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Appendix I Comments on the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment 

Introduction 

In January 2014, the California Department of Transportation (Department), in cooperation with 
the Alameda County Transportation Commission (Alameda CTC), circulated the I-580 
Eastbound Express Lanes Project Initial Study with Proposed Mitigated Negative 
Declaration/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) for public review. Public outreach and the 
public meeting for the project are described in Section 3.2. 

This appendix presents the public comments received on the IS/EA via e-mails, letters, and 
comment cards; and the responses to those comments. Comments were submitted by the 
following individuals:  

 Val Menotti, Manager, Strategic and Policy Planning, San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District 

 Matt Williams, Chair, Transportation and Compact Growth Committee, Sierra Club, San 
Francisco Bay Chapter 

 Jing Firmeza 

 Katherine Stathis 

 Robert Allen 

The comments and responses begin on the next page.  

Any text changes resulting from the comments are summarized in the responses and have been 
incorporated into the text of the IS/EA. Revisions made after the public review period are 
indicated by a vertical line in the margin of the IS/EA text, similar to the one shown to the left of 
this paragraph. Minor revisions to clarify the project description and to make editorial 
adjustments are denoted in the same manner. 
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Comment: Val Menotti, Manager, Strategic and Policy Planning, San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District 
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Responses to Comment: Val Menotti, Manager, Strategic and Policy Planning, San Francisco Bay 
Area Rapid Transit District 

1. The revisions to Table 2.4.2-1 have been incorporated as recommended.  

2. The Department and Alameda CTC are familiar with plans to extend of BART from the 
Dublin/Pleasanton station to Livermore and expect to work cooperatively with BART as the 
extension and the I-580 Eastbound Express Lanes Project progress.  
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Comment: Matt Williams, Chair, Transportation and Compact Growth Committee, Sierra Club, San 
Francisco Bay Chapter 
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Responses to Comment: Matt Williams, Chair, Transportation and Compact Growth Committee, 
Sierra Club, San Francisco Bay Chapter 

1. The commenter expresses the opinion that a Negative Declaration is not the appropriate 
environmental documentation for the project and requests additional documentation and/or 
explanation. Each of the points raised in the comment is addressed in more detail below.  

2. As described in Section 1.1 of the IS/EA, the proposed project has been developed in 
response to California State Assembly Bills 2032 and 574, which authorize the Alameda 
CTC to implement express lanes in an HOV system in Alameda County. The project would 
ultimately become part of the Bay Area Express Lanes Network that would have 550 miles 
of combined HOV/express lanes at full buildout in 2035. The proposed project and the Bay 
Area Express Lanes Network have been included in the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission’s (MTC) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) since 2009.19  

The comment refers to legal actions related to Plan Bay Area, the 2040 RTP. It is outside of 
the scope of the CEQA/NEPA process for this project to address specific complaints from 
legal actions against Plan Bay Area. Therefore, responses are limited to the comments 
provided in this letter. 

                                                 
19 The Transportation 2035 Plan and its final environmental impact report were adopted in April 2009. 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/. 
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3. The comment identifies two other projects in or near the project corridor that were not listed 
or described in the IS/EA: the Freeway Performance Initiative (FPI; 4-ALA 580, PM 
0.0/8.1, 22.0/30.3; EA 4G190, Project ID 0412000348) and the Interstate 580 Roadway 
Rehabilitation Project (4-ALA-580, PM 0.0/7.8; EA 3G590, Project ID 0412000115). These 
projects are both scheduled to be constructed from July 2016 through October 2018, which 
is after the I-580 Eastbound Express Lanes Project would be completed. The scope and 
purpose of the projects is separate from those of the Express Lanes Project. The projects are 
described further below. 

The FPI project would install ramp metering and traffic operations system (TOS) equipment 
and widen interchange ramps along I-580 at various locations in Alameda and San Joaquin 
counties. The TOS equipment is not related to the electrical and communications equipment 
that would be installed as part of the I-580 Eastbound Express Lanes Project. The only 
project element that would overlap with the Express Lanes Project would be the installation 
of one traffic monitoring station cabinet along eastbound I-580 at PM 8.06, within the State 
right-of-way. The cabinet would be protected by a metal beam guard rail. The Greenville 
Road interchange at the eastern end of the express lanes project limits would not be widened 
or have ramp metering installed as part of the FPI project. The November 2013 Initial Study 
with Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration for the FPI project identified potential 
biological impacts that would be fully offset by mitigation measures included in the project.  

