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P1

-----Original Message-----

From: Jurgis [mailto:jurgis_si@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 25, 2004 1:23 PM
To: SVRTC.DEIS-EIRcomments@vta.org
Subject: BART-VTA

My comments are:

- There needs to a proposal for breaking the
construction into affordable segments. The stated
first

priority should be to get BART connected to VTAs
light rail system at the Great Mall (this implies P11
that the Warm Springs Extension gets done, combined '
with "segment 1" in Santa Clara County). All the
proposed tunnelling in downtown San Jose will be
extremely expensive. Getting BART into East San Jose
will provide the biggest 'bang for the buck'.

- The connection to the San Jose Airport is bad.
BART needs to go DIRECTLY there. It's a big,
multi-terminal airport, so shuttles/people-movers will
be necessary, but the Caltrain corridor already has
more transit options than every other place in the
county. We don't need two train systems running
side-by-side.

P1.2

Sincerely,

George Rasko
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P1

George Rasko (March 25, 2004)

P1.1 Dividing the profject 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 profect 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 /s 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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-----Original Message----- P2

From: Zakhary Cribari [mailto:urbanplannerzc@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2004 9:32 AM '
To: SVRTC.DEIS-EIRcomments@vta.org

Subject: Commentary regarding BART EIS/EIR review

TO:
Mr. Tom Fitzwater and/or others whom it may concern:

FORM:
Zakhary Cribari

REGARDING:
BART to San Jose EIS/EIR

The BART to San Jose Project is currently going through a stage of receiving
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) comments.
Throughout this session of commentary, alternatives to the BART to San Jose Proposal
are being presented to the public for public input. My receiving of this information has
occurred thorough reading the recently sent Public Hearing Notice packets, which have

been sent to various residents in the BART to San Jose Corridor area. 1, Zakhary Cribari,

have in the past, sent to VTA an alternative BART to San Jose Proposal. The conclusion
to the proposal that was sent was that the proposal was deemed to be a preferred

alternative. This information was forwarded to me by phone from a VTA representative.

It would be much appreciated if the proposal can be displayed for other public viewers at
the Public Hearing Meetings, as it has been deemed a preferred alternative.

On a separate subject, my recommendation to VTA presently, is to put several
projects, but this one especially, to a halt, or in other words, at a "BART "No Action""
alternative. This recommendation is being suggested because of VTA's inability to even
keep up with current services (in-service bus and light rail lines), which should always
come first over any other projects, such as that of BART to San Jose.

Enclosure':  Enclosed in this e-mail message is my commentary, being the BART to
San Jose Proposal that I sent to VTA. The proposal comes with two documents:

the introduction

and the proposal itself.
The proposal, as may be assumed, can be found attached to this e-mail message. Please
take the time to thoroughly read through the proposal. However, please first read the
introduction, which I would appreciate to be read through thoroughly as well.
Enclosure’:  If maps are necessary to view the routing off the proposal being given to
you, please respond in question for them.

Sincerely,

Zakhary Cribari

P2.1

P2.2

P2.3
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C/O Office of the Board Secretary, Zakhary Cribari

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, PO Box 720713

3331 North First Street, Building B-2, San Jose, CA 95172-0713

San Jose, CA 95134-1927 E-mail at: urbanplannerzc@yahoo.com
May 6, 2003

Revised/added to: Thursday, September 18, 2003

Dear Tom Fitzwater and others whom it may concern,
Re: Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory Board. ALTERNATIVE ROUTE PROPOSAL.

I am writing to you with an alternative proposed route for the BART to San Jose project that is currently
under review. I fully understand that the board has already selected a route. I further understand that the
route selected is currently being evaluated by the Environmental Impact Study (EIS).

Given any concern by the Study as to the appropriateness of the already selected route, I would like to offer
up an alternative route.

It is my belief that the attached proposal warrants consideration as it brings the following additional value

» Feature: Delivers service to areas of greater need (Higher work relation density)
» Benefit: Reduces workforce reliance on automobiles.

» Feature: Eliminates the need for the proposed People Mover to Norman Y. Mineta San Jose
International Airport.

> Benefit: Consolidates 2-3 expensive projects into 1 project - POTENTIAL OF SAVING
MONEY

> Feature: Increase the light rail connection from 2 to 5
»  Benefit: Improves usability of overall transport system by providing more connections to services
that reach out to broader, more local areas.

» Feature: Provides a better infrastructure for future growth, such as extensions of a new lines
between Millbrae/SFO and San Jose, which would start from Norman Y. Mineta San Jose
International Airport by traveling on 101 to make another Light Rail connection at Bayshore/Nasa
and continuing via my proposed routing, and Pittsburg/Baypoint, Pleasanton, and San Jose, which
would travel via I-680 Corridor.

> Benefit: Provides greater access to both East Bay and Peninsula residents to Norman Y. Mineta
San Jose International Airport. Increases appeal to travel through San Jose rather than San
Francisco. More revenue for San Jose, VTA, and BART through increased Airport usage taxes.

» Feature: Prepares for transportation to current and future Business Parks.
» Benefit: Gains finances for BART and VTA through being an easier commute alternative.

As you can see there are significant reasons to consider this alternative approach. It is always good to have a
backup plan. I believe this is a great alternative, and only wish I had submitted it prior to the original

deadline for reviews.

I strongly urge you to present this to your committee.
I am available to assist your team in a detailed review of this proposal and await your response.

