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1 Department of Toxic Substances Control 
01.01 The comment asks for clarification regarding the agency responsible for construction.  
 
Response - Multiple agencies would have responsibility for constructing the various components of the 
project. Rail improvements would be funded primarily through the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC) with Regional Measure 2 (RM2) funds. No final decision has been made to date 
regarding the agencies that would be responsible for construction of the various elements of the Proposed 
Project. Construction activities would be coordinated with Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority 
(CCJPA), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), Alameda County Water 
District (ACWD), Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), cities of Hayward, Union City, and 
Fremont, and other agencies. 
 
01.02 This comment addresses Mitigation Measure H-1 of the Redevelopment Plan EIR. 
 
Response – Mitigation Measure H-1, which is incorporated by reference in the DEIR relates to the 
investigation and remediation of soil contamination in the station district site. Construction activity 
related to the Proposed Project includes the placement of fill material to raise the Oakland subdivision 
tracks at the Union City BART station and construction of the passenger rail station. These construction 
activities will take place on the UPRR right of way, the former PG&E property and the former PSSC 
property. The PG&E site has been cleaned to residential standards. The portion of the PSSC site adjacent 
to the Oakland subdivision is a waste containment area. DTSC has issued draft closure document and a 
maintenance plan has been adopted. The Proposed Project would only require placement of fill over the 
waste containment area. An easement on PSSC property is reserved for this purpose.  
 
01.03 The comment states that safety measures should be in place to address the possibility of 
encountering hazardous substances during construction of the north layover yard option. 
 
Response - As described in Master Response PD-1, Layover Yard, the layover yard options are not a part 
of the Proposed Project and a decision as to the location and final design of the northern layover yard 
would be made by the agency approving the DRC project. Impacts and mitigation measures associated 
with the DRC layover yard options will be analyzed in the environmental document prepared for that 
project. 
 
01.04 The comment states that the DTSC can assist in overseeing characterization and cleanup 
activities through its Voluntary Cleanup Program. 
 
Response - Comment noted and considered. 
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2 California Department of Transportation 
02.01 The comment addresses the sources used in the traffic forecasting prepared for the 
Redevelopment Plan EIR, which was certified in 2002.  
 
Response - The Proposed Project is a subset of the Station District Plan studied in the Redevelopment 
Plan EIR and a separate traffic study was not prepared for the DEIR. The trip generation rates discussed 
in the project are for residential and community facility land uses in the Station District that are not 
related to the Proposed Project.  
 
02.02 The comment states that project-specific, construction-related, and Year 2025 LOS impacts to 
the State Route (SR) 238/Decoto Road intersection should be included in both the DEIR and Traffic 
Study.  
 
Response - Project-related construction traffic would be primarily related to the importation of fill 
material for the berm at the proposed passenger rail station on the south side of Decoto Road. At this 
time, there is not sufficient information about the source of fill material or haul routes to prepare a 
project-specific construction traffic impact analysis. It is possible that a significant amount of fill material 
for the berm would be available from excavation activities associated with development of the PG&E 
property, however, it would be speculative to make that assumption. Construction traffic impacts are 
identified as a significant and unavoidable impact and mitigation is proposed to minimize construction-
related traffic impacts.   
 
Project-specific traffic generation is anticipated to be relatively minor, contributing approximately 1086 
entries and exits by automobile to the passenger rail station daily, only a portion of which would utilize 
SR 238. The LOS along SR 238 for year 2020 was identified in the Redevelopment Plan EIR and 
represents the cumulative buildout of the plan, which includes the Proposed Project. The Redevelopment 
Plan EIR was certified in 2002 and all impacts related to project-specific traffic were included in the 
analysis of traffic in that document. A separate traffic analysis was not prepared for this DEIR. 
 
02.03 The comment addresses Caltrans requirements for cultural resources investigations. 
 
Response - Comment noted and considered. No ground-disturbing activities are planned on Caltrans 
right-of-way. If ground-disturbing activities within Caltrans right-of-way were to become necessary, then 
the agency responsible for construction would apply for an encroachment permit and fulfill all Caltrans 
requirements to obtain that permit. 
 
02.04 The comment addresses Caltrans requirements for encroachment permits.  
 
Response - Comment noted and considered. An encroachment permit would be obtained prior to 
commencing any work within Caltrans right-of-way.  
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3 Public Utilities Commission 
03.01 The comment recommends that development projects near the rail corridor be planned with 
the safety of the rail corridor in mind. 
 
Response - Comment noted and considered. The City is committed to working with PUC staff to improve 
safety for motorists and pedestrians. 
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Local Agencies 
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4 Alameda County Congestion Management 
Agency 

04.01 This comment restates the finding that the Proposed Project is exempt from the Land Use 
Analysis Program of the CMP.  
 
Response – This comment is noted and considered. 
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5 Alameda County Water District 
05.01 The comment suggests that additional information is needed in the project description to 
adequately analyze the impacts on ACWD facilities. 
 