The I-580 Roadway Rehabilitation Project would replace roadway pavement and install 
rumble strips, metal beam guard rails, concrete barriers, overhead signage and lighting, 
flashing beacons, barrier markers, roadside delineators, and guard rail delineators. These 
project components are not related to those that would be installed as part of the I-580 
Eastbound Express Lanes Project. The project would take place on the I-580 mainline and 
ramps from 1 mile east of North Flynn Road to the San Joaquin County line in the 
eastbound direction and from the San Joaquin County line to 0.2 mile east of Greenville 
Road in the westbound direction. The Roadway Rehabilitation Project would not overlap 
with the I-580 Eastbound Express Lanes Project. The November 2013 Initial Study with 
Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Roadway Rehabilitation Project identified 
potential biological impacts that would be fully offset by mitigation measures included in 
the project. 

These projects have been added to Table 2.4.2-1. The projects would not result in net 
impacts to environmental resources; therefore, they would not contribute to cumulative 
impacts of the I-580 Eastbound Express Lanes Project.   

4. The comment cites the National Sierra Club Transportation Guidelines provision that HOV 
and high-occupancy toll lanes should come from existing highway lanes rather than 
constructing new lanes, and states that the proposed project’s use of pavement from the I-
580 Eastbound HOV Lane Project phases does not comply with the intent of the guidelines. 
The opinion of the Sierra Club is noted. The proposed project’s conversion of an HOV lane 
into an express lane and the addition of a second express lane are consistent with Federal 
Highway Administration and Department policies for managed lanes.  
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5. The comment states that the IS/EA contains numerous contradictory statements and lack of 
substantiation. The specific points made in this comment (shown in summary form in 
italics) are discussed further below. 

Table S-1 states that the project would not substantially change roadway capacity, but the 
document states in the project purpose and elsewhere that the project aims to increase 
capacity for HOVs.  The text cited in Table S-1 refers to roadway capacity as it would affect 
or induce growth. As stated at the beginning of Chapter 2, under “Growth”: 

The project would convert the existing HOV lane within the 12.1-mile project limits 
to accommodate both HOVs and toll-paying SOVs. The project would also introduce 
a second express lane between the Fallon Road/El Charro Road and North First Street 
interchanges, a distance of approximately 6 miles. During the express lane hours of 
operation, the additional capacity from the project would be limited to the 12.1-mile 
project corridor and restricted to HOVs and toll-paying SOVs. During other periods 
when the express lanes are open to all traffic, the only project-related change in 
capacity from the existing condition would be the new second lane between the 
Fallon Road/El Charro Road and North First Street interchanges (the other lane 
already exists as the HOV lane). The addition of one lane for approximately 6 miles 
of eastbound I-580 would not create substantial new capacity that could foster growth 
beyond that which is already planned. 

The project would primarily increase roadway capacity through the addition of the second 
HOV/express lane from the Fallon Road/El Charro Road interchange to the North First 
Street interchange. The second HOV/express lane has been included because the 
Department’s traffic projections and the project’s traffic analyses show that by 2015, the 
existing single HOV lane will have segments with high density and impaired traffic flow 
during the PM peak hour (5 PM to 6 PM; Section 2.1.2.2).  

Table S-1 states that operations in approximately half of all segments would improve 
compared to No Build, and the summary states the project is needed to address congestion 
in the I-580 corridor. The text cited in Table S-1 refers to traffic level of service conditions 
in the project horizon year of 2035, which are provided in Table 2.1.2-6. The apparent 
implication of the comment is that the project does not provide the intended congestion 
relief.  

