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21. Robert Allen (letter dated October 22, 2008) 
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21. Robert Allen (letter dated October 22, 2008) 

21.1 The commentor requests a merger of BART and Caltrain into a five-county rail 
transit district and a bond measure to provide rail transit improvements throughout 
the Bay Area.  Four of the suggested improvements (convert Caltrain to BART, 
BART in freeway medians, BART subway to Golden Gate Bridge, and an OAK to 
SFO BART tube) are directly related to BART.  The other suggested 
improvements are outside the jurisdiction of BART.  Any one of the suggested 
BART projects would substantially expand the BART system and would require an 
extensive evaluation, which is beyond the scope of this EIR.  On the issue of a 
BART-Caltrain merger, see Response 19.1, above.   
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22. Lori Bailey (web form dated September 19, 2008) 
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22.   Lori Bailey (web form comment dated September 19, 2008)  

22.1 The commentor expresses support for the Proposed Project.  This comment 
concerns the merits of the project and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.   

For clarification, the Proposed Project would reduce traffic on SR 4 (see Impact 
TR-3 and Impact TR-4); however, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to 
decrease freeway noise by more than half.  As stated under Impact NO-CU-13 and 
Impact NO-CU-14, cumulative noise in the project corridor, to which the DMU 
would contribute, would be considered significant and unavoidable.  SR 4 
vehicular traffic would continue to be the primary source of cumulative traffic 
noise, to which the Proposed Project would add only a minor contribution.  
Additional feasible mitigation measures may become available as project plans 
evolve to further reduce DMU noise to the point where its effects would not be 
considered cumulatively considerable.  Please refer to page 3.10-39 in the Draft 
EIR for more information. 
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23. Adela Barajas (web form dated October 13, 2008) 
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23.   Adela Barajas (web form comment dated October 13, 2008)  

23.1 The commentor expresses support for the Proposed Project.  This comment 
concerns the merits of the project and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  Accordingly, no further response is 
necessary. 
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24. Aswan Boudreaux (web form dated November 6, 2008) 
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24. Aswan Boudreaux (web form comment dated November 6, 2008)   

24.1 A number of alternatives to DMU were considered in the Draft EIR.  These are 
documented in Section 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, and include a BART 
Extension Alternative, a Bus Rapid Transit Alternative, and an electrified Light 
Rail Vehicle Alternative.  The project feasibility study, entitled the East SR 4 
Corridor Transit Study and completed in 2002, also looked at these alternatives as 
well as commuter rail.  Please see Section 5.7, Alternatives Considered But 
Withdrawn, beginning on page 5-176, for other alternatives that were considered. 

24.2 BART representatives were available to answer questions about the project prior 
to the start of the meeting, as well as after the meeting ended.  The purpose of the 
public hearing itself was to record public comments on the Draft EIR.  As 
explained by both BART Director Keller and eBART Project Manager Ellen 
Smith during the public hearing, comments would be responded to in writing as 
part of the Final EIR.   

24.3 The ridership forecasts for the years 2015 and 2030 included expected growth and 
development in the east county area.  Projected passenger loads are well within the 
capacity of the DMU technology.  Each DMU car can carry up to 200 riders 
which is more than can be handled by a single BART car.  DMU trains can be up 
to three cars in length. 

24.4 The cost of super refined fuel (known as low-sulfur diesel) and future fluctuations 
in oil prices are important concerns for the future operations and maintenance 
costs of the transit service.  To address this fact and to be conservative, the 
operating cost analysis for the DMU technology assumed a cost of $4.00 per 
gallon.  This is a very high cost assumption, as BART would be able to buy fuel 
in bulk at rates lower than what the typical consumer price would be.  The 
availability of diesel fuel and the impacts of the exhaust are addressed in Section 
3.11, Air Quality, and Section 3.15, Energy, of the EIR. 

In addition, please also refer to Master Response 5 in Section 3 of this document, 
regarding the health risk assessment performed for the diesel emissions that are 
predicted from the proposed DMU technology.  Master Response 5, along with 
the more detailed examination, presented in Impact AQ-7 in Section 3.11, Air 
Quality, of the Draft EIR provide background for the EIR conclusion that health 
risks from the Proposed Project would be less than significant.  

24.5 The Proposed Project would use ultra low sulfur diesel fuel and be equipped with 
diesel engines that would comply with EPA Tier 4 regulations.  As a result, the air 
quality and exhaust impacts from the DMU technology would be less than 
significant.  An electric-powered light rail vehicle or LRV was evaluated as an 
alternative in the Draft EIR (see Section 5, Alternatives).  BART will continue to 
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explore clean energy solutions and is experimenting with generating solar power 
from structures on BART property.  Currently, solar panels are being installed at 
the Orinda BART Station, the Hayward Yard, and the Richmond Yard as part of 
solar demonstration projects. 
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25. Mike Charlton (web form dated October 23, 2008) 
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25. Mike Charlton (web form comment dated October 23, 2008)   

25.1 The Proposed Project would use ultra low sulfur diesel fuel and be equipped with 
diesel engines that would comply with EPA Tier 4 regulations.  As a result, the air 
quality and exhaust impacts from the DMU technology would be less than 
significant.   

Please refer to Master Response 4 in Section 3 of this document, regarding the use 
of alternative fuels to power transit service into East County.   
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26. Yahne David (web form dated November 1, 2008) 

 

 



4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 

Page 4-188 East Contra Costa BART Extension Responses to Comments 
April 2009 

26.   Yahne David (web form comment dated November 1, 2008)  

26.1 The commentor expresses a preference for conventional BART over the Proposed 
Project.  Please refer to Master Response 2 in Section 3 of this document, 
regarding the Contra Costa County taxpayer’s contributions to the BART system 
and BART’s evaluation of providing conventional BART technology.  This 
comment concerns the merits of the project and does not concern the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  Discussions of the Proposed 
Project’s merits will occur during the upcoming BART Board public hearing.  