Response – Please see Master Response PD-3, Redesigned Shinn Connection for a discussion of the 
redesigned Shinn connection. The Shinn connection has been redesigned to avoid impacts on the 
Riverwalk neighborhood and, as a result, the strip of property referred to in the comment letter would not 
be affected by the revised connection. Engineering plans for the revised connection are provided in 
Figures 2-2 through 2-7. The revised connection would require relocation of a 42-inch ACWD water line 
that is located beneath the BART overpass. The agency responsible for construction of the Shinn 
connection would coordinate relocation of the water line with ACWD assure compliance with ACWD 
criteria and to avoid disruptions in service. Please see response to comment 1.01 above; the agency that 
would be responsible for construction of the Shinn connection has not yet been determined. 
 
05.02 The comment states that the project would affect ACWD property at the terminus of 
Riverwalk Drive and may require relocating water mains or appurtenances in that area. 
 
Response – Please see Master Response PD-3, Redesigned Shinn Connection in for a discussion of the 
redesigned Shinn connection. The right-of-way at the terminus of Riverwalk Drive referred to in the 
comment would not be affected with the redesigned Shinn connection, however, the redesigned Shinn 
connection would require relocating a water line located beneath the BART overpass. The agency 
responsible for construction of the new connection will coordinate with ACWD to assure equivalent 
property rights and facility access are provided. At this time, it is not know what agency will be 
responsible for construction of the Shinn connection. 
 
05.03 The comment states that construction of the Shinn connection could affect ACWD property and 
facilities. 
 
Response Please see Master Response PD-3, Redesigned Shinn Connection in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses for a discussion of the redesigned Shinn connection. The Shinn rediversion pipeline, according 
to information available to the project design engineer, runs along the BART/UPRR property line and is 
not within the future track influence zone. It crosses under the existing track and will cross under the 
future track in a similar manner. This project will not require the relocation or reconstruction of this water 
line. 
 
The Shinn to Stevenson Pond diversion pipeline crosses under the UPRR and BART tracks. The existing 
track will remain in its current position and the future track will be at the same elevation as the existing 
and neither track will require the relocation or reconstruction of this water line. 
 
05.04 The comment states that construction of the Decoto Road grade separation could affect 
ACWD property and facilities. 
 
Response – Comment noted and considered. The project engineer has coordinated with ACWD in the 
development of design features of the project that affect ACWD property or facilities. Construction 
timing will also be coordinated with ACWD to assure minimal disruption to water service. 
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05.05 The comment states that construction of the tunnel under the BART overpass could affect 
ACWD property and facilities and require dewatering. 
 
Response – Figure 2-5 of this document provides an engineering plan and profile of the redesigned Shinn 
connection, which eliminates the need for a tunnel through the berm that supports the BART tracks at the 
Shinn connection. The new tracks would be above the existing ground level. No dewatering system would 
be required for either construction or operation of the Shinn connection.  
 
05.06 The comment states that the DEIR must quantify short-term impacts of lowering the road on 
the Niles groundwater cone. 
 
Response – Based on engineering work completed for the Final Remedial Action Completion Report for 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Decoto Pipeyard, it was determined that the depth to groundwater in 
the Decoto Road area is approximately 35 feet below ground surface, well below the depth of the 
proposed depressed Decoto Road (SECOR 2003). No impact on the Niles Cone Groundwater Basin 
would occur. 
 
05.07 The comment states that the “Future Track” shown in Figures 2-11 through 2-13 of the DEIR 
may be in conflict with the Shinn rediversion pipeline and the Shinn Pond to Stevenson Pond diversion 
pipeline.  
 
Response – The Shinn rediversion pipeline runs along the BART/UPRR property line and is not within 
the future track influence zone. It crosses under the existing track and will cross under the future track in a 
similar manner. This project will not require the relocation or reconstruction of this water line. 
 
The Shinn to Stevenson Pond diversion pipeline crosses under the UPRR and BART tracks. The existing 
track will remain in its current position and the future track will be at the same elevation as the existing 
and neither track will require the relocation or reconstruction of this water line.  
 
The “Future Track,” shown in Figures 2-11 through 2-13 of the DEIR, is not part of the Proposed Project 
and is not necessary for future operation of the Proposed Project. These tracks are shown for information 
only and may be constructed as part of a future project such as Dumbarton Rail.  
 
05.08 The comment states that water losses related to dewatering activities would require 
compensation. 
 
Response – Comment noted and considered. Dewatering would not be required for construction or 
operation of either the Shinn connection or the Decoto Road grade separation. 
 
05.09 The comment states that the project would have potentially adverse affects on steelhead 
migration related to modifications to the Alameda Creek Bridge. 
 