As noted in Table S-1, the Build Alternative would improve year 2035 levels of service in six 
of the 12 general purpose lane segments (Table 2.1.2-6). All general purpose lane and 
HOV/express lane segments within the project limits (beginning with the Hopyard 
Road/Dougherty Road to Hacienda Drive segment) would operate at acceptable levels of 
service. This would be an improvement over the No Build condition, in which two general 
purpose lane segments and three HOV/express lane segments would operate at unacceptable 
LOS E or F. West of the project limits, the project would also improve levels of service 
compared with No Build. Moreover, travel time through the study corridor would decrease by 
4 minutes in the general purpose lanes and almost 10 minutes in the express lanes compared 
with the No Build condition (Table 2.1.2-7). 

The information provided in Section 2.1.2 demonstrates that the Build Alternative would 
satisfy the project purpose of providing congestion relief. 



Appendix I Comments on the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment 

I-580 Eastbound Express Lanes Project I-9 

6. The CEQA baseline for the project is discussed at the beginning of Chapter 2 of the IS/EA 
as well as in Section 2.1.2.1. The CEQA baseline varies somewhat among resource areas 
based on the availability of complete data at the times when the technical studies 
commenced. 

As shown in Table 2.5.1-1, GHG emissions (modeled as carbon dioxide) would be lower in 
both 2015 and 2035, with or without the project, than the existing/baseline condition. 
Moreover, in 2035, the analysis results show that GHG emissions with the project would be 
nearly 35,000 tonnes per year lower than with the No Build condition. These findings are 
consistent with the goal of SB 375 to reduce GHG emissions.  

The comment states that the IS/EA characterizes the strategies to reduce GHG emissions as 
speculative. The text cited in the comment (Section 2.5.1.2, under “CEQA Conclusion”) 
does not indicate that the emissions reduction strategies are speculative, but rather that “in 
the absence of further regulatory or scientific information related to GHG emissions and 
CEQA significance, it is too speculative to make a significance determination regarding the 
project’s direct impact and its contribution on the cumulative scale to climate change.” 
Section 2.5.1.3 describes a number of ongoing initiatives as well as specific project 
components intended to achieve GHG reductions. These initiatives and project components 
are expected to provide incremental improvements in GHG emissions. As shown in Table 
2.5.1-2, some emissions reductions cannot be readily quantified, but that does not render all 
proposed measures speculative.  

The comment does not specify how the GHG analysis is inadequate or why a more thorough 
and substantive environmental analysis of GHG emissions is required. The analysis 
described in Section 2.5.1.2 was performed in accordance with Department standards using 
EMFAC2011, the most current model for this type of analysis. 

7. The results of the air quality studies are described in detail in Section 2.2.3 of the IS/EA. 
The results discussed in the IS/EA are the same as those in the air quality studies that will be 
given to FHWA. Appendix D includes the FHWA conformity determination issued for the 
project.  

The copies of the IS/EA that were made available for public inspection at Caltrans District 
4, Alameda CTC, and the Dublin, Livermore, and Pleasanton public libraries included CDs 
with copies of the air quality studies and other technical reports. In addition, copies of the 
air quality studies were available for public review if requested from Caltrans. 

8. The comment states that more substantive information is needed to identify and mitigate 
potential environmental justice (EJ) impacts, and that the discussion of EJ in Chapter 2 
ignores the traveling public who use the I-580 corridor. Additional information about EJ 
communities in the region that may use the I-580 corridor is provided below to augment the 
EJ information in Chapter 2. The following information does not constitute significant new 
information about a substantial adverse environmental effect or feasible mitigation. 

Environmental Justice Communities 

Minority persons are defined by the 2010 U.S. Census as all individuals not identified as 
“White only,” including those identified as Hispanic or Latino. Low-income persons were 
defined as those individuals with household incomes below the Census poverty threshold, 
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which is a ratio of income to poverty level in the past 12 months that is below 1.0.20  EJ 
communities are traditionally defined as a Census block group population that meets either 
or both of the following criteria: 

 The Census block group contains 50 percent or more minority persons, and/or the block 
group contains 25 percent or more low-income persons.  

 The percentage of minority and/or low-income persons in any Census block group is 
substantially (e.g., more than 10 percentage points) greater than the average of the 
surrounding region (e.g., the counties overlapping the study area). 

Based on the 2010 Census and 2012 American Community Survey, the percentage of the 
population that is a minority in Alameda County and in San Joaquin County (immediately to 
the east) exceeds 50 percent (65.9 percent and 64.1 percent, respectively). Therefore, these 
counties can be assumed to be EJ communities for minority populations.  

