provided. The FTA criteria does not prohibit all
change in the noise environment, but it does limit the increase to what are
considered reasonable levels based on sociological studies. The increase
allowed by the FTA criteria is a function of the existing condition. The
higher the existing level is, the smaller the increase allowed. Figures
5.10A through 5.10O in the Draft EIS show the locations of noise and
vibration mitigation.

F76-15

VTA has been working with the City of San Jose and Flea Market property
owners to coordinate planning activities. The high density proposed and
approved by the City of San Jose is a result of this coordination. Also see
responses to comments P76-3 and P76-5.

F76-16

The ridership modeling is based on providing the parking identified.
Reducing parking would reduce ridership and result in the project not
being as competitive for federal funding. In addition, undergrounding the
tracks would substantially increase costs and similarly make the project
less competitive. Also see response to comment P76-3.

F76-17

There are financial and physical constraints with moving the current
alignment and station location that was identified as part of the MIS.
Tunneling under Berryessa Road is also substantially more costly than an
aerial structure. As mentioned in the response to comment P76-3, VTA is
currently completing a Station Access Planning and Conceptual
Engineering Study. Alternatives that are a result of this study will be
further evaluated for feasibility.
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F76-18

VTA continues to coordinate planning efforts with representatives of the
Flea Market property regarding the planned development approved for the
site, as well as with the City of San Jose regarding the planned Highway
101/Maybury interchange. Also see response to comment P76-3.

F76-19

The support for the No New Yard Option is noted. However, the No New
Yard and Las Plumas Yard options both remain in the Draft EIS in the
event that an expansion of current BART facilities is not feasible,

F76-20

As depicted in Figure 2-3, BEP Alternative, in the Draft EIS there is a
retained cut option at Dixon Landing Road, short segments of retained cut
north and south of the Milpitas Station, and a longer retained cut south of
Murphy Avenue. These do not represent a major portion of the alignment
and placement of solar panels above these portions may not be cost
effective. However, this will be considered. Solar panels are being
evaluated for the above ground stations where larger areas provide an
opportunity for energy production.

F76-21

The trade off between structured and surface parking is being evaluated in
station planning activities. The fact that structured parking has a
substantially greater cost that surface parking is a major consideration for
the project budget.

F76-22

A substantial effort is being made to develop a BART extension that
serves transit demands, minimizes environmental impacts and promotes
transit oriented development around station locations.
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Letter P-77

P77-1

P77-2

P77-3

P77-4
P77-5
P77-6

P77-7
P77-8

P77-9

P77-10
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P77-11

P77-12

P77-13

P77-14

P77-15
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-77
P77-1

See response to comment P74-1.

P77-2

See response to comment P74-2.

P77-3

See response to comment P68-2.

P77-4

See response to comment P74-4.

P77-5

See response to comment P74-5.

P77-6

See response to comment P68-10.

P77-7

See response to comment P68-8.

P77-8

See response to comment P68-9. In addition, pages 5.11-1 and 5.11-2
discuss security and system safety.

P77-9

See response to comment P68-7.

P77-10

See response to comment P68-6.

P77-11

See response to comment P18-1 for a description of the public outreach
process. Refer to response to comment P68-5 regarding the decision
making process. Refer to response to comment P68-4 for a discussion of
the engineering and design process and the level of flexibility provided in
the process.

P77-12

See response to comment 74-2 regarding the responsibilities of VTA and
the City of San Jose. Refer to response to comment P68-3 regarding
connections to other transit modes.

P77-13

See response to comment P74-13.

P77-14

The opposition to the Berryessa Station and as a terminus is noted.

P77-15

See response to comment P18-1.
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Letter P-78

P78-1

P78-2

P78-3

P78-4
P78-5

P78-6

P78-7
P78-8

P78-9

P78-10
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P78-11

P78-12

P78-13

P78-14

P78-15

2-720

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-78
P78-1

See response to comment P74-1.

P78-2

See response to comment P74-2.

P78-3

See response to comment P68-2.

P78-4

See response to comment P74-4.

P78-5

See response to comment P74-5.

P78-6

See response to comment P68-10.

P78-7

See response to comment P68-8.

P78-8

See response to comment P68-9. In addition, pages 5.11-1 and 5.11-2
discuss security and system safety.

P78-9

See response to comment P68-7.

P78-10

See response to comment P68-6.

P78-11

See response to comment P18-1 for a description of the public outreach
process. Refer to response to comment P68-5 regarding the decision
making process. Refer to response to comment P68-4 for a discussion of
the engineering and design process and the level of flexibility provided in
the process.

P78-12

See response to comment 74-2 regarding the responsibilities of VTA and
the City of San Jose. Refer to response to comment P68-3 regarding
connections to other transit modes.

P78-13

See response to comment P74-13.

P78-14

The opposition to the Berryessa Station and as a terminus is noted.