Response – This project would modify the existing bridge over Alameda Creek by removing the open 
deck track structure and replacing it with a concrete deck and ballasted track construction and repairing 
the existing piers. The construction contractor will comply with the requirements of Mitigation Measure 
WQ-2, Implement Water Quality Protection Measures during Construction Activities.  Mitigation 
Measure WQ-2 requires preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) and a spill prevention, containment, and clean-up (SPCC) plan.  No construction activities 
would be conducted within the streambed. The “future bridge” referred to in the comment letter is not part 
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of the Proposed Project and would likely be constructed, if needed, to accommodate future increases in 
rail traffic associated with the DRC.   
 
05.10 The comment states that mitigation measure HAZ-1 is not sufficiently detailed and does not 
include a plan to work with ACWD if contaminated groundwater or soil is found or to cooperate with 
ACWD in obtaining permits for drilling. 
 
Please see Chapter 5, Revisions to the DEIR and PRDEIR. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 is amended to 
specify that ACWD is one of the appropriate environmental management agencies that should be notified 
if contaminated soil or groundwater is encountered. 
 
05.11 The comment states that ACWD should be included as one of the appropriate environmental 
management agencies that should be notified if contaminated soil or groundwater is encountered. 
 
Response – Please see Response to Comment 05.10 above. 
 
 
05.12 The comment states that ACWD has technical oversight of investigation and remediation of 
leaking underground fuel tanks. 
 
Response – This comment is noted and considered. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 states that the agency 
responsible for construction will comply with all applicable environmental laws and regulations, which 
will include technical oversight by ACWD of those activities covered by its Cooperative Agreements with 
the Regional Board, and the cities of Fremont, and Union City. 
 
05.13 The comment states that a written permit must be obtained from ACWD prior to any drilling 
activities. 
 
Response – This comment is noted and considered. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 states that the agency 
responsible for construction will comply with all applicable environmental laws and regulations, which 
will include obtaining a written permit from ACWD prior to drilling any exploratory wells. 
 
05.14 The comment states that the mitigation measures for surface water quality impacts should 
provide enforcement measures.  
 
Response – A mitigation monitoring and reporting program is included in Appendix A. The agencies 
responsible for construction of the various project components will coordinate with ACWD in the 
preparation of enforceable plans to address storm water and pollution impacts on surface water quality. At 
this time, it is not know what agencies would be responsible for construction of the various project 
components. 
 
05.15 The comment states that the mitigation for construction-related water quality impacts should 
be more stringent. 
 
Response – Please see Master Response PD-1, Layover Yard regarding construction impacts related to 
the layover yard options.  
 
05.16 The comment expresses concern over the transportation of hazardous materials near the 
Alameda Creek watershed. 
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Response – This comment is noted and considered. The Proposed Project does not directly affect freight 
rail operations and would not involve the transportation of hazardous materials other than fuel and 
lubricants associated with passenger diesel locomotives that currently operate on the Niles subdivision. 
 
05.17 The comment states that the project description should address and quantify existing and 
future freight traffic on the Oakland and Niles subdivisions and the UPRR Centerville Line. 
 
Response – As stated in the DEIR, the Proposed Project does not affect freight traffic. Freight traffic on 
the Oakland subdivision was anticipated to remain at its current level of 1 or 2 trains per day depending 
on UPRR demand. Any future changes to freight traffic would be made at the discretion of freight rail 
operators, such as the UPRR and, at this time, those changes are speculative.   
 
05.18 The comment asserts that future increases in freight traffic may be facilitated by a 
combination of the Proposed Project and the DRC, and that these increases would result in increased risk 
of contaminating Alameda Creek. 
 
Response – The Proposed Project would modify the existing bridge over Alameda Creek by removing the 
open deck track structure and replacing it with a concrete deck and ballasted track construction. This 
would reduce the potential of hazardous material spilling into the Alameda Creek. Additionally, 
Mitigation Measure WQ-2, Implement Water Quality Protection Measures during Construction 
Activities, requires preparation and implementation of a SWPPP and an SPCC plan.  No construction 
activities would be conducted within the streambed. 
 
This project does not require or facilitate any changes to the existing freight service. Presently there are 
three round trip local freight trains per week on this project corridor from a yard in Milpitas on the Warm 
Springs subdivision to the Carpenter Industrial Area Yard on the Oakland subdivision.  These local 
freight trains presently pass over the existing bridge over Alameda Creek on the Oakland subdivision. The 
Dumbarton project is looking at the present freight traffic on the other UPRR subdivisions as part of their 
environmental process. 
 
With the completion of the Industrial connection by this project it would be possible for the UPRR to 
reroute this local freight service to the Niles subdivision either from the same yard in Milpitas or one from 
Oakland to the Carpenter Industrial Area. This could reduce the potential for spills into Alameda Creek. 
Any rerouting of freight traffic would be at the discretion of the freight rail operators and, at this time, 
those changes are speculative.  
 