The percentages of low-income persons in Alameda County and San Joaquin County are 
12.0 percent and 17.5 percent, respectively. These percentages are both below 25 percent, so 
the counties would not be considered EJ communities for low-income populations. 
However, it is reasonable to assume that areas of these counties contain Census block 
groups that would satisfy the second bulleted criteria listed above, even though none of the 
Census block groups along the project corridor fall into this category. 

Environmental Justice Implications of the Project  

Construction is planned in the existing State right-of-way. Minor construction impacts from 
the project would include noise, dust, and visual effects from installation of signs, toll 
structures, lighting, and utility equipment. During construction, temporary lane closures 
could be required, but full highway closures are not expected to be necessary. In the 
segment of I-580 between Fallon Road/El Charro Road and the North First Street, a second 
express lane would be added in the median. As construction would occur primarily in the 
median and potential impacts would be minimal and temporary, construction impacts are 
not expected to adversely affect adjacent and surrounding communities, or EJ communities 
traveling through the project corridor. 

Once in operation, the express lanes would result in minor changes to the visual setting, air 
quality, and noise levels, which are evaluated in detail in Sections 2.1.3, 2.2.3, and 2.2.4, 
respectively. In general, those impacts would affect all communities along the project 
corridor at similar levels, as well as all those traveling through the project corridor. 

Use of the express lanes requires the ability to obtain a FasTrak toll tag, as described in 
Section 1.3.1.3. With the number of options available, persons of all income levels would 
have similar access to a FasTrak account. The initial cost to establish an account is less 
when paid with a credit card than with cash or check ($25 versus $70, although $20 of the 
$70 is refunded when the account is closed). The higher initial cost for cash or check 

                                                 
20 The Census assigns each person or family one of 48 possible poverty thresholds, which vary according 
to the size of the family and the age of the members. The 2010 weighted average threshold for a family of 
four is $22,314. The 2010 Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines for a family of 
four is similar, at $22,050; the 2013 guideline is $23,550. 
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accounts could be considered an additional economic burden to those who do not pay by 
credit card, a portion of whom could be low-income or minority persons. However, as the 
choice to use the express lanes (and establish the necessary FasTrak account) is voluntary, 
the higher initial costs for cash or check accounts do not constitute a disproportionately high 
and adverse effect to EJ communities.  

Use of the express lanes also requires the ability to pay tolls, which will vary based on 
traffic conditions. The issue of equity or fairness in charging tolls and whether this practice 
has a disproportionately high and adverse effect on any minority or low-income populations 
has been studied by the FHWA, MTC, and county congestion management agencies 
throughout the State. More than 10 years of data are available in California for express lanes 
in Southern California, where FasTrak is also used. Both high- and low-income drivers use 
express lanes during periods of traffic congestion. A study of the SR 91 Express Lanes in 
Orange County found that roughly one-quarter of the motorists who elect to use the toll 
lanes at any given time are in the high-income bracket, but the majority are low- and 
middle-income motorists (FHWA 2013). In San Diego, 80 percent of the lowest-income 
motorists using the I-15 corridor agreed that people who drive alone should be able to use 
the I-15 express lanes for a fee (FHWA 2013). 

Factors other than income alone appear to influence drivers’ decisions to use express lanes. 
On SR 91 in Orange County, most drivers use the express lanes infrequently but 
strategically, when they stand to benefit most (Weinstein and Sciara 2004). When toll prices 
in the SR 91 express lanes increased, people in the lowest income group did not reduce their 
travel, but people of moderate income did. This suggests that people with lower incomes 
have less travel time flexibility than higher-income drivers and/or that low-income drivers 
place a very high value on reliable travel times (FHWA 2013). Reliable travel times may 
particularly benefit low-income drivers in situations where being late due to traffic 
congestion has high economic or convenience costs, such as being late to work or to pick up 
a child at a day care facility.  

