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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P1 

George Rasko (March 25, 2004) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Zakhary Cribari (March 30, 2004) 

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

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

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

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

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



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

P2-8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

P3-1 

 



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR 

P3-2 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P3 

Todd Garrison (April 7, 2004) 

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

Jene-Howard Chang (April 18, 2004) 

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

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

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

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

The year 2025 ridership forecasts for the BART Alternative estimated 32,445 new transit 
trips relative to the Baseline Alternative.  New transit trips are trips that switched from 
using auto vehicle modes in the Baseline Alternative to taking transit in the BART 
Alternative.  These results indicate that the project offers a viable transportation 
alternative to travelers using either automobiles or express/local bus modes of 
transportation in the corridor. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P5 

Connie Costa (April 12, 2004) 

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

Saiyanna Charitou (April 12, 2004) 

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

S. Kuan (April 14, 2004) 

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

Susan Bradley (April 8, 2004) 

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

Janet Bailey (April 14, 2004) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Don Tustin (March 15, 2004) 

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

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

Kirit Patel (April 22, 2004) 

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

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

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

Charlie Cameron (April 23, 2004) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Jenq Chang (April 28, 2004) 

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

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

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

John Lin(May 5, 2004) 

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

Bryant Adleson (May 6, 2004) 

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

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

Ashok Gopala (May 5, 2004) 

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

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

Leah Valentino (May 4, 2004) 

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

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

Ka Kwok (May 4, 2004) 

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

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

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

P18.2 As stated in Section 7.5.2, Impacts to Parc Metropolitan Development Parklands, the 
BART Alternative would need to acquire a 20-foot by 100-foot-long strip of land from 
Parc Metropolitan Development property that has been dedicated to the City of Milpitas 
for development as a public park.  This strip of land is needed to accommodate the 
replacement UPRR industrial spur. 

As stated in Section 7.6.2.1, Alternative to Avoid Use of Parc Metropolitan Development 
Parkland, VTA evaluated an alignment variation for locating the replacement UPRR 
industrial spur.  However, given the very high costs for acquisition of ROW and direct 
impacts to businesses on the east side of the ROW, it can be concluded that although the 
east side design is technically feasible, it is not a prudent alternative.  There are no other 
feasible avoidance alignment options at this location – the ROW can be expanded only to 
the east or the west. 

The acquisition of land from Parc Metropolitan Development property would affect only 
2.5 percent of the total area of the park.  Decreasing of the park area by 20 feet should 
not compromise the intended function of the park.  VTA has met and will continue 
discussions with the City of Milpitas to specify measures to mitigate the acquisition and 
reduce harm.  Please see Chapter 7, Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, Sections 7.4.1, 7.5.2, 
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7.6.2.1, and 7.6.3.1 for further information. 

P18.3 Refer to response P18.2 regarding park impacts and response P18.1 regarding noise.  In 
addition, the EIS/EIR addressed 18 environmental topic impact areas ranging from air 
quality to water resources.  No other substantial adverse impacts were identified at this 
location.  For example, as stated in Section 4.17.3.1, Visual Qualities and Aesthetics, 
Impacts, Landscape Unit 3, 3rd bullet, a sound wall 10 feet in height would be 
constructed on the west side of the alignment near the Great Mall.  Since the closest 
views of the sound wall would be from the backyards of residences in an urban area and 
no scenic viewsheds would be obstructed, there would be no adverse visual effect. 
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