With warmest regards,

Zakhary Cribari
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Zakhary Cribari Thursday, May 09, 2002
PO Box 720713 Revised: Thursday, May 01, 2003
San Jose, CA 95172-0713 Revised/added to: Thursday, September 18, 2003
E-mail at: urbanplannerzc@yahoo.com Finalized: Wednesday, December 10, 2003

BART TO SAN JOSE

The commute between the East Bay and Silicon Valley is highly congested. BART coming to San
Jose will help relieve much of the traffic congestion between the East Bay and South Bay, especially on the
interstates. Because of the congestion on the in interstates, many commuters have chosen to utilize local
streets, such as Warm Spring Boulevard in Fremont and Milpitas Boulevard in Milpitas. BART has in past
years become the preferred transportation alternative project for the East Bay-South Bay commute. The
Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory Board had viewed several options including BART,
Express Bus Services, and other rail services. In the year of 2001, the board concluded by stating that
BART being extended to Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara is the preferred alternative for the East Bay-
South Bay commute. Bringing BART to San Jose will also help VTA and BART gain passengers, thus,
generating funds to assist in offsetting the current financial deficits. However, the current proposal the
Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Advisory Board has proposed is observed as not being suitable for
the general proposal of utilizing BART for the East Bay-South Bay commute alternative. This proposal
being offered to you in this document costs less for VTA, BART, and tax payers in the long run, though it
may cost more at the present time. The proposal being offered in this document will also receive more
services and, in general be better. It will allow a much more direct line to highly congested work and
community areas, rather than requiring transfers to get to those areas. Also, this routing allows extremely
convenient access to the Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport. However, while it is apparent
that The Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Policy Advisory Board are trying to save time and finances via the
easy-way, by taking BART on the already built Union Pacific Railroad, “customers (in this case, the
passengers) are always right!” Finally, the proposal being offered more thoroughly prepares for future
BART growth, lines and extensions. For a clearer presentation of this proposal, maps have been included.
In conclusion, BART absolutely needs to come to San Jose and fulfill the need for a commute alternative
between the East Bay and South Bay; however, it needs to occur in a better way than currently proposed by
the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory Board.

As the general public is vividly aware, both interstates 680 and 880 have been highly congested
and are gaining more congestion throughout the years. This is because Silicon Valley is a large Industrial
Park. However, expenses in the area also have grown tremendously. Because of this, many past South Bay
residents have moved and become residents of other suburban areas and cities, even distant areas such as
the Central Valley. Surprisingly, these people still come to the Silicon Valley to work. Additionally, they
also enjoy coming to some of Silicon Valley’s attractions, including Great America, our many malls, and
much more. Extending BART to San Jose will eliminate most of the problems on the interstates, as well as
provide a more rapid ride to and from Silicon Valley.

Included in this proposal is a route mapped out with stations that will be efficient for the BART to
San Jose project. The routing being proposed will lessen, or even eliminate the need for a People Mover to
and from Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport. It will also allow BART to have direct access
to two of three Bay Area International airports. Additionally, the line will be more convenient to the many
North San Jose business people. The routing will also be more efficient for passengers and will create
more revenue for BART, VTA, and South Bay cities. If BART is brought to Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa
Clara, it should occur in a way that will accommodate the Bay Area and not just those cities. At this time,
with the current proposal that the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy Advisory Board has
presented, the line will be used more for intra-county travel, such as from Alum Rock to the Great Mall,
rather than inter-county travel, such as from the East Bay to the Silicon Valley Business areas. BART
needs to come to San Jose in a way that will assist BART in living up to its name, Bay Area Rapid Transit.
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BART is more utilized for business and other distant travels, such as commute travel, than any
other kind of travel. BART, when brought to San Jose, should serve business areas such as North San Jose
and Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport. Bringing BART to Norman Y. Mineta International
Airport will assist International, and other long distance and business travels. This proposed routing, which
is being both offered and recommended to the public and the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Policy
Advisory Board, will simply be an alternative routing from the proposed “Montague/Great Mall” Station.
The proposal will need BART to observe this station underground, while curving towards the west for
preparation of traveling under Montague Expressway. The line will extend from the “Montague/Great
Mall” Station; continue at the same westward angle until it veers onto Montague Expressway. Shortly
thereafter, the line will come to Trimble Road, where it will veer left. The route proceeds to “North San
Jose” Station. This station is to be located on Trimble Road between North 1% Street and Zanker Road,
having two exits, one near Zanker Road and one near North 1* Street. Next, BART will DIP and travel
beneath US/Federal Highway 101, ending up beneath Terminal Boulevard at Norman Y. Mineta San Jose
International Airport. The line then enters Terminal A. At this point of origin, it will have a “San Jose
International Airport (Terminal A)” Station. Continuing down Terminal Boulevard, the line will enter
Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport’s Terminal C. The line in this area will also have a
station, “San Jose International Airport (Terminal C)” Station. After the airport, the line will travel below
at a Southeast angle and continue at that same angle until it merges below Guadalupe Parkway, California
State Highway 87. Next, the line will have a “Santa Clara County Civic Center” Station located at Hedding
Street. After this, the line will travel below Taylor Street and Coleman Avenue ending up below the Union
Pacific Railroads, which are utilized by CalTrain, ACE, and Amtrak. The line ends up at the “San Jose
Diridon” Station where there will be a three train story station (See Below). In future time, it is
recommended that BART also be extended to Gilroy, and relieve CalTrain services to and from Gilroy, in
addition to the proposed CalTrain extension to Salinas. If and when such time arises, BART would directly
after the “San Jose Diridon” Station, come to ground level and travel on the current Union Pacific Railroad
tracks right of way, to the “Tamien” Station, relieving CalTrain services to “Tamien” Station. If and when
extended to Gilroy, due to BART being able to travel, accelerate, and stop faster than CalTrain, it will have
the ability to access more stations. These stations will be located in current as well as future development
areas. The stations include one at Bernal Road, and one at Bailey Avenue. These stations will be known as
the “Bernal Road” Station, and the “Coyote Valley” Station. This routing will be very efficient for the
BART to San Jose Proposal and will further facilitate in BART withholding to its name, Bay Area Rapid
Transit.