P78-15

See response to comment P18-1.
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Letter P-79

P79-1

P79-2

P79-3
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-79
P79-1

The VTA Board of Directors has committed to building the full SVRT
extension alternative into Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. Federal
funding is being requested for a portion of the full SVRTP Alternative. The
BEP Alternative, which includes the Milpitas and Berryessa stations, has
been identified by FTA as the most competitive segment most eligible for
New Starts funding.
The BEP Alternative includes a 9.9-mile segment of the BART extension
and two new stations, the Milpitas station and the Berryessa station. In
order to be eligible for federal funding, the 9.9 mile segment must meet
New Starts performance criteria (in terms of benefits versus costs) and be
included in formal NEPA environmental reviews. If the BART extension
were to continue past Berryessa to the Alum Rock Station, the alignment
would transition from an at grade configuration, to a tunnel, which
substantially increases the costs, making this alternative less likely to
qualify for federal funding.
VTA is evaluating the BEP Alternative improvements separately from the
SVRTP Alternative to accurately document BEP Alternative features and
quantify BEP Alternative ridership potential costs, environmental impacts,
and other performance measures. The analysis of the BEP Alternative is
presented alongside the SVRTP Alternative to facility comparison of both
alternatives. The analysis in the Draft EIS presents the BEP Alternative as
an independent project, capable of being implemented apart from the
SVRTP Alternative although, as noted, VTA intends to construct the full
complement of corridor improvements simultaneously or in close
sequence.
A 10-bay bus transit center and kiss-and-ride area would be located at the
Berryessa Station to providing transit connections via VTA bus lines.
Depending on the starting and ending location, the BEP Alternative would
result in some commuting travel time savings over the No Build
Alternative. The travel time savings are shown on page 10-5 of the Draft
EIS. Notably, under the No Build Alternative, the trip from Alum Rock to
San Francisco via automobile would take 127 minutes. The same trip
using the BEP Alternative BART alignment would take 88 minutes.

P79-2

The project objectives on page 1-8 of the Draft EIS include the following:
Enhance regional connectivity by expanding and
interconnecting BART rapid transit service with VTA light
rail, Amtrak, ACE, Caltrain, and VTA bus services in
Santa Clara County; improve intermodal transit hubs
where rail, bus, auto, bicycle and pedestrian links meet.
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Although both build alternatives would increase connectivity between
transit modes, the SVRTP Alternative would better meet the above
objective than the BEP Alternative. However, the BEP Alternative
provides a BART connection with LRT (Milpitas Station only), bus, auto,
bicycle, and pedestrian links. It does not provide a direct connection to
Amtrak, ACE, or Caltrain. The SVRTP Alternative provides a direct transit
link with all of the aforementioned modes of transportation include light rail
(Milpitas, Downtown San Jose, and Diridon/Arena Stations) and is
therefore better equipped to meet this project objective.
P79-3

The opposition to the Berryessa Station as a terminus is noted. Section
6.1.3, Construction Education and Outreach Plan, describes the actions
and mitigation measures designed to reduce construction impacts. The
Plan would minimize impacts to both residents and local businesses.
Construction strategies include but are not limited to minimizing the
duration of street closures and minimizing street closures during business
hours. Marketing strategies could include ad campaigns for affected
residential areas and businesses that are designed to fully inform the
public of upcoming construction activities.
Construction impacts are discussed in detail in Chapter 6, Construction of
the Draft EIS.
Operational benefits include reducing greenhouse gas emissions,
reducing emissions from vehicles, and reducing regional traffic
congestion. Benefits would also include improving transit service and
providing connectivity between transit modes.
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Letter P-80

P80-1

P80-2
P80-3

P80-4

P80-5
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-80
P80-1

The support of Councilman Chu’s memo on concerns related to the
Berryessa Station as a terminus is noted. The VTA Board of Directors has
committed to building the full SVRT extension alternative into Milpitas, San
Jose and Santa Clara. Federal funding is being requested for a portion of
the full SVRTP Alternative. The Berryessa Extension Project (BEP)
Alternative, which includes the Milpitas and Berryessa stations, has been
identified by FTA as the most competitive segment most eligible for New
Starts funding. Please refer to Section 2.2.2 Rationale for Two Build
Alternatives for a discussion of this topic. The environmental impacts of
both alternatives are disclosed in the Draft EIS.
Both of the build alternatives would improve transit service, provide
connectivity between transit modes, reduce greenhouse gas emissions,
reduce emissions from vehicles, and reduce regional traffic congestion.

P80-2

The two roadways that will provide primary and secondary access to the
Berryessa Station are Berryessa Road and Mabury Road. Both roadways
are arterial streets intended to accommodate commuter traffic. The
SVRTC project team is working to develop improvement plans for both
roadways to ensure quality access to the Berryessa Station. These plans
will be refined to coincide with the further development of the station
concept plan.