In the past, the UPRR has reviewed the possibility of relocating freight traffic to the Niles subdivision 
from the Coast subdivision requiring a new curved bridge over Alameda Creek. More recently the 
Dumbarton Project has looked at a similar option for relocating freight. This is one of several options that 
the Dumbarton project is looking at as part of their studies and environmental process and would also 
require the curved bridge over Alameda Creek.  This project has no impact on any potential freight 
rerouting over a curved bridge over Alameda Creek; it does not make it more or less possible.    
 
The future Dumbarton Service overlaps with this project from the new Shinn connection to the Union 
City intermodal station and potentially to a layover yard near Whipple Road. The future Niles connection 
is not a component of the Proposed Project. This connection is being considered as part of the DRC 
project as a potential way of rerouting freight traffic to reduce conflicts with passenger rail on the 
Centerville Line when Dumbarton service begins.  
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6 Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority 
06.01 The comment states that the language indicating that coordination with the UPRR would be 
required for implementation of mitigation measures NV-2 and NV-3 does not adequately describe the 
dependence on UPRR approval of these measures. Operators of rail services that utilize UPRR right-of-
way and facilities normally have a maintenance agreement with the UPRR. Capitol Corridor has such a 
maintenance agreement with the UPRR and it is anticipated that DRC/Caltrain will have a similar 
agreement.  
  
Response - Please see PRDEIR.  
 
06.02 The comment suggests rewording the discussion of diesel emissions to state that diesel 
emissions would increase in some areas and decrease in others relative to the no project scenario. 
 
Response – Please see Master Response AQ-1, Diesel Health Risk Assessment. 
 
06.03 The comment suggests including a purpose and need statement in the project description and 
executive summary.  
 
Response – The project goals and objectives are clearly stated on page ES-2 of the DEIR. 
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7 Dumbarton Rail Corridor 
07.01 The comment states that the Dumbarton Rail Corridor environmental document will evaluate 
the layover yard options and use the information in the DEIR pertaining to the layover yard where 
possible.  
  
Response - Please see Master Response PD-1, Layover Yard. 
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8 City of Fremont 
08.01 The comment asserts that the DEIR segments the analysis of impacts related to the Union 
City Redevelopment Plan, Intermodal Station Passenger Rail Project, and Dumbarton Rail Corridor 
project (DRC).  
 
Response - Please see Master Response GEN-1, Project Background and Master Response GEN-2, 
Segmentation.  
 
08.02 The comment expresses objection to the south layover yard options. 
 
Response - Please see Master Response PD-1, Layover Yard.  
 
08.03 The comment asks for clarification of the interrelationship between the Proposed Project, 
Capitol Corridor rail service, and DRC rail service.  
 
Response - Please see Master Response GEN-1, Project Background, Master Response GEN-2, 
Segmentation, and Master Response PD-1, Layover Yard. 
 
08.04 The comment asks for clarification regarding the agency responsible for implementing and 
maintaining the improvements in Fremont.  
 
Response - Multiple agencies would have responsibility for constructing the various components of the 
project. Funding for rail improvements and for the Shinn connection in the City of Fremont would be 
funded through MTC with RM2 funds. No final decision has been made to date regarding the agency that 
will be responsible for construction of project components in the City of Fremont. Construction activities 
would be coordinated with CCJPA, UPRR, BART, ACWD, DTSC, cities of Hayward, Union City, and 
Fremont, and other agencies. 
 
08.05 The comment asks for more detailed analysis of the impacts of the south DRC layover yard 
options.  
 
Response - Please see Master Response PD-1, Layover Yard.  
 
08.06 The comment asks for analysis of an alternative for a passenger rail station on the Niles 
subdivision rather than on the Oakland subdivision.  
 
Response - Please see Master Response ALT-1, Niles Subdivision Passenger Rail Station Alternative.  
 
08.07 The comment asks for analysis of an alternative that would eliminate South Layover Yard 
Option A, and move the Shinn curve farther to the east.  
 
Response - Please see Master Response PD-1, Layover Yard and PD-3, Redesigned Shinn Connection. 
 
08.08 The comment asks that the executive summary be revised to reflect changes suggested by the 
City of Fremont.  
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Comment noted and considered. Please see Chapter 5, Revisions to the Draft EIR and Partial Revision of 
the Draft EIR. 
 
08.09 The comment asks for clarification of assumptions regarding operation of the DRC layover 
yard and visual impacts related to the south layover yard options.  
 
Response - Please see Master Response PD-1, Layover Yard. The DRC layover yard options are not a 
component of the Proposed Project.  For the cumulative analysis in the DEIR, it was assumed that the 
layover yard would have the following characteristics: 
 
� The yards would be equipped with wayside power (hotel power)  

� Cleaning activities would be limited to cleaning the internal passenger compartments while trains are 
laying over for the night. 

� Some overhead lighting will likely be required for security.  

� No major maintenance activities would take place. 

� No toxic or hazardous substances would be stored on site at the layover yard. 

A full analysis of the impacts of the DRC layover yard location, design, and operation will be provided in 
the DRC environmental document. 