Along with the proposed routing are proposed parking lots and station exit and entrance way
designs. “North San Jose,” “San Jose International Airport (Terminal A),” “San Jose International Airport
(Terminal C),” and “Santa Clara County Civic Center” Stations will not have a parking lot. These stations
will be built just as San Francisco’s “Embarcadero,” “Montgomery,” “Powell,” and “Civic Center” Stations
are, in the sense that there will be entrances on the street level to go down to the stations themselves. The
“North San Jose” Station will have two entrances, located on Trimble Road near North First Street and near
Zanker Road. Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport stations will be located directly in front of
the San Jose International Airport terminals. The entrance to the “Santa Clara County Civic Center”
Station will be located on Hedding Street near San Pedro Street. It will be located adjacent to the VTA
Line 62 bus stop near San Pedro Street. Next is the “San Jose Diridon” Station, which will consist of three
train stories when BART arrives. The ground level of the station will be for ACE, CalTrain, and Amtrak.
The first subway level will be designed for the new VTA Vasona Light Rail Line when it arrives in 2005.
Further underground, will be the second subway level for BART. And eventually, when CAHSR
(California High-Speed Rail) comes our way, it too, will have an even further underground “San Jose
Diridon” Station. The “San Jose Diridon™ Station idea will be similar to the way that BART and MUNI
Metro have their stations constructed in San Francisco between “Embarcadero” and “Civic Center”
Stations. Next, is the “Tamien” Station. Both “San Jose Diridon” and “Tamien” Stations will relieve or
have a shared parking lot, with CalTrain. Along the Union Pacific tracks to Gilroy, all current CalTrain
stations will remain constructed as they are. However, “Bernal Road,” and “Coyote Valley” Stations will
be add-ons to the Gilroy service. The “Bernal Road” Station will be located directly below the Bernal
Road overpass along Monterey Road. Parking will be available at this station, across the street, on the
northbound side of Monterey Road, both at the south and north ends of the Bernal Road overpass. “Coyote
Valley” Station will be located on the south-end side of Bailey Avenue, with no parking. This station will

P2-4



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR

be primarily used for business commuting to and from Coyote Valley Residential and Business areas. The
attached maps show more details.

VTA and BART should consider the routing that has been offered in this proposal. The proposal
is a financially more conservative plan. With BART serving Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International
Airport, it will attract more and varied customers, as the San Francisco International Airport does.
Furthermore, allowing BART to have direct access to Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport
will facilitate greater use of the airport than the current plan for a people mover from the Santa Clara
Transit Center to Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport, thus requiring passengers to transfer.
Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport will become a preferred Bay Area Airport for both in-
coming and out-going passengers to utilize. This proposal reduces road congestion, because it serves more
highly work congested areas than the current project. Additionally, offers more light-rail transfers than the
current proposal allowing for a better transit transferring system. Commuters want the fewest possible
transfers, as well as more transfer options for the broader areas, such as the North San Jose business area.
This proposal offers those potential possibilities more so than the current proposal. This proposal will save
VTA and BART more money in the long run than the current project. There are two key factors to long-
term money savings. One is the capital and operating costs of the project. The second is the amount of
revenue generated from the use of the service. The current project costs less to build, but costs more in the
long run because of fewer passengers. On the other hand, this proposal costs just a little more to build
because of more tunneling, but at the same time, eliminating the need for a people mover. In the long run
however, it is presumed that it will gain a massive amount of ridership, higher receipts, and over time,
produce a positive cash flow. This proposal yields a higher level of ridership. It will generate higher
receipts, offsetting the capital costs at a faster rate, thereby creating a long-term, preferable, sustainable,
and viable, public transportation system.

First however, we need to look at today’s financial picture. Transit agencies need to be careful
and use what is available, without asking passengers for more. If passengers are asked for more, we in
reality end up with less because of the fact that the passengers will leave. And then, we go in a circle again
and again. The Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Policy Advisory Board absolutely need to use only the
finances that they have and if we need more, wait. On the other hand, whenever dealing with a big project
like this, we end up needing financial assistance. We need to go about it in a courteous and proper way
while at the same time looking at what costumers want and not the easy-way. What customers want is a
Bay Area Rapid Transit system that gets them to most places they need to go, around the Bay Area, easily
and quickly.

BART definitely needs to come to the South Bay. This routing, being proposed to the Silicon
Valley Rapid Transit Policy Advisory Board will be very efficient. It will draw travelers to major
attraction and traveling sites, such as the Great Mall of Milpitas as currently proposed. It will also allow
BART to have direct access to Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport, thus creating competition
between San Francisco and Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airports. This proposed routing
consists of five different Light Rail Connections, including at the “Montague/Great Mall” Station, “North
San Jose” Station “Santa Clara County Civic Center” Station, “San Jose Diridon” Station, and
futuristically, “Tamien” Station. It will also help link multiple business areas including places like North
San Jose and the Santa Clara County offices near downtown San Jose. Last, this proposal lays ground
work for future proposals, which are:

» Linking San Jose to Millbrae/SFO,
» Linking San Jose to Dublin/Pleasanton, and Pittsburg/Bay Point