Although express lane tolls would represent a different economic choice to low-income 
drivers versus middle- and high-income drivers, the choice does not represent a 
disproportionate burden because express lane use is voluntary. Drivers may either choose to 
pay a toll when being late is costly or inconvenient or continue to use the general purpose 
lanes. Drivers are not denied a mobility option they previously had; rather, the option of 
paying a toll to obtain travel time savings would be available to drivers of all income 
groups. Unlike sales taxes for transportation measures, express lane tolls do not affect non-
users and non-drivers. 

The proposed project would have other potential benefits to drivers of all income levels. By 
converting the HOV lanes to express lanes and adding a second express lane to part of the 
corridor, traffic in the general purpose lanes would improve, directly benefiting all drivers in 
those lanes (Section 2.1.2). As required by the authorizing legislation (AB 2032 and AB 
574), tolls collected from the express lanes would be used for other transportation and 
transit improvements in the project corridor, providing direct benefits to both drivers and 
transit customers whose trips include I-580. These improvements would benefit all users of 
the local transportation and public transit system, regardless of race and income, even those 
who do not use the express lanes.  
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Based on the above discussion and analysis, the Build Alternative will not cause 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations. No 
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation is needed. 

9. As noted in Section 2.2.4.4, the noise analysis identified 12 new or modified sound walls 
that would meet the “feasible” standard, meaning that they would provide a 7 dBA noise 
reduction for one or more location. None of the walls were found to provide noise reduction 
for a sufficient number of residences or other noise-sensitive receptors to meet the 
“reasonable” standard (construction cost is near or less than the cost per benefited receptor, 
with an allowance of $55,000 per benefited receptor).  

None of the Census block groups near the evaluated sound wall locations would meet the 
definition of EJ communities for low income, based on the criteria described above in the 
Response to Comment 5. Of these Census block groups, two of 12 have populations that are 
more than 50 percent minority, but none have minority populations that are more 10 
percentage points greater than Alameda County. 

It should be noted that for purposes of determining whether sound walls are feasible and 
reasonable, receptors are counted the same way regardless of socioeconomic considerations. 
In addition, as discussed in Section 2.2.4.5, the project would result in traffic noise level 
increases of 0 to 2 dBA, which is considered to be barely perceptible to the human ear. 
Therefore, project-related noise will not cause disproportionately high and adverse effects 
on any minority or low-income populations. 

10. The Department and Alameda CTC are working closely with MTC on its ongoing analysis 
work regarding income equity of express lanes. Environmental justice is not included in the 
Environmental Commitment Record (now in Appendix F) because the proposed project 
would have no disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or low-income 
populations; therefore, no avoidance, minimization, or mitigation is needed. However, all 
considerations under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes have been 
included in this project, and the Department’s commitment to upholding the mandates of 
Title VI is demonstrated by its Title VI Policy Statement, signed by the Director, which can 
be found in Appendix E of the IS/EA.  

11. The comment about the Caltrans District 4 environmental documents website is noted. 
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Comment: Jing Firmeza 

 

Responses to Comment: Jing Firmeza 

1. Traffic conditions with and without the project for the opening year (2015) and horizon year 
(2035) were analyzed in accordance with Department and Federal Highway Administration 
standards. As described in Section 2.1.2, the analysis found that the project would reduce 
overall congestion in the I-580 eastbound corridor compared with the No Project condition.  

In particular, the traffic analysis indicates that the project would not degrade traffic 
conditions either approaching the end of the express lane west of Greenville Road or to the 
east of Greenville Road. In the PM peak hour in 2015 and 2035, eastbound I-580 from 
Vasco Road to Greenville Road would operate at acceptable LOS B and C in the 
HOV/express lane and general purpose lanes with both the Build and No Build scenarios 
(Tables 2.1.2-3 and 2.1.2-6). Eastbound I-580 to the east of Greenville Road would operate 
at LOS B in 2015 and LOS C in 2035, with both the Build and No Build scenarios (Tables 
2.1.2-3 and 2.1.2-6). LOS B and C represent free-flowing conditions that would not be 
expected to cause drivers to divert to Patterson Pass Road or other alternative surface streets 
to avoid traffic congestion.  
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The express lane would end in generally the same place as the HOV lane that has been in 
operation since October 2009 and would include features to increase safety such as 
additional signage and CHP enforcement. Therefore, the end of the express lane would not 
be expected to increase accident rates.  