 
08.10 The comment asks for clarification regarding the proposed relocation of the sound wall on the 
south side of the Riverwalk neighborhood.  
 
Response - Please see Master Response PD-3, Redesigned Shinn Connection 
 
08.11 The comment asks for clarification regarding the agency responsible for implementing and 
maintaining the improvements in Fremont.  
 
Response - Please see Master Response PD-1, Layover Yard and Master Response AQ-1, Diesel Health 
Risk Assessment. The DRC layover yard is not part of the Proposed Project; however, the location of the 
layover yard would affect operation of the DRC and would affect air quality in the cumulative scenario. 
In response to comment on the DEIR, South Layover Yard Option A is no longer considered a feasible 
option and is not analyzed in the cumulative impacts analysis. Please see Response to Comment 08.09 
above for assumptions regarding the characteristics of the DRC layover yards.  
 
Health risks to sensitive receptors located along the south side of the Centerville Line in the vicinity of 
Shinn Street are not anticipated to increase for the following reasons: 
 
� South Layover Yard Option B is located in an existing rail yard more than 600 feet from the nearest 

sensitive receptor. 

� The layover yard would be equipped with “hotel power” minimizing the need for trains to idle and/or 
warm up. 

� Relocating Capitol Corridor to the Oakland subdivision would eliminate exposure to diesel emissions 
from these trains for receptors along the Centerville Line east of the Shinn connection. 
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� Construction of the Shinn connection would displace the Van Euw Trucking Company and the 
associated diesel truck emissions and emissions from other mobile sources  (e.g. staff) traveling to 
and from the company. It is assumed that the layover yard would require fewer staff than the trucking 
company. 

The health risk assessment prepared for the DEIR and FEIR determined that health risks were within 
acceptable levels. 
 
08.12 The comment asserts that the five-year timeframe for ensuring success for riparian forest 
vegetation is arbitrary and that monitoring should be ongoing.  
 
Response – The Lead Agency disagrees with this assertion. The five-year time period for assessing the 
success of riparian forest restoration is a commonly accepted timeframe for ensuring the success of 
replanted vegetation.  
 
08.13 The comment asks for expanded discussion of the transportation of hazardous materials on 
Capitol Corridor trains and the use of hazardous materials at the layover yard.  
 
Response – Please see Master Response PD-1, Layover Yard. The DRC layover yard options are not a 
component of the Proposed Project. For the cumulative analysis in the DEIR it is assumed that no toxic 
cleaning materials would be stored at the layover yard and that no hazardous substances would be 
routinely transported on passenger trains. 
 
08.14 The comment analysis of water quality impacts related to the layover yard.  
 
Response – Please see Master Response PD-1, Layover Yard. The DRC layover yard options are not a 
component of the Proposed Project. Water quality impacts related to surface water drainage at the DRC 
layover yard will be analyzed in the DRC environmental document. It should be noted that South Layover 
Option B would be located on an existing rail yard and that no changes to drainage are anticipated 
because the DRC layover yard would only require replacement of existing track.  
 
08.15 through 08.17 The comments state that the south layover yard options would be inconsistent 
with the City of Fremont General Plan Housing Element.  
 
Response – Please see Master Response PD-1, Layover Yard. 
 
08.18 The comment requests changes to Figure 3.7-1, Land Use.  
 
Response – Figure 3.7-1 has been revised as indicated and the revised figure is included in Chapter 5, 
Revisions to the Draft EIR and Partial Revision of the Draft EIR. 
 
08.19 The comments state that the south layover yard options would conflict with an existing land 
use plan for the City of Fremont.  
 
Response – Please see Master Response PD-1, Layover Yard. The DRC layover yard options are not a 
component of the Proposed Project. 
 
08.20 The comment requests to change “Capital Corridor” to “Capitol Corridor” in various 
locations.   
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Response – Please see Chapter 5, Revisions to the Draft EIR and Partial Revision of the Draft EIR. 
 
08.21 The comment asks for modification to Figure 3.8-1.  
 
Response – Figure 3.8-1 identifies sound levels associated with transit and non-transit sources as 
identified by the Federal Transit Agency (FTA) (FTA 1995). The FTA report from which Figure 3.8-1 
was reproduced does not include the noise sources identified in the comment; however, typical noise 
levels associated with these sources are as follows: 
 
� Trains on a tight curve/wheel squeal: 90 dBA at 50 feet 

� Train engines starting from a stop: 86 dBA at 50 feet 

� Trains idling: 70 dBA at 50 feet 

08.22 The comment suggests analyzing the noise impacts of Layover Option A on the 
neighborhood south of the Centerville Line opposite the yard.  
 
Response – Please see Master Response PD-1, Layover Yard. The DRC South Layover Yard Option A 
has been eliminated from consideration as a feasible option.  
 
08.23 The comment asks for expanded discussion of the noise related to the layover yard options to 
include early morning and late evening ambient noise levels.  
 