P80-3

The BEP Alternative provides a BART connection with LRT at the Milpitas
Station along with bus, auto, bicycle, and pedestrian links at both the
Milpitas and Berryessa Stations. A bus transit center is also located at the
Berryessa Station. The operating plan for the BEP Alternative is
described on Page 2-39 of the Draft EIS and includes, “A high-frequency
bus would be operated from the Berryessa Station to downtown San Jose
via King Street and Santa Clara Street. This bus line would have a short
and long service, with the short service terminating at Diridon Station and
the long service extending along the Alameda to Santa Clara. This
service would operate at 5 minute peak headways for both the short and
long service (combined headway of 2.5 minutes to downtown) and 10
minute headways off-peak.”

P80-4

Refer to response to comment P2-1 regarding the evaluation of
alternatives. In regard to increased traffic in the Berryessa area, Section
3.7 of the Draft EIS evaluates effects of the Berryessa Station Area under
the BEP Alternative in regards to freeway volumes and intersection level
of service. As stated on pages 3-103 and 3-105, a total of four directional
freeway segments in the vicinity of the Berryessa Station would be
adversely affected under the BEP Alternative. Pages 3-108 and 3-109
state that a total of 9 of the 30 study intersections within the Berryessa
Station Area would also be adversely affected by the BEP Alternative. Of
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the 9 intersections, 4 of the affected intersections would be mitigated;
however, 5 of the affected intersections (listed on page 3-119) would not
have the ability to incorporate cost effective feasible mitigation. While
mitigation necessary to reduce several of the adverse effects is deemed
infeasible, the BEP Alternative would result in an overall reduction in
vehicle miles traveled within the BEP Alternative region. Page 5.1-16
indicates that the BEP Alternative would result in 0.13 percent less vehicle
miles traveled when compared to the No Build Alternative, demonstrating
an overall regional reduction in traffic. While the freeway segments and
local intersections within close proximity to the Berryessa Station would
experience increased traffic volumes, the overall regional vehicle miles
traveled would be reduced with implementation of the BEP Alternative. In
addition, the majority of the traffic accessing the station would be coming
from the south and therefore, most of the traffic will be on Mabury Road
and not Berryessa Road.
P80-5

The North San Jose Specific Plan was included in the future land use
scenario used to develop ridership forecasts for the SVRTC BART
Extension Project. One of the underlying objectives of the North San Jose
Specific Plan is to encourage transit ridership. The transit connections
between the Berryessa Station and the Milpitas Station to the North San
Jose development area support that objective.

P80-6

Two alignment options are being considered for the BART extension; one
that ends at Santa Clara (the SVRTP Alternative) and one that ends at
Berryessa (the BEP Alternative). The BEP Alternative was selected as an
option that could qualify to receive federal New Starts funding. The
analysis in the Draft EIS presents the BEP Alternative as an independent
project, capable of being implemented apart from the SVRTP Alternative
although, as noted, VTA intends to construct the full complement of
corridor improvements simultaneously or in close sequence.
Although both build alternatives would increase connectivity between
transit modes, the SVRTP Alternative would better enhance regional
connectivity by expanding and interconnecting BART rapid transit service
with other modes of transportation. The BEP Alternative provides a BART
connection with LRT (Milpitas Station only), bus, auto, bicycle, and
pedestrian links. However it does not provide a direct connection to
Amtrak, ACE, or Caltrain. The SVRTP Alternative provides a direct transit
link with all of the aforementioned modes of transportation (include LRT at
the Milpitas, Downtown San Jose, and Diridon/Arena Stations) and is
therefore better equipped to provide regional connectivity.
Extending one station further to the Alum Rock Station would substantially
increase costs since the alignment would be in a tunnel and the station
would be underground. Both the excavation of the tunnel and the
underground station introduce substantially greater construction impacts
including stockpiling and hauling of excess materials offsite. Therefore, an
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Alum Rock Station terminus would be less competitive for securing federal
funding and have greater environmental impacts.
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Letter P-81
Swan, Samantha
From:

lusha_ca@yahoo.com

Sent:

Friday, May 15, 2009 7:50 PM

To:

SVRT.NEPA

Cc:

Stephanfe.Fong@sanjoseca.gov

Subject: Re: Comments on the plan to build BART as far as Berryess

Dear Mr.Tom Fitzwater:

I lived in berryessa area for 20 years, and like to comment on the VTA plan to extend Bart to San Jose, as reported on
May 9 Murcury newspaer.

First, the fact that San Jose is a widely spreaded city will greatly limit the benefit of extending BART to San Jose.
Unlike San Francisco and Oakland, which have crowded downtons with many public buildings and rsidents, San Jose
downton does not hold its majority population and it is not a commercial center or a major job center. I saw that the light
rail to and from San Jose downton is pretty empty most of the time. What is the need to extend the BART to cover
almost the exactly same area as does the light trial? San Jose high ways are heavily used and their conditions look worse
than the high ways in its neighbour cities. Given the current California goverment financial situation, if transpotation
department can get money, why not focus to use it to improve the high ways in San Jose area, instead of starting a new
costly BART project?