The proposed San Jose to Millbrae/SFO alignment will travel from the airport northbound on 101 and will
servicing the Great America area as well as another Light Rail Station, the “Bayshore/NASA” Station. It
will also serve Downtown Mountain View, Stanford Industrial Park, and the I-280 corridor, including
Serramonte Mall. The proposed San Jose to Dublin/Pleasanton, and Pittsburg/Bay Point alignment, travels
from the “Warm Springs” Station via Interstate 680 to Sunol; Pleasanton; Dublin, where there will be an
inter-model station with the Daly City-Dublin/Pleasanton Line; San Ramon; Danville; Alamo; and Walnut
Creek, where it will meet with the Pittsburg/Bay Point line to Pittsburg/Bay Point. However, the Silicon
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Valley Rapid Transit Policy Advisory Board needs to always look at finances and what passengers will
appreciate more, first. This proposal will be in the interest of Commuters, travelers, and businesspersons
like you. It is strongly recommended that BART be brought to San Jose and that the routing which has
been presented thoroughly reviewed. The Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Policy Advisory Board should
always look at what the public wants before making a final decision. If this means that The Silicon Valley
Rapid Transit Policy Advisory Board needs to wait in order to build the extension to the desires of the
customers, then so be it. Additionally, all extensions of BART or any rail need to be extended to an area
where there are several means of local transportation so that all commuters can go to their final destinations
with ease. This proposal is easier because BART will observe Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International
Airport itself, therefore, lessening the need to build a People Mover. If The Silicon Valley Rapid Transit
Policy Advisory Board wants to succeed in its goal(s), then it should listen to the public input more than
they do. After all, “The customers are always right.” Please take time to review this proposal thoroughly,
and if possible, present it to the public and receive the public’s input. Thank you for your time.

SINCERELY,

ZAKHARY CRIBARI, INTERESTED CITIZEN
AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ADVOCATE
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P2

Zakhary Cribari (March 30, 2004)

P21

P22

P2.3

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 profect 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.

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
Profect 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, /s 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.

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

————— Original Message-~---

From: Todd Garrison [mailto:garrisontodd@hotmail.com])

Sent: Wednesday, April 07, 2004 6:47 PM

To: SVRTC.DEIS-EIRcomments@vta.org

Subject: Proposed BART Extension to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara

Mr. Tom Fitzwater

WTA Environmental Planning Department
3331 North First Street, Building B

San Jose, CA 95134-1927

I have only one comment regarding the project. I pay nearly $10 each nde to San
Francisco and back in addition to my taxes. This is no small amount, But even more
frustrating is to watch the dozens of teens and thugs hopping the turnstiles or running
through the handicapped gates for free rides. P31
Please do something about this. It's not enough to say you have security installed. When
I've pointed out these free-loaders to station agents in the past, all I'm told is, "There's
nothing I can do to stop them; we're not assigned enough police 1o monitor them."

Sincerely,

Todd Garrison
201 S 4th 5t Apt 629
San Jose, CA 95112
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P3

Todd Garrison (April 7, 2004)