Response – Please see Master Response PD-1, Layover Yard. The DRC South Layover Yard Option A 
has been eliminated from consideration as a feasible option. Also, please see the recirculated noise impact 
analysis and responses to comments thereto. Please see page P3.8-3 in the PRDEIR for a discussion of 
Day-Night Sound Level (Ldn) and Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). In calculating these noise 
levels, a penalty is added for noise occurring during early morning and evening hours. 
 
08.24 The comment asks for analysis of noise related to the operation of the DRC layover yard.  
 
Response – Please see PRDEIR.   
 
08.25 The comment states that noise impacts at Site R2 in the Niles neighborhood should be 
considered significant.  
 
Response – Please see PRDEIR.   
 
08.26 The comment suggests changes to Table 3.8-8.  
 
Response – Please see PRDEIR.   
 
08.27 The comment suggests changes to Table 3.8-9.  
 
Response – Please see PRDEIR.   
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08.28 The comment suggests changes to Table 3.8-9.  
 
Response – Please see PRDEIR.   
 
08.29 The comment suggests changes to the noise analysis in Chapter 3.8.  
 
Response – Please see PRDEIR.   
 
08.30 The comment suggests changes to the noise analysis in Chapter 3.8.  
 
Response – Please see PRDEIR. 
 
08.31 The comment suggests changes to the noise analysis in Chapter 3.8.  
 
Response – Please see PRDEIR. 
 
08.32 The comment suggests changes to the noise analysis in Chapter 3.8.  
 
Response – Please see PRDEIR. 
 
08.33 The comment suggests changes to the noise analysis in Chapter 3.8.  
 
Response – Please see PRDEIR. 
 
08.34 The comment suggests changes to the noise analysis in Chapter 3.8.  
 
Response – Please see PRDEIR. 
 
08.35 The comment suggests changes to the noise analysis in Chapter 3.8.  
 
Response – Please see PRDEIR. 
 
08.36 The comment suggests changes to the noise analysis in Chapter 3.8.  
 
Response – Please see PRDEIR. 
 
08.37 The comment suggests changes to the noise analysis in Chapter 3.8.  
 
Response – Please see PRDEIR. 
 
08.38 The comment suggests changes to the construction noise analysis.  
 
Response – Please see PRDEIR. 
 
08.39 The comment requests clarification of information incorporated from the Redevelopment 
Plan EIR. 
 
Response – The Proposed Project is not expected to contribute a significant amount of traffic to local 
roadways. The recommended roadway improvements listed in the DEIR are intended to mitigate traffic 
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generated by the implementation of the Redevelopment Plan (full buildout). The Redevelopment Plan and 
supporting traffic analyses are available for review at the City of Union City Economic and Community 
Development Department. 
 
08.40 The comment requests discussion of construction traffic impacts related to construction of the 
Shinn connection. 
 
Response – Construction of the Shinn connection would displace the Von Euw Trucking Company and a 
portion of the Alameda County corporation yard. The Shinn connection would be built primarily at grade 
and would require minimal truck traffic to import and export material and equipment. Much of the 
equipment and construction material would likely be delivered by rail. Additionally, construction traffic 
would likely generate fewer truck trips than the existing uses. Nevertheless, the construction contractor 
would be required to comply with Mitigation Measure TC-1 and implement a set of comprehensive traffic 
control measures before issuance of construction permits. 
 
08.41 The comment requests consideration of cumulative traffic impacts in the DRC environmental 
document at certain grade crossings and reiterates the assertion that the DEIR segments the analysis of 
cumulative impacts. 
 
Response – Please see Master Response GEN-1, Project Background and Master Response GEN-2, 
Segmentation. 
 
08.42 The comment states that the DEIR should identify the cumulative noise and vibration impacts 
of all trains using the Niles and Oakland subdivision tracks. 
 
Response – Please see the recirculated noise impact analysis. 
 
08.43 The comment requests analysis of an alternative to locate the passenger rail station on the 
Niles subdivision. 
 
Response – Please see Master Response ALT-1, Niles Subdivision Passenger Rail Station Alternative. 
 
08.44 The comment asks for analysis of an alternative that would eliminate South Layover Yard 
Option A, and move the Shinn curve farther to the east.  
 
Response – Please see Master Response PD-1, Layover Yard and Master Response PD-3, Redesigned 
Shinn Connection. 
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9 East Bay Regional Parks District 
09.01 The comment states that an encroachment permit from the EBRPD would be necessary if 
construction activities resulted in closure of District facilities and that construction of the Shinn 
connection would affect access to the Alameda Creek Trail through the existing access gate. 
 