Second, if it is determined to invest money to extend the BART in recent years, I suggest that to build BART as far as
the Great Mall in Milpitas. Many people, even tour buses from San Francisco, go to Great Mall to shopping. There is
also a light rail station at Great Mall that can carry people to and from San Jose Downtwon. Berryessa is not a good
choice, because that it is a "pure" resident area -- no public activity centers that many people are intrested to go. Besides,
Berrryessa residents already suffer serious traffic jams each working day. Builing a BART terminal there will attract
more cars daily and make the trafic situation much worse.

Thanks for your consideration!

LuSha
1387 Joyner court
San Jose, CA95131
email: lushaca@yahoo.com

5/19/2009
2-730

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

P81-1
P81-2

P81-3
P81-4

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIS

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-81
P81-1

BART is a regional system and the extension to Santa Clara County is
anticipated to provide convenient access to and from major Santa Clara
County employment and activity centers for corridor residents and
residents from throughout the Bay Area. Table 1-2 of Chapter 2 (Purpose
and Need) indicates that employment growth in the corridor is anticipated
to increase 26 percent between 2000 and 2030. Table 1-3 indicates that
household growth in the corridor will increase by 26 percent. And, the
BEP Alternative is projected to have over 46,400 boardings in 2030 using
regional land use modeling assumptions and Federal Transit
Administration criteria. The SVRTP Alternative is project to have over
98,700 boardings.
In Fiscal Year 2008, VTA’s light rail transit operations averaged over
33,000 weekday riders. The BART alignment does not cover the same
area as the light rail system. Only the Milpitas, Downtown San Jose, and
Diridon/Arena Stations have close connections to light rail.
The
Berryessa, Alum Rock, and Santa Clara Stations serve communities that
do not have light rail service. These stations also have bus transit centers
to facilitate connections.

P81-2

The BART Extension is being planned, designed and built with local, state
and federal funds that are designated for transit use. Voter approved 2000
Measure A and 2008 Measure B, in addition to State programs, will fund
approximately 88% of the SVRT project. The Federal New Starts
Program, occurring in parallel to the Draft EIS, will fund the remainder of
the project. A detailed financial plan is currently being developed as part of
the Federal New Starts Program. These funds are not available for
highway purposes.

P81-3

The BEP Alternative is designed to extend past the Milpitas Station to
Berryessa because this length of the alignment and ridership has a better
possibility to receive federal New Starts funding. A one station extension
would result in substantially lower ridership projections and greater traffic
congestion at the Milpitas Station. With only a Milpitas Station extension,
boarding and alighting are estimated to be approximately 34,300 or 37%
lower than the BEP Alternative.
Parking demand would increase
substantially with only one station option.

P81-4

Residential development around BART stations provides additional
passengers for the system. Neighborhoods around the proposed
Berryessa BART Station will contribute to residential targets set by the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (the metropolitan planning
organization for the San Francisco Bay Area) for transit extension
corridors in the Bay Area.
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In regard to increased traffic in the Berryessa area, Section 3.7 of the
Draft EIS evaluates effects of the Berryessa Station Area under the BEP
Alternative in regards to freeway volumes and intersection level of service.
As stated on pages 3-103 and 3-105, a total of four directional freeway
segments in the vicinity of the Berryessa Station would be adversely
affected under the BEP Alternative. Pages 3-108 and 3-109 state that a
total of 9 of the 30 study intersections within the Berryessa Station Area
would also be adversely affected by the BEP Alternative. Of the 9
intersections, 4 of the affected intersections would be mitigated; however,
5 of the affected intersections (listed on page 3-119) would not have the
ability to incorporate cost effective feasible mitigation. While mitigation
necessary to reduce several of the adverse effects is deemed infeasible,
the BEP Alternative would result in an overall reduction in vehicle miles
traveled within the BEP Alternative region. Page 5.1-16 indicates that the
BEP Alternative would result in 0.13 percent less vehicle miles traveled
when compared to the No Build Alternative, demonstrating an overall
regional reduction in traffic. While the freeway segments and local
intersections within close proximity to the Berryessa Station would
experience increased traffic volumes, the overall regional vehicle miles
traveled would be reduced with implementation of the BEP Alternative.
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P82-1

P82-2

P82-3
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-82
P82-1

The VTA Board of Directors has committed to building the full SVRT
extension alternative into Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. Federal
funding is being requested for a portion of the full SVRTP Alternative. The
Berryessa Extension Project (BEP) Alternative, which includes the Milpitas
and Berryessa stations, has been identified by FTA as the most
competitive segment most eligible for New Starts funding. Refer to
Section 2.2.2, Rationale for Two Build Alternatives for a more in depth
discussion of this topic.