P3.1

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

~~~~~ Original Message-----

From: Chang Jene-Howard [mailto:jenehoward@yahoo.com.tw]
Sent: Sunday, April 18, 2004 4:33 PM

To: svrtc.deis-eircomments@vta.org

Subject: Draft EIS/EIR

Dear sirs:

As a tenent of Berryessa Villa, I'd like to express my objection to
this project. Currently we are already sometimes suffering from the
train passing along the rail through our backyard in the midnight, P4.1
which horns and make high volume noise to wake everybody up from sleep. y
Now if the Bart were extended via the same rail, more traffic/noise
would be carried over this area, thus degrading the quality of our
living envioronment as well as lowering the market wvalue of our houses. P4.2
On the other hand, the state government is already shy of budget due to
the economic situation; so we really don't have to and should not spend P4 3
huge tax money on this project that only benefits a very small group of
people. Once this project is
done, I can foresee very low utilization and limited amount of
passengers who would rely on this wvehicle. People in the South Bay P4.4
seldom need to go to SF; even if they do they'd still drive as usual.

So it won't solve or save the traffic. Just my 2 cents.

Sincerely,
Jene-Howard Chang
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P4

Jene-Howard Chang (April 18, 2004)

P4.1

P4.2

P4.3

P4.4

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.

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

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.”

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, Profjected 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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Environmental Planning |

3331 North First Street, Building B, San Jose, CA 95134-1927 Phone (408) 321.5789  Fax (408) 321.5787 [

TDD (408) 321-2330  www.viabartvia.org |

BART EXTENSION TO MILPITAS, SAN JOSE AND SANTA CLARA

Thank you for your interest in the Draft E
BART Extension within the Silicon Valley

COMMENT CARD

nvironmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the
Rapid Transit Corridor. Please provide your comments regarding the alternatives, |

impacts and proposed mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIS/EIR. l

If you would like to submit comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, please include your name and address. |

(Please print clearly.)

Nama( {7#\'\/\:‘.Q/ C{)@rﬂ

Date: ZJ—‘“’Q“‘M l

|
Address: _| | ‘L:) ”) Mhmo "<|,.-<r |

_J%\qm _al g f\A_ IS0 |

City

Optional Information

o Phane: /Ih?’ @09924" Work Phone: SFOX QQ}? 5297 |

Zip |

Mumber

Area Code = Number

C |
E-mc:i| m'z;uny
Crganization or Affiliation ‘

Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR for the BART Extension to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara: |

1 Use ID ((C~ _,\;/‘Z?MQrwc)—ffﬁ&f(W

.. ﬁ—f\A /J P5.1

/)

§

s MC)\UW N T
?

9

—
Comments must be received by Friday, May 14, 2004. Comments cam,‘fea fo SVRTC.DEIS-ElRcomments@via.org or faxed to

(408) 321-5787.

O 1 would like to receive future project updates.

Flease fold this form in half and seal with tape belore mailing. 03/04
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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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Environmental Planning

3331 North First Street, Building B, San Jose, CA 95134-1927 Phone (408) 321-5789  Fax (408) 321.5787
TDD (408) 3212330  www.vlabartvig.org

BART EXTENSION TO MILPITAS, SAN JOSE AND SANTA CLARA
COMMENT CARD

Thank you for your interest in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the
BART Extension within the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor. Please provide your comments regarding the alfernatives,
impacts and proposed mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIS/EIR.

If you would like to submit comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, please incdlude your name and address.
(Please print clearly.)

Name: SQ /‘/\/ﬁ 1 1< p&f{ ) ,743 24 Date: %/a& ~0 /
Address:_ 2 //.3 _/%ma//mﬂ/ Or.
San Jos- CH CAWEY i

Cy

Shate Zip

Optional Information

Home Phone: - Work Phone: /j ffﬁ—EﬁO

Asea Code MNumber

Aﬂw Code Number
E-mail: Company: /f

Organizalion or .AH liation

Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR for the BART Extension to Mi!pifus, San Jose and Santa Clara:
' .:76’.-‘):’/3'» BAL7 T ST operd Conke Clore’
7//9 M\ﬂz—‘ff 7 'ﬁé P 7L A L IOLE, ’/b :5{'» 14

P6."

7 'z,M_sz___ i d/ g,l///ﬁ,a Do Hee?5” =y
ff‘o}/’ 6'4/79 Jr ﬁé’/e s [t 0&/0/{9‘(% .ﬂjM
///{ ad/ &1 /577411//.&& /?&}1'*2/%&‘« W;

-_/7'/{/‘5 £.5 ﬁ/Mﬂjt}Lﬁ;% 7/

L

Comments must be received by Friday, May 14, 2004. Comments can also be emailed to SVRTC.DEIS-EIRcomments@via.org or faxed to
[408) 321-5787.

O 1 would like to receive future project updates.

Flease fold this form in half and seal with lope before mailing. 03/04
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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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Environmental Planning

3331 Norih First Street, Building B, San Jose, CA 95134-1927 Phone (408) 321-5789  Fax (408) 3215787
TDD (408) 321-2330 www.viabart-via.org

BART EXTENSION TO MILPITAS, SAN JOSE AND SANTA CLARA
COMMENT CARD

Thank you for your interest in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the
BART Extension within the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor. Please provide your comments regarding the alternafives,
impacts and proposed mifigation measures presented in the Draft EIS/EIR.

If you would like to submit comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, please include your name and address,
(Please print clearly.)

Name: g KU ﬁ/\} Date:

Address:

City State Zip
Optional Information
Home Phone: Work Phone:
Area Code Mumber Area Code Mumber

E-mail: g(CUﬁN é thu LD sin Company:

Orgonization or Affiliation

Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR for the BART Extension to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara:

\\ (\‘3\{'\-—\’ o‘f s \ I’ﬂS( /k‘\\m?\vt (/m‘ f)\ l,ﬁ:kl;’w )7 nc{ ’U.u @u_eg—hhét L (e
ke amé ﬁvmxa\’bgﬁﬂq awd_4Wu .4mch&%$1e pwryd?m vﬁLNeM*Fs

WIL hU& o '&f‘i-o--fwt’r ""‘ﬁ‘i"*" WVare )r»\u ddz P9} »\'\\muma\ &b’(l%") W)

&

P71

Comments must be received by Friday, May 14, 2004. Comments can also be emailed to SVRTC.DEIS-EIRcomments@via.org or faxed to
(408) 321-5787.

O 1 would like to receive future project updates.

Flease fold this form in half and seal with tape before mailina. 03/04
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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.

p7-2



Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Final EIR

P8 o alir/ed

Environmental Planning

3331 Norih First Street, Building B, San Jose, CA 95134-1927 Phone (408) 321-5789 Fax (408) 321.5787
TDD (408) 321-2330 wwwwaburf-vfa.org