Response – The agency responsible for construction of the Shinn connection would comply with all 
permitting requirements, to include an encroachment permit from EBRPD if it is required. Phasing of 
construction of the Shinn connection will be planned to assure uninterrupted access to the Alameda Creek 
Trail. A new gate and access to the Alameda Creek trail is planned on the east side of the Alameda Creek 
bridge and east of the Shinn connection that would avoid the necessity of crossing the Shinn connection 
tracks (see Figure 2-2). The new access would require crossing the rail access to the existing Shinn yard 
and potentially the DRC layover yard, however, the layover yard is not a part of this project and the 
location of the DRC layover yard has yet to be determined. 
 
09.02 The comment states that the Shinn connection and layover yards could create long-term 
operational impacts on access to the Alameda Creek trail and Kaiser Pond. 
 
Response - The design of the Shinn connection would include measures to assure safe access to EBRPD 
facilities. South Layover Yard Option A has been eliminated from further consideration as a feasible 
alternative in the DEIR cumulative analysis. Please see Response to Comment 09.01 above. 
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10 Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
10.01 The comment corrected an error in text.  
 
Response - Please see Chapter 5, Revisions to the Draft EIR and Partial Revision of the Draft EIR. 
 
10.02 The comment corrected an error in DEIR Figure 2-1, Project Location.  
 
Response – DEIR Figure 2-1 is amended to reflect that the Highway 92 bridge from San Mateo goes to 
Hayward. 
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Organizations 



rzopfi
Text Box
#11

rzopfi
Text Box
1

rzopfi
Text Box
2

rzopfi
Text Box
3

rzopfi
Line

rzopfi
Line

rzopfi
Line



City of Union City  Chapter 3. Responses to Individual Comments on 
the DEIR

 

 
Union City Intermodal Station Passenger Rail Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

 
3-27 

February 2006

J&S 02279.02
 
 

 

11 Fremont Glen Apartments (1) 
11.01 The comment asks what the effects of South Layover Yard Option B would be on the 
Fremont Glen Apartments.  
 
Response – The layover yards are not a part of the Proposed Project. The noise impacts from operation of 
the layover yards were analyzed in the PRDEIR and found to be less than significant. Impacts from 
lighting in the layover yard will be analyzed in the environmental document for the DRC. 
 
11.02 The comment states that ACE trains would be rerouted through the Shinn connection and that 
freight traffic would increase along the Centerville Line. 
 
Response – The Proposed Project would reroute Capitol Corridor trains. There are currently no plans to 
reroute ACE trains through the Shinn connection. Any change in future freight traffic along the 
Centerville Line is speculative and would be at the discretion of the freight operators and the owner of the 
Centerville Line. 
 
11.03 The comment states mitigation would be necessary for noise impacts on the Fremont Glen 
Apartments and possibly the adjacent properties. 
 
Response – The Proposed Project would reduce passenger rail traffic on the Centerville Line east of Shinn 
Street by 32 Capitol Corridor trains per day. These trains currently sound their whistles as they approach 
the Shinn Street crossing.  The Proposed Project would therefore result in a significant decrease in noise 
levels at the Fremont Glen Apartments and neighboring properties relative to existing conditions and the 
future No Project scenario. As noted above, changes in freight traffic are speculative and based on the 
operational needs of the rail operators. Therefore, no mitigation is necessary for the residences east of 
Shinn Street. 
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12 Fremont Glen Apartments (2) 
12.01 The comment questions the viability of mitigation that involves putting “noise silencers” on 
train car wheels, expresses concern about the impacts of future increases in Capitol Corridor traffic past 
the apartments, and expresses concern about the impacts of the south layover options.  
 
Response – The comment incorrectly describes the mitigation proposed for the reduction of wheel squeal 
on the Shinn connection curve. The top-of-rail applicators are located on the track, not on the train wheels 
and would be activated by any trains using the Shinn connection regardless of their origin. Please note 
that with regard to concerns about a “tenfold increase in freight lines,” past the apartments, the Proposed 
Project not affect freight rail traffic. The Proposed Project would relocate Capitol Corridor trains to the 
Oakland subdivision, resulting in a reduction of traffic (and related noise and air quality impacts) past the 
apartments.  The layover yard options are not part of the Proposed Project. They are required for the 
proposed DRC project and impacts related to the layover yards will be analyzed in the DRC 
environmental document. 
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13 Fremont Glen Apartments (3) 
13.01 The comment expresses concern about the proximity of the Hayward Fault to the Proposed 
Project.  
 
Response – The Proposed Project would be designed and engineered to meet all applicable seismic safety 
standards, reducing any impacts associated with the proximity of the Hayward Fault to a less-than-
significant level. 
 
13.02 The comment requests a 9” x 12” location map that shows the location of the Fremont Glen 
apartments.   
 
Response – The Fremont Glen Apartments are located east of Shinn Street in an area that is not directly 
affected by the Proposed Project. The apartments would experience a reduction in noise related to the 
Capitol Corridor trains with implementation of the Proposed Project. Please see Response to Comment 
11.03 above. 
 