P82-2

Please refer to Chapter 3 Transportation and Transit, Section 3.4 Parking,
for a discussion on parking demand and supply for the proposed BART
extension stations.
The parking study conducted for the project concluded that 4,835 parking
spaces will be needed at the Berryessa Station in 2030 with construction
of the BEP Alternative. The proposed combination of a parking structure
(up to 8 stories) and surface parking lots at the station would be sufficient
to accommodate the anticipated demand for parking. Therefore no
adverse effects, such as spillover parking into nearby areas, are
anticipated. In the event that future parking demand is greater than that
anticipated, VTA would, in association with BART and the local
jurisdiction, help institute parking control programs such as time
restrictions, neighborhood only parking areas, and/or charges to park at
the station. Parking conditions at all stations will be monitored at least
annually to determine whether corrective actions would be necessary to
avoid spillover.
The mitigation “tools and techniques” being proposed consist of addition
travel and turning lanes and fair share contributions towards roadway
improvements also needed to support proposed land developments near
the station area. Chapter 3 Transportation and Transit describes the
specific mitigation by intersection.
The City of San Jose and VTA are committed to constructing a new
interchange at US 101 and Taylor/Mabury. The new interchange will not
be an element of the SVRTC BART Extension Project; however, it is
expected to be place in time to help accommodate project related traffic.

P82-3

2-734

Refer to response to comment P82-2.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-83
P83-1

2-736

The opposition to a Berryessa Station terminus is noted. The VTA Board
of Directors has committed to building the full SVRT extension alternative
into Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. Federal funding is being
requested for a portion of the full SVRTP Alternative. The BEP
Alternative, which includes the Milpitas and Berryessa stations, has been
identified by FTA as the most competitive segment most eligible for New
Starts funding.
Refer to Section 2.2.2, Rationale for Two Build
Alternatives for a more in depth discussion of this topic.
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Letter P-84

P84-1

P84-2
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P-84
P84-1

The BEP Station area description is provided on Pages 2-30 through 2-38
and includes a conceptual site plan. The site plan is designed to
accommodate the 2030 projected ridership including access from
Berryessa Road and Mabury Road.

P84-2

Section 3.4 Parking of the Draft EIS addressed the parking demand and
parking supply for the Berryessa Station. The parking study conducted for
the project concluded that 4,835 parking spaces will be needed at the
Berryessa Station in 2030 with construction of the BEP Alternative. As
shown in Tables 3-22 and 3-23, the Berryessa Station layout is designed
to provide sufficient parking in 2030 to meet the demand. This would
involve a combination of a parking structure (up to 8 stories) and surface
parking lots at the station. Therefore no adverse effects, such as spillover
parking into nearby areas, are anticipated. In the event that future parking
demand is greater than that anticipated, VTA would, in association with
BART and the local jurisdiction, help institute parking control programs
such as time restrictions, neighborhood only parking areas, and/or
charges to park at the station. Parking conditions at all stations will be
monitored to determine whether corrective actions would be necessary to
avoid spillover.
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Letter T-1

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY
OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE
SILICON VALLEY RAPID TRANSIT
CORRIDOR PROJECT - PUBLIC
HEARING

San Jose City Hall
Committee Room, W118-120
200 E. Santa Clara Street
San Jose, California
Taken on
Monday, April 6, 2008
At
6:00 p.m.

#33001
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T-1 SJMtgTranscriptApril6.txt
P R O C E E D I N G S:

1
2

(Mr. Fink comments to Reporter only.)

3

MR. JIM FINK:

I would like to propose that

4

the Alum Rock station name should be changed because

5

Alum Rock is the opposite side of the 101 freeway.

6

the Alum Rock naming creates confusion with the Alum

7

Rock Light Rail Station, which is clear over on

8

Capitol.

9

directly behind the famous church of the Five Wounds,

And

T1-1

Might I suggest because it's going to be

10

the station could be dubbed Five Wounds Church Station.

11

Because by calling it Five Wound Church Station, it

12

would identify where the station is located.

13

It's not located -- Alum Rock Avenue doesn't

14

even begin for two blocks after you cross the freeway.

15

It's still Santa Clara Street until you get to 33rd,

16

and then the name changes.

17

Alum Rock Light Rail station, nor is it on Alum Rock

18

Avenue.

19

misnomer.

20

Church, Five Wounds Church Station would be a great

21

identifier.

But it is neither near the

Therefore, I think that the Alum Rock is a
And with the historicity of Five Wounds

22

(End of Mr. Fink's comments.)

23

MS. WALLACE:

24
25

We'll now begin the formal

public comment process.

Do we have some speaker cards?

R.E. Van Cleef, did you want to -2

1

MR. VAN CLEEF:

2

MS. WALLACE:

No.
Armen Gabrielian.

Did you want
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3

T-1 SJMtgTranscriptApril6.txt
to -- would you like to make a public comment?

4

MR. GABRIELIAN:

This is not directly about

5

the environmental -- it's not directly about this

6

presentation.

7

about integrating the different VTA, BART, and all the

8

other components of transportation if somebody buys one

9

ticket, can transfer to the other one.

But I'm concerned as a potential user

Because

10

somebody told me that if you have to get on light rail,

11

you get to the BART station and you used light rail,

12

you have to buy a different ticket.

13

find out any plans there are -- any plans to integrate

14

the operation of ticketing of all the different

15

components of transportation in the area.

16

MS. WALLACE:

So I would like to

So at this point in our process

17

we're taking public comments.