BART EXTENSION TO MILPITAS, SAN JOSE AND SANTA CLARA
COMMENT CARD

Thank you for your interest in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the
BART Extension within the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor. Please provide your comments regarding the alternatives,
impacts and proposed mifigation measures presented in the Draft EIS/EIR.

If you would like to submit comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, please include your name and address.
(Please print clearly.)

Nume(/—5 (.«L%M ]QJV\Q,d ZE’(/ Date: /4/ /j{/\"’/ /?%JQGD?
i 00 B0k WO E ) S TSsey C A IS10E1O4

City Siate Zip
Optional Information
Home Phone: ___ . Work Phone:
Area Code Mumbar Areo Coda Mumber
E-mail: Company:

Orgonizafion or AHiliation

Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR for the BART Extension to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara:
T (ocleed thiocwuoly e Sdldom L/oc((@y
Jdapid Transc¥$ M orvrider pPresifeoct
Citizenls Gulde 4o $te v _&éwf— ,
;—,-1,-/;‘.&"@;4.&74@“‘(—{1{ /Oc;'z‘:wam Tk T C}&A/ld
(7 [ovles ;AM?‘((/ g oS
T2 cxem s/ (‘Cf*:mC'iLE—jﬂ"f’lGd abort ele
Uo tolof [a(,eafnf/f;S‘ec_;L oand [ F05 P8.1
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e r WLW%; bt 1+ Sl Ze, /0 L
[ots 0€ c¢ndss and copbhecwpyal Cor
e pecple cand busnesses ¢lbar
w C ndbed o be vmceed.,

Comments must be received by Friday, May 14, 2004. Comments can also be emailed to SVRTC.DEIS-ElRcomments@via.org or faxed to
(408) 321-5787.

O 1 would like to receive future project updates.

Please fold this form in half and seal with tape before mailing. 03/04
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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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Milpitas
San Jose
Sun a Clara

Environmental Planning

3331 North First Street, Building B, San Jose, CA 95134-1927 Phone (408) 321-5789 Fax [408) 321-5787
TDD (408) 3212330  www.viabartvio.org

BART EXTENSION TO MILPITAS, SAN JOSE AND SANTA CLARA
COMMENT CARD

Thank you for your interest in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR] for the
BART Extension within the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor. Please provide your comments regarding the alternatives,
impacts and proposed mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIS/EIR.

If you would like to submit comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, please include your name and address.
(Please print clearly.)

Name: "D A g Eg,ggg,f-r Date: O4-1Y-©0%
Address: (852 T reapss Deoe
San.  Tose {4 95132

City State Zip

Optional Information

(408) 935 ggf:s-ff
Home Phone: o = f= Work Phone:
. Area Code Mumber Area Code Mumber
E-mail: _JbZr‘a..cf.@ Iya-f“’a' Copr~ Company: 7 24D A0 gpﬁ!% fv/@/ﬁl

Organization or Aliliction

Com,ments 0"2’5 DruﬂfleElR f&r the B#R'I‘ E:;jr%pn to M:lputas, San Jose and Santa Clara:

/: IL;J:@ Fhe _SAJLLH : as#&&,féé,ﬁ&@&g 2 fna P9.1
“S&LL‘{{'/A Bucjmr\éwi— Ca.,a%.ar //I

; et iAde L) ho P92
ol OraX
( g}mgﬂqﬁ mg{@é }o(ﬁiﬂés: o /éﬁgggh@{u& Zigé’ﬁagn P9 3

coost. (4 s
Llabled )

Comments must be received by Friday, May 14, 2004. Comments can also be emailed to SVRTC.DEIS-EiRcomments@vta.org or faxed fo
(408) 321-5787.

O 1 woeuld like to receive future project updates.

Flease fold this form in half and seal with tape before mailing. 03/04
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P9

Janet Bailey (April 14, 2004)

PY9.1

P9.2

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.

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 /s 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 liguefaction), 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 profected 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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P9.3

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.

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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P11

-----0Original Message-----

From: Kirit Patel [mailto:KPatel@ti.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 22, 2004 12:31 PM
To: SVRTC.DEIS-EIRcomments@vta.org
Subject: Noise/Vibration issue

| live in the neighborhood near the Dixon Landing Rd and Milmont.

P11.1
| am very concerned about the noise and the vibration issues BART will bring to the area. Also, I
alongwith this issues it would cause the property values of residential home down to the |
Arain.....ooeeeeecreeeeenens P11.2
| completely object to the Bart Extension project. P11.3
Thanks,

Kirit Patel
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P11

Kirit Patel (April 22, 2004)

P11.1

P11.2

P11.3

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.

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

The comment is noted and included in the record for review and consideration by the
decision-makers.
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Mr. Tom Fitzwater e P&W b (]/r ,/(I’P-\C-

VTA ENVIORNMENTAL Planning Dept.
3331 North First 3St. Bldg. B
san Jose, Ca. 95134-1927

Dear Mr. Fitzwater:

PLEASE FIND MY COMENTS FOR WV ! PROPOSED BART EXT. TO MILPITAS,
SAN Jo:fE, & SANTA CLARA Z
ITEp 1. PLEASE DO LOOK AT THE BART SIGN THAT IS5 POSTED AT THE

FREMONT BART STATION ON THE WALNUT ST. ENT/EXIT TCO ONE OF THE ENT.

TO THE FREMONT BART STATION IN FREMONT, CA. THAT IT TELLsS YOU TO

" IF P NG SPACES ARE FULL TO GO TO THE SOUTH HAYWARD BART STATION"
A DO KNOVvTHE CITY OF HAYWARD, CA. HAS TRIED TO GET THE BART ORG.

TC REMOVE THIS BIGN BUT TO NO AVAIL OVER THE LAST FIVE PLUS YEARS

THAT I DO EKNOW OQF. MR. FITZWARTER I AM TELLING YOU THIS EECAUSE NOW

THE CITY OF FREMONT, UNION CITY, & HAYWARD,CA. HAS TO HANDLE ALL THIS
OVER FLOW OF TRAFFIC BEING DUMPTED MAILY ON TO MISSION BLVD. NORTH |P12.1
BOUND IN THE A.M. COMMUTE® PERIODS. OF THE DAYDAYS MON--FRI & IN THE

P. M. COMMUTE PERIODS OF THE DAY. S50 PLEASE DO GET THE PARKING RIGHT

& CORRECT IN IN CH. 5 5.2-2 & 5.2-1 PARKING ANALYSIS

2. On pg. 12.1-6 the words SHOO-FLY TRAK IS MISSPELED WITH A |P122

C = MISSING OR IS THE WORD &&= CORRECT?7?7 ’
TRAN<

3. On pg. 2.4-3 Put a Cap. R in the word Railrocad as in ‘P123

Alviso Branch Railroad. 2,7, 7, y

4. Is. the old/or former Alviso Railroad Line a 3eperate Railroad???

on pg. 2.4-3 ?Z’éyfgd erenzs YA Aepd S
P.S. Please see&FIND CORRECTION TO /5 /
YOUR/THE NOTICE OF AVAILABLITY P125

NOTICE ON THE OTHER SIDE OF THIS 5

LTR. .

T 59/\/{‘ V"“’WZ 3
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Fax:
'Email: SVRTC.DEIS-EIRcomments@vta.org

Notice of Availability

of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/

Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the Proposed
BART Extension to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara

listed below. The deadline for receiving public comments is i

May 14, 2004,

Public Hearings:

' During April 2004, three public hearings will take place in

Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara to provide information about