13.03 The comment expresses concern about impacts related to increases in freight traffic on the 
Centerville Line. 
 
Response – Please see Response to Comment 11.02 above. Additionally, the tracks immediately north of 
the apartments are associated with the “sheet rock plant” and are not associated with the Proposed Project. 
The existing rail yard north of the plant may be used as a layover facility for the DRC, however, the 
layover facility is not a part of this project. 
 
13.04 The comment expresses concern about the impacts of the Proposed Project on the Fremont 
Glen Apartments.  
 
Response – Please see Response to Comments 11.03 and 13.01 above. 
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14 Riverwalk Homeowners Association 
14.01 The comment suggests locating the DRC layover yard outside of the City of Fremont. 
 
Response – Please see Master Response PD-1, Layover Yard. 
 
14.02 The comment recommends redesigning the Shinn connection to move the Shinn curve 
farther to the east. 
 
Response – Please see Master Response PD-3, Redesigned Shinn Connection. 
 
14.03 The comment recommends redesigning the Shinn connection to move the turnout opposite 
the Riverwalk neighborhood farther to the west. 
 
Response – Please see Master Response PD-3, Redesigned Shinn Connection. 
 
14.04 The comment recommends building a sound wall to replace the existing sound wall on the 
south side of the Riverwalk neighborhood. 
 
Response – Please see Partial Revision of the DEIR. The noise impacts on the Riverwalk neighborhood 
result from wheel squeal associated with the Shinn connection. The wheel squeal is mitigated to a less-
than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure NV-1. No further mitigation is 
necessary. Please note that relative to the No-Project scenario, the Proposed Project would reduce noise 
impacts on the Riverwalk neighborhood associated with future increases in Capitol Corridor train traffic 
by eliminating the need to sound train whistles approaching the Shinn grade crossing.  
 
14.05 The comment recommends planting sequoia or similar trees at the end of the Riverwalk cul-
de-sac to create a visual shield for Capitol Corridor trains using the Shinn connection. 
 
Response – Please see Master Response PD-3, Redesigned Shinn Connection. The redesigned Shinn 
connection moves the proposed tracks away from the cul-de-sac at the end of Riverwalk Drive in the 
Riverwalk neighborhood and only about 15 feet closer than they would be in the No-project scenario. 
Given the proximity of the Riverwalk neighborhood to both the Centerville Line and the BART tracks, 
trains are a dominant part of the existing visual environment. Increases in Capitol Corridor train traffic on 
the Centerville Line would occur independent of the Proposed Project. There were no significant visual 
impacts on the Riverwalk neighborhood associated with the Proposed Project, therefore no mitigation is 
required.  
 
14.06 The comment recommends planting sequoia or similar trees at the eastern end of the 
Riverwalk neighborhood to create a visual shield for BART trains. 
 
Response – The Proposed Project would not change views of BART trains from the Riverwalk 
neighborhood. CEQA does not authorize a lead agency to require mitigation for impacts for which there 
is no nexus to the Proposed Project. (Guidelines Section 15041) 
 
14.07 The comment recommends replacing existing freight track on the Centerville Line to reduce 
noise and vibration impacts on the Riverwalk neighborhood. 
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Response – Please see Partial Revision of the DEIR. The noise impacts on the Riverwalk neighborhood 
result from wheel squeal associated with the Shinn connection. The wheel squeal is mitigated to a less-
than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure NV-1. Capitol Corridor trains traveling 
on the Centerville Line would not create any significant vibration impacts. No further mitigation is 
necessary. Please note that relative to the No-Project scenario, the Proposed Project would reduce noise 
impacts on the Riverwalk neighborhood associated with future increases in Capitol Corridor train traffic 
by eliminating the need to sound train whistles approaching the Shinn grade crossing. 
 
14.08 The comment recommends making improvements to the BART tracks to reduce overall noise 
in the Riverwalk neighborhood.  
 
Response – Please see Partial Revision of the DEIR. The noise impacts on the Riverwalk neighborhood 
result from wheel squeal associated with the Shinn connection. The wheel squeal is mitigated to a less-
than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure NV-1. No further mitigation is 
necessary. Please note that relative to the No-Project scenario, the Proposed Project would reduce noise 
impacts on the Riverwalk neighborhood associated with future increases in Capitol Corridor train traffic 
by eliminating the need to sound train whistles approaching the Shinn grade crossing. 
 
14.09 The comment requests that the Lead Agency consider a comprehensive approach to 
mitigating noise, vibration, and visual impacts on the Riverwalk neighborhood. 
 
Response – Comment noted and considered. 
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15 Union Pacific Railroad Company  
15.01 The comment states that the UPRR is opposed to partial acquisition of the Oakland 
subdivision. 
 
Response – Comment noted and considered. 
 
15.02 The comment states that the UPRR is opposed to partial acquisition of the Shinn yard in the 
City of Fremont. 
 
Response – Comment noted and considered. 
 
15.03 The comment states that the UPRR supports construction of the Shinn connection. 
 
Response – Comment noted and considered. 
 
 