18

a Q and A with the staff, that will be after the formal

19

public comment portion is over.

20
21

T1-2

Christopher Frey.

If you want to get into

Did you want to make your

comment orally?

22

MR. FREY:

Hello.

My name is Christopher

23

Frey.

I would like to speak in favor of the

24

mitigations that have been proposed in this

25

environmental impact plan.

T1-3

3

1

I do have a little bit of concern about

2

stopping the project at Berryessa.

You talk about

3

enhancing regional connectivity.

4

stopping at Berryessa really does not do that.

And I think that

T1-4

You
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know, we're talking about bringing high speed rails to

6

Diridon, a number of other transit connections there.

7

And as a longtime resident of the Bay Area,

8

I'm a little bit frustrated with how many transit

9

system lack of connection there is.

You know, that

T1-4
Cont.

10

stations don't quite meet up with each other.

11

know, Fremont doesn't meet with Altamont Commuter

12

Express.

13

But I want to speak in favor of running the whole

14

project all the way to Santa Clara or to Diridon, if it

15

has to be stopped early.

16

You

I don't need to go through the whole drill.

But really running the whole line is

17

extremely important to the success of this project as a

18

whole.

19

Bay.

20

two-thirds majority, and I'd like to see this promise

21

fulfilled in my working lifetime.

Extremely important to the people of the South
And the voters have spoken twice with a

22

MR. WALLACE:

23

make a public comment?

Thank you.

Any others who would like to

24

Jim Fink, is it?

25

MR. FINK:

Yes.

I would like to suggest for,
4

1

among other reasons, what has been stated on the

2

historicity, Bank of America, Western Dental, Ravioli

3

Building, I think it's called.

4

because of other concerns with disruptions of the

5

bridge on the -- exploring the possibility of instead

6

running elevated BART the entire way through.

Because of that concern

And how

T1-5
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would that play out in terms of the environmental

8

impact.

9

elevated BART way.

T1-5
Cont.

I want to see them explore the alternative

10

MS. WALLACE:

Okay.

Other comments?

11

Well, thank you for your comments.

Again,

12

there are two additional public hearings that will be

13

held the next two Mondays.

14

be in Milpitas, and then the following one in Santa

15

Clara.

16

One of those next week will

You're welcome to attend those.
Reminder that all comments are due by May 8

17

at 5:00 p.m.

18

can provide a comment card this evening.

19

or e-mail your comments.

20

and engage in some informal Q and A with the VTA staff,

21

they have their name tags on and you're welcome to do

22

that.

23
24

And, again, you can mail comments, or you
You can fax

Again, if you want to stay

Thank you for coming.
(The public comments were concluded at 7:27

p.m.)

25
5

1
2

I, NOELIA ESPINOLA, do hereby certify:

3

That the foregoing hearing was taken down by

4

me in shorthand at the time and place therein named,

5

and thereafter reduced to computerized transcription

6

under my direction.

7
8

And I hereby certify the foregoing transcript
is a full, true and correct transcript of my shorthand
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10
11

T-1 SJMtgTranscriptApril6.txt
notes so taken.
I further certify that I am not interested in
the outcome of this hearing.

12
13
14
15

Dated:__________________ ____________________________

16

NOELIA ESPINOLA, CSR #8060

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
6
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RESPONSE TO TRANSCRIPT T-1
T1-1

BART station names could change based on city, community and other
inputs. At this time the Alum Rock Station name has been proposed to
and accepted by the City of San Jose and the station area communities.

T1-2

The BART Plus ticket is valid for a half-month period as a "flash pass" to
bus operators, including VTA.
Additionally, VTA and BART are
participating members of Translink, a universal transit pass that will
eventually be accepted by all major transit agencies in the Bay Area.

T1-3

The support for the mitigation measures in the Draft EIS is noted.

T1-4

The VTA Board of Directors has committed to building the full SVRT
extension alternative into Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. Federal
funding is being requested for a portion of the full SVRTP Alternative. The
Berryessa Extension Project (BEP) Alternative, which includes the Milpitas
and Berryessa stations, has been identified by the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) as the most competitive segment most eligible for
New Starts funding. Refer to Section 2.2.2, Rationale for Two Build
Alternatives for a more in depth discussion of this topic.
The BEP includes access to light rail transit at the Milpitas Station. Both
the Milpitas Station and Berryessa Station have bus transit centers located
near the stations.
Extending one station further to the Alum Rock Station would substantially
increase costs since the alignment would be in a tunnel and the station
would be underground. Both the excavation of the tunnel and the
underground station introduce substantially greater construction impacts
including stockpiling and hauling of excess materials off site. Therefore,
an Alum Rock Station terminus would be less competitive for securing
federal funding and have greater environmental impacts. An extension all
the way to the Diridon/Arena Station would substantially increase the cost
because of the tunnel portion and associated environmental impacts.