the project and to receive comments on the Draft EIS/EIR.

Santa Clara
‘Monday, April 12, 2004 — 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.

“Santa Clara Senior Center

1303 Fremont Street, Santa Clara, CA
This location is served by VTA Bus Lines 22, 60, and 81.

San Jose

“§—Wednesday, April 14, 2004 — 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.

FirstYJnited Methodist Church
orth Fifth Street, San Jose, CA
This location is served by VTA Bus Lines 22, 63, 64, 65, 72,

.73,and 81.

Milpitas

Monday, April 19, 2004 — 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
Joseph Weller Elementary School

345 Boulder Street, Milpitas, CA

This location is served by VTA Bus Line 66.

‘Please contact VTA Customer Service at (408) 321-2300, TDD

for the hearing impaired (408) 321-2330 for specific route and
schedule information.

ADA and language accommodations: To receive an accessible
format version of this notice, or if you require an interpreter,
including sign language services, or other accommodations at
these public hearings, please contact VTA Customer Service five
days prior to the hearing at (408) 321-2300 or TDD for the
hearing impaired (408) 321-2330. Information is also available
at www.vla.org.

To Review or Obtain a Copy of the Draft EIS/EIR:

The Draft EIS/EIR is available for review at:

* Select local libraries in Fremont, Milpitas, San Jose and
Santa Clara

= www.vtabart-vta.org. The document on the Web allows the
viewer to bookmark and search the document by key words :

« VTA Environmental Planning Department. Call (408) 321-5789]!
to review the Draft EIS/EIR or to obtain a hard copy ora CD
ROM copy for computer viewing.

To Comment on the Draft EIS/EIR:
Submit comments to VTA Environmental Planning Department
by May 14, 2004:

(408) 321-5787

Mail: Mr. Tom Fitzwater

-,
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T B A o 505000

Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Draft EIS/EIR

-eqical and historical cultural resources and contains two major educational complexes: San Jose
. r:thgersitv (S)SU) in downtown San Jose and Santa Clara University in Santa Clara. Detailed
st v isting corridor land uses and the impacts of the SVRTC alternatives is presented in this

agon on exi ; ;
r-'-r::‘j n Sections 4.12, Land Use, and 4.15, Socioeconomics.

s
32 EXISTING TRANSPORTATION AND TRANSIT SERVICES
ay transportation features in the SVRTC include Interstate 880 (I-880), I-680, US 101 and
237 (SR 237) and SR 87. Transit systems include Caltrain commuter rail, VTA light rail
2s, ACE, Capitols, and Amtrak. The Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International
within the SVRTC. In addition, the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) San Jose
lines traverse the corridor. Detailed information on existing transportation

wyur 0adw
a2 Joute
-yt A7) and
v SHA) IS,

24 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS

b B PURPOSE

— g BART Mpraat ~e =_~cses of transportation improvements in the SVRTC are to:

@ Ecisting AT Statin ;

: ‘“"‘;““"" 4 . —z-zve public transit service in this severely congested corridor by providing increased transit
Q :_,;":_': . szacty and faster, convenient access throughout the San Francisco Bay Area region, including
B Eting Kay VI LT St <.=ern Alameda County, central Contra Costa County, Tri-Valley, Central Valley, and Silicon Valley.

‘~z~¢2 regional connectivity through expanded, interconnected rapid transit services between
A7 n Frement and light rail and Caltrain in Silicon Valley.

= ~izzrmodate future travel demand in the corridor by expanding modal options.

* - = 2te severe and ever-increasing traffic congestion on I-880 and I-680 between Alameda County
“1 I.con Yalley.

~zr7ve regional air quality by reducing auto emissions.

e =& mobility options to employment, education, medical, and retail centers for corridor
“ =275 0 particular low-income, youth, elderly, disabled, and ethnic minority populations.

m . : * “*rTize transit usage and ridership.
BB "= ccal economic and land use plans and goals.

Scale in Miles.

T

- ._-"ans't service (rail and bus) in the corridor would provide needed additional capacity to
—— -":"t!C:oated 30 percent growth in work travel and 26 percent growth in non-work travel
v s ':;5 2000 and 2025. The transit service improvements would better connect corridor
ot e s ents with such rail transit systems as BART, VTA light rail and buses, Caltrain, ACE,
- ~Muak and would enhance direct public transit access to other regional activity centers.

e
-z i;"' :_';‘acac'*en'_-ents in this corridor would also complement and expand existing travel modes in

75 e or e corridors. As a competitive alternative to the private auto (in terms of both the cost
lies 2 m 'mproved pansit is expected to divert auto trips from heavily traveled roadways and
*C o e On, in particular on 1-880 and I-680. More trips on transit would improve access to
rey, ‘n Valley commercial and office core and reduce traffic dirculation impacts. A

e of
ar quaj reduced traffic and roadway congestion would be a decrease in auto emissions and
Rty in the corridor.

2.4-3
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P12

Charlie Cameron (April 23, 2004)

Pi12.1

P12.2

P12.3

P12.4

P12.5

P12.6

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.

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

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

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

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.

Mission Boulevard (Route 238) will not be directly affected by any of the planned SVRTC
BART stations. In addition, VTA initiated an 1-680/1-880 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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----- Original Message-----

From: Jenq.C.Chang@seagate.com [mailto:Jeng.C.Chang@seagate.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 28, 2004 8:21 PM

To: SVRTC.DEIS-EIRcomments@vta.org

Subject: Vibration and Noise impact iin the region of Berryessa and Lundy Road for the proposed Bart
Extension to Milpitas and San Jose

The vibration and noise impacts are too great if the Bart run on or above the ground in the region of
Berryessa and Lundy Road. The cost of damage to human health and potential lawsuit will make this Bart P13.1
extension a losing proposal. It won't make money. It will have a negative income. EPA started to draft on P13 .2
noise pollution control. The Bart should be underground in the region of Berryessa and Lundy Road. This
would reduce the impact of human health damage. My wife and | propose the Bart extension should select P13.3
an alternative route along business district instead of going through the residential area. Getting the rider to '
the place faster will encourage the people to ride Bart instead of driving.

Thank you for your attention.

Jeng Chang
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P13