Regarding the ability of DMU to accommodate projected ridership in East County, 
a DMU car has a capacity for 200 passengers, which is greater than a BART car.  
Capacity can be increased by linking cars into two- or three-car trains, and the 
DMUs would provide the capacity to carry the projected number of riders in the 
SR 4 corridor.   
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27. Dennis (web form dated November 6, 2008) 
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27.   Dennis (web form comment dated November 6, 2008)  

27.1 The commentor expresses a preference for the Proposed Project to be powered by 
electricity rather than diesel.  BART evaluated an electric version of the DMU, 
which was analyzed in the Draft EIR as the Light Rail Vehicle (LRV) Alternative.  
Please also refer to Master Response 3 in Section 3 of this document regarding 
electric propulsion. 

27.2 As noted by the commentor, the DMU system is a different system from the 
conventional BART system.  The advantage of the DMU is that it can 
accommodate the anticipated ridership from the two additional stations and can be 
constructed at a lower cost than a conventional BART extension.  The DMU 
system would not preclude a conversion to conventional BART at some time in the 
future.  However, BART is a specialized system with its own track gauge (5 feet, 
6 inches) compared to standard gauge tracks, which are 4 feet 8.5 inches wide.  
Conversion of the DMU tracks to BART would require widening the tracks.  The 
cost to widen the tracks has not been determined, but it would be only one 
component of converting the system to conventional BART, which would require 
installation of a third-rail power system, upgraded communications, enlarged 
stations, and a new, larger maintenance facility at Hillcrest Avenue.  The 
alternative of extending existing BART technology and tracks is evaluated in 
Section 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR.  One of the principal reasons the DMU 
was chosen as the Proposed Project is because it is more cost efficient given the 
expected ridership.  Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 2 in Section 3 of this 
document for further information about BART’s decision to advance the DMU 
technology rather than conventional BART technology.  DMUs are a proven 
technology and are currently in operation in many locations worldwide.  Vehicles 
will be tested operationally on the Proposed Project guideway prior to acceptance 
by BART and the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC).  No separate 
test track would be necessary.   

27.3 The commentor expresses a concern regarding a narrow gauge track, even if 
BART chooses electric traction.  Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 3 of 
this document regarding the reasons for choosing DMU.  Like the previous 
comment, this comment concerns the merits of the project and does not concern 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  Discussions 
of the project’s merits will occur during the upcoming BART Board public 
hearing. 
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28. A. Dimanling (web form dated November 6, 2008) 
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28.   A. Dimanlig (web form comment dated November 1, 2008)  

28.1 The commentor expresses discontent with his current commute of four hours per 
day and therefore supports the Proposed Project, as it will relieve the length of his 
current commute.  This comment concerns the merits of the project and does not 
concern the adequacy of the Draft EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA.  
Accordingly, no further response is necessary. 

28.2 The commentor expresses that his only concerns about the Proposed Project are 
access to the station [Hillcrest Avenue Station] by car and parking.  Both the 
Railroad Avenue Station and Hillcrest Avenue Station would be accessible from SR 
4, and parking would be provided at both stations.  Three hundred spaces would be 
provided at the Railroad Avenue Station and 1,000 spaces would be provided at the 
Hillcrest Avenue Station initially with the potential for future expansion to 2,600 
spaces.  A description of access and parking for the Hillcrest Avenue Station is 
provided in Section 2, Project Description, beginning on page 2-17 in the Draft 
EIR. 
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29. Ed Diokno (web form dated October 13, 2008) 
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29.   Ed Diokno (web form comment dated October 13, 2008)  

29.1 MTC Resolution # 3434, which applies to the Proposed Project, recognizes the 
Proposed Project’s DMU technology as a form of “commuter rail” and mandates 
local agencies to plan for 2,200 dwelling units within a half-mile radius of each 
proposed station location for such “commuter rail” extensions.  There is no 
requirement, as commentor suggests, that 5,000 dwelling units be planned within 
the half-mile radius of the proposed new DMU stations.  While the Draft EIR 
considers the Proposed Project’s consistency with MTC Resolution #3434, altering 
that policy is outside of the scope of BART’s authority 

29.2 The City of Pittsburg offered to provide funding for design and construction of the 
Railroad Avenue Station as a way of expediting station development.  Please also 
refer to Master Response 2 for a perspective on contributions by communities in 
East County over the past 40 years. 

29.3 Selection of a vendor for project-related vehicles is an aspect of project 
implementation.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is required.   
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30. Carlos V. Galvis (web form dated September 23, 2008) 

 

 



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4  Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR 

East Contra Costa BART Extension Final EIR Page 4-197 
April 2009 

30.   Carlos V. Galvis (web form comment dated September 23, 2008) 

30.1 The commentor expresses a preference for conventional BART technology rather 
than the DMU technology advanced by the Proposed Project.  Please see Master 
Responses 1 and 2 for a discussion of the history and rationale for advancing 
DMU as the technology for the Proposed Project and for discussion of east Contra 
Costa County’s contribution to the BART system.   

The commentor also suggests the use of diesel engines is not an environmentally 
sound choice.  The air quality and health risk impacts associated with the 
Proposed Project are analyzed in Sections 3.11, Air Quality, and 3.12, Public 
Health and Safety, respectively, and are further addressed in Master Response 5.  

Commentor’s remaining statements relate to the merits of the Proposed Project 
and do not concern the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the 
Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further response is required, although it is noted that 
the transfer platform and the operating plan have been designed to make the 
connection between BART and DMU trains as convenient and efficient as possible 
for East County commuters.   

 