T1-5

The preferred BART alignment through downtown is underground, not
elevated. VTA has accepted this concept in response to City of San Jose
concerns about the long term traffic, noise, visual and other impacts of an
elevated alignment.
In addition, construction impacts would be
substantially greater with an elevated alignment because all of the
construction activities would be above ground versus underground for the
tunnel alignment.
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NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY
OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE
SILICON VALLEY RAPID TRANSIT
CORRIDOR PROJECT - PUBLIC
HEARING

Milpitas Unified School District Board Room
1331 E. Calavares Boulevard
Milpitas, California
Taken on
Monday, April 13, 2008
At
6:00 p.m.

#33002

1
P R O C E E D I N G S:
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2
3
4

MS. WALLACE:

We'll now start the public

5

comments.

Do we have speaker cards?

6

come and make a public comment?

7

MR. MENDENCE:

8

MS. WALLACE:

9
10

That will be afterwards.

This

record.
MR. MENDENCE:

Can we just submit the

comment?

13
14

Can we just ask questions?

is really for making your comment to enter into the

11
12

Anyone want to

MS. WALLACE:

Do you want to make a pubic

comment?

15

MR. MENDENCE:

Okay.

Ed Mendence.

16

I just wanted to -- I didn't see in your

17

presentation any mention or see anything on the visual

18

graphics about the future Calaveras Station, although I

19

know it's future.

20

approved by VTA and the City of Milpitas, that station.

But I thought it was previously

21

MS. WALLACE:

22

Okay.

23
24
25

T2-1

Okay.

Any other comments?

Well, that closes our formal public

comments.
If you want to submit them, and again you can
mail them to this address.

Thanks for coming tonight.
2

1

And, again, you're welcome to stay and engage in

2

additional discussion.

3

(The public comments were concluded at 7:20
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RESPONSE TO TRANSCRIPT T-2
T2-1

2-748

The South Calaveras station is no longer part of either build alternative.
This station was removed from consideration due to funding issues and
land use conflicts due to the approval of new development projects by the
City of Milpitas within the station footprint.
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0001
1
2
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4
5
6
7
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9
10
11
12
13
14
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24
25
0002
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
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21
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23
24
25
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1
2
3
4
5
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7
8
9

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY
OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE
SILICON VALLEY RAPID TRANSIT
CORRIDOR PROJECT - PUBLIC
HEARING

SANTA CLARA SENIOR CENTER
1303 Fremont Street
Santa Clara, CA 95050
Taken on
April 20, 2009
At
6:00 p.m.

#33003
P R O C E E D I N G S:
(Mr. Adler's written comment.)
MR. ERIC ADLER: "Expenditures on BART
extensions take money away from viable
transportation projects. Light and medium rail is
not cost effective or self-supporting. For the
money, you could fix infrastructure and build
highways, add bus routes."
(The following were public comments:)
MR. ROBERT ALLEN: My name is Robert
Allen. I live in Livermore, and I came down
especially for this, because I've been involved in
this from the time I was Chairman of the Fremont
South Bay policy study committee.
Subways are very costly, and it would be
helpful to shorten the subway at both ends. I've
proposed going -- instead of going under -- I can't
see everything up there. Instead of going under
101, go over it on the signature structure, the old
Western Pacific. Basically from Berryessa on.
Basically go over 101 instead of under,
along the old WP and go -- have the Berryessa thing
go a little further, going into the Alum Rock
station. The Alum Rock would be on the old WP at
grade, and it would be a place to go to connect

T3-1

T3-2

2
with the light rail, which I understand is proposed
to go along Santa Clara Street.
And I would also suggest going under the
San Fernando Street instead of Santa Clara Street,
with a station adjacent to San Jose State
University. It would be a big booster.
And between the Diridon station and going
to Santa Clara would be able to get into the
Caltrain right of way very early, go along the
Page 1
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Caltrain right of way between the Diridon station
and Santa Clara. That gets rid of the very costly
subway at both ends. Subway would still be
downtown along either Santa Clara or hopefully San
Fernando Street.
I haven't seen if there's any change in
the test track beyond Santa Clara as you go up
toward the Caltrain line instead of along the
Agnew, Alviso line.
The -- ultimately we should have a
five-county district, rail district, which would
include the Caltrain and the BART counties: Santa
Clara, Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco, and
San Mateo County. And we would ultimately connect
the BART Santa Clara with BART at Millbrae and have
BART around the Bay.
3
It's a dream, but it would be a
five-county district, a bond at the same rate that
the original bond -- bond issue adjusts for
inflation and population, would be about 16 billion
dollars, which would provide for a lot of BART
around the Bay and a lot of fast rail around the
East Bay.
I know the operation isn't set up yet, but
I would suggest that the trains operate between San
Jose and a future Crocket BART station along 80 and
also between BART and Antioch, Brentwood.
Those are some things -- I would prefer
that the immediate station be just to Berryessa,
with another station at Alum Rock at grade until
after the -- that would be the initial phase.
Basically the Berryessa only extension.
MS. WALLACE: Do we have other folks that
would like to comment?
MR. KEN SINCLAIRE: I thought you weren't
going to displace any businesses, and you've cut
out the Staples building over there.
MS. WALLACE: Do you want to come up and
make a comment?
MR. KEN SINCLAIRE: I just did. I thought
you said you weren't going to displace any