Jenq Chang (April 28, 2004)

P13.1

P13.2

P13.3

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.

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

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 (s an existing raflroad right-of-way and
therefore would minimize displacements of businesses and residences.
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-----Original Message-----

From: John Lin [mailto:john_z_lin@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2004 10:15 PM

To: SVRTC.DEIS-EIRcomments@vta.org
Subject: Dixon Landing Alignment

To minimize the environment impacts in terms of noise and visnal quality, option 2:
(BART Retained Cut Option - alignment passes beneath Dixon Landing Road in a trench
should be considered.

Dixon Landing Alignment: 1) BART Aerial Option - alignment crosses over Dixon
Landing Road, 2) BART Retained Cut Option - alignment passes beneath Dixon Landing
Road in a trench, and 3) BART At-grade Option - alignment remains at the surface, with
Dixon Landing Road traversing beneath BART in an underpass.

P14.1
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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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---—-QOriginal Message-—--

From: Bryant Adleson [mailto:atown875@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 06, 2004 10:15 AM

To: SVRTC.DEIS-EIRcomments@vta.org

Subject: BART to San Jose

BART in my eyes and everyone [ talk is the number 1 transit priority in Silicon Valley it would have a huge
economic and psycographic impact on the region. | would delay all other projects until we can lock in
BART.

BART would help all of Silicon Valley and is imperative despite what the representatives from Palo Alto
think. What is the next step and the best thing that we can do to encourage or support BART?

Thank you for your time.

P15.1

P15.2
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P15

Bryant Adleson (May 6, 2004)

P15.1

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 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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----- Original Message----

From: Ashok Gopala [mailto:agopala@cisco.com|
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2004 9:47 AM

To: SVRTC.DEIS-EIRcomments@vta.org
Subject: concern about BART extension

Greetings!!

| am a resident of Milpitas at parc metropolitan. Our complex is right by the great mall. The proposed BART
extension seems to have BART rail tracks right by our houses (20 feet from the house). This would create a
huge amount of noise and would break environmental noise levels allowed. Things are already bad with
pacific union that is a little further away.

Please think of either an underground track at this location or keep the tracks further away.

Thanks for your help!

Ashok Gopala

P16.1

P16.2
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P16

Ashok Gopala (May 5, 2004)

P16.1

P16.2

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.

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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----- Original Message—----

From: Leah Valentino [mailto:LValentino@Inrproperty.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 04, 2004 4:50 PM

To: 'svrtc.deis-eircomments@vta.org'

Subject: BART extension to Milpitas...

Hello. Lennar Partners owns the property at 1205 Coleman, otherwise known as the United Defense
property. We would like to find out more information on how or if this BART extension will directly affect our
property. | have reviewed the draft EIR on the internet, and have only found one area of potential effect that P17.1
is immediately adjacent to our property (noted in figure e-23 of the appendices). | had planned to attend
next week's public meeting but have since broken my leg and am hoping to avoid travelling from Southemn
California, if | could get some further information via email, fax or phone. If someone could please contact
me and let me know if there are any areas that concern our project, and also provide any information that P17.2
would be presented at the public meeting, | would greatly appreciate it.
Thank you for your time and help.

> Leah Valentino

> Junior Project Manager

> Lennar Partners

> (949) 885-8500

> (949) 885-8501 fax

> lvalentino@Inrproperty.com
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P17

Leah Valentino (May 4, 2004)

P17.1

P17.2

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.

VTA staff has had subsequent conversations with a representative of the LNR Santa Clara
to discuss the profect. 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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---=-Original Message-----

From: Ka Kwok [mailto:kakwok@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 04, 2004 5:36 PM

To: SVRTC.DEIS-EIRcomments@vta.org

Subject: Comment on BART extension to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara

Dear Mr. Tom Fitzwater,

I, resident of the Parc Metropolitan Townhomes, am extremely concerned the
possibility of BART acquiring land in our community. According to the

proposal, BART will be extended to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara. VTA
plans to bring the railroad tracks 20 feet closer to our homes in order to allow
BART to pass through this area. This will greatly affect our way of life, as the
noise level of the train (Union Pacific) is already unbearable in its current
location. As the sound proof walls have done nothing to prevent the thundering
sounds of the train from piercing our eardrums and shaking our walls, moving the
train or BART 20 feet closer to us will be a worse nightmare to all residents in our
community. Besides, the area of the little park will be also cut in size due to the
possible BART track construction. Be advised that residents here bought this
place because we treasure the park area.

The additional land that is needed is a 20 foot wide strip parallel and adjacent to
the tracks is going to worsen our living environment and create a great amount of
noise pollution. In fact, if VTA plans on building BART track anywhere close to
residential area, please scrutinize for any possible negative effects in the
community.

We bought this house because we thought Milpitas is a great city to live.
Please consider our quality of life as top priority.

Sincerely,
Ka Kwok

365 Imagination PI.
Milpitas, CA 95035

P18.1

P18.2

P18.3
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER P18

Ka Kwok (May 4, 2004)

P18.1

P18.2

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-
41, 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.

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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P18.3

7.6.2.1, and 7.6.3.1 for further information.

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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