2. The commenter expressed a preference for an express lane access configuration that does 
not allow for lane changes. As the commenter is likely aware, HOV lane and express lane 
projects throughout the Bay Area, California, and the U.S. vary in their access 
configurations, with some using barriers or striped buffers to limit lane changes. The 
specific circumstances of the proposed I-580 eastbound express lanes—including roadway 
geometry and availability of space—led the Department and Alameda CTC to choose 
continuous access. The proposed configuration is generally consistent with the current HOV 
lane striping as well as with the “open access” striping already in use on the southbound I-
680 express lane in the Sunol Grade area and several other express lanes in the Bay Area 
proposed by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission.  

The comments about extending the express lane to the east of Greenville Road to the top of 
the Altamont Pass and limiting trucks to the farthest right lane only during commute hours 
are noted. The limits of the proposed project are at Greenville Road, and funds are not 
available to extend the express lane past the limits of the existing HOV lane. 
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Comment: Katherine Stathis 

 

Responses to Comment: Katherine Stathis 

1. The commenter’s preference for the No Build Alternative is noted.   

Carpools and other HOVs would continue to use the express lanes for free. This is an 
essential feature of the express lane concept. Electronic sensors in the roadway will 
continually monitor traffic in the express lanes, and as described in Section 1.3.1.2, tolls will 
be adjusted on a real-time basis to keep traffic flowing smoothly (45 mph or higher). If the 
lanes become congested, tolls will be increased to deter solo drivers from entering the lanes, 
or the toll signs will be changed to read “HOVs only” and only HOVs will be allowed in the 
lanes. Regardless of the level of congestion, HOV drivers will always be able to use the 
express lanes for free. 

In addition, the project would increase capacity for HOVs by adding a second express lane 
on eastbound I-580 from the Fallon Road/El Charro Road interchange to the North First 
Street interchange. 

2. The comment about the I-680 southbound express lane in Fremont is noted. Despite the 
commenter’s observation, over one million solo drivers have paid tolls to use the lane since 
it opened in September 2010. In addition, the I-680 express lane and other proposed express 
lanes in the Bay Area are intended to provide both short-term and long-term congestion 
relief, to accommodate planned regional growth in housing and jobs over the next 20 years 
or more. Use is expected to increase in the future as congestion increases from that planned 
regional growth, as described in Section 1.2.2.1. 

3. The Department and Alameda CTC agree that carpooling and other forms of HOV use are 
an important consideration for the environment. HOV use will continue. As demonstrated in 
the IS/EA, the I-580 Eastbound Express Lanes Project would improve traffic in both the 
HOV/express and general purpose lanes, which is expected reduce vehicle emissions from 
idling and other environmental effects related to congestion.  
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Comment: Robert Allen (1 of 3) 
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Responses to Comment: Robert Allen (1 of 3) 

1. A dedicated HOV eastbound on-ramp from Hacienda Drive and westbound off-ramp to the 
Dublin-Pleasanton BART station would have the benefits described in the comment. 
Additional ramps are not within the scope of the proposed project but can be considered in 
future transportation planning. 

The I-580 Eastbound Express Lanes Project has been designed to expand HOV capacity and 
provide additional congestion relief within the existing right-of-way. The project would not 
preclude the proposed future extension of BART to Livermore or east of the Altamont Pass. 
The petition provided as part of the comment is noted. 

At present, without the project, the current space in the median of I-580 would not be 
sufficient to accommodate an eastward extension of BART. The freeway interchanges east 
of the Dublin/Pleasanton BART station would have to be reconstructed to accommodate the 
BART trackway and other facilities. The lanes and shoulders of I-580 would also have to be 
pushed outward (away from the median), and additional land (right-of-way) would have to 
be purchased along the BART extension to accommodate the changes.  

2. Dedicated lanes for heavy-duty trucks would also require additional right-of-way for the 
same reasons described above. However, the project would not preclude future 
consideration of truck lanes or other enhancements on I-580. 

3. The commenter’s support for extending BART over the Altamont Pass is noted. 
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Comment: Robert Allen (2 of 3) 
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Responses to Comment: Robert Allen (2 of 3) 

1. The recommendation about bus stop locations