T3-4
cont.
T3-5

T3-6

T3-7
T3-8

T3-9

4
businesses, but you've done away with the Staples
building over here in Santa Clara. Ken Sinclaire.
MS. WALLACE: Any other comments?
None, okay.
(The public comments were concluded at
7:35 p.m.)
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19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

5
I, NINA PAVONE, do hereby certify:
That the foregoing hearing was taken down
by me in shorthand at the time and place therein
named, and thereafter reduced to computerized
transcription under my direction.
And I hereby certify the foregoing
transcript is a full, true and correct transcript
of my shorthand notes so taken.
I further certify that I am not interested
in the outcome of this hearing.

Dated:___________________

_______________________
NINA PAVONE, CSR #7802

6
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RESPONSE TO TRANSCRIPT T-3
T3-1

The voters of Santa Clara County continue to show overwhelming support
for the BART Extension to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. Both 2000
Measure A and 2008 Measure B passed with super-majority votes,
meaning that more than two-thirds of the county's approved extending
BART. Measure A provides funds primarily for capital projects. Measure
B provides funds for BART operating costs. On June 4, 2009 the VTA
Board of Directors’ approved the biennial budget for Fiscal Years 2010
and 2011 that includes a variety of transit and highway improvements.
However, BART continues to be the voter approved priority project.

T3-2

Design modifications, such as continuing at-grade along the railroad
alignment, have been considered. Proceeding under the freeway was
determined to provide the best alignment for a subway station at Alum
Rock. It also allows for continuing the subsurface alignment along Santa
Clara Street into downtown San Jose. Remaining at-grade to the Alum
Rock Station would require the tunnel alignment to extend far south of
Santa Clara Street and under a substantial number of residents.
Tunneling under residential dwellings has been strongly opposed since
the 2004 EIR.
With regard to light rail along Santa Clara Street, Bus Rapid Transit is now
the short-term preferred transit service running along the surface of Santa
Clara Street and Alum Rock Road. That project is currently in preliminary
design.

T3-3

The alignment under Santa Clara Street was determined to best serve the
numerous activity centers in downtown San Jose. Early on an alignment
under San Fernando Street was considered but strongly opposed by
residents to the south of Santa Clara Street because of potential noise
and vibration impacts. This alternative was dropped because of the
substantial community opposition.

T3-4

The alignment in this area is intended to meet several objectives: provide
a direct multimodal connection at the Diridon Transit Center; avoid
displacements of existing surface structures and realignments or
modifications to major arterials serving Diridon and the HP Pavilion;
ensure rider comfort while allowing for fast average train speeds (thus the
large radius curve and gradual grade from tunnel to surface proceeded
west of Diridon), and meet other BART system design criteria. The
alignment surfaces--or portals--alongside the Caltrain alignment in the
proposed Newhall yard were designed to not conflict with Caltrain. In
addition, the proposed high speed rail operations are likely to be at-grade
or aerial in the Diridon area and to the north and therefore, sufficient
space is not also available for the BART extension to be above ground.
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T3-5

There is no test track planned beyond the Santa Clara Station, just a tail
track terminating at approximately De La Cruz Boulevard. BART has
adequate existing facilities on which to test the new vehicles for either the
BEP or SVRTP Alternative.

T3-6

These are matters for future consideration by policy makers, including
elected officials, and the public. At this time, Santa Clara County is not
pursuing becoming a formal member of the BART district.

T3-7

The preliminary operating plan for the BEP proposes one line, or service,
connecting Santa Clara County with San Francisco and a second line, or
service, connecting the county with Richmond. These lines are designed
to maximize ridership and rider convenience given various operating
constraints and efficiency goals. Upon opening the BEP for revenue
service, other operating plans could be considered.

T3-8

The support for the Berryessa extension is noted with another phase to
Alum Rock at-grade.

T3-9

Section 5.12, Socioeconomics, of the Draft EIS provides an analysis of the
displacement of existing businesses. Pages 5.12-2 through 5.12-8
provide a discussion of the types and number of displacements under the
BEP and SVRTP alternatives. Under the BEP Alternative, approximately
47 to 55 businesses would be displaced, whereas up to 77 to 104
businesses would be replaced under the SVRTP Alternative. However, as
documented in Section 5.12.3, Relocation Programs/Requirements, all
displacement and relocation activities would be conducted in accordance
with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act
of 1970 (Uniform Act). The Uniform Act ensures the 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. Additionally, VTA’s
Relocation program, which complies with federal relocation requirements,
provides assistance to affected residence and business owners. Thus,
the provisions of VTA’s Relocation Program will minimize any adverse
effects of the business displacements associated with the BEP or SVRTP
alternatives. No businesses were displaced as part of traffic mitigation
measures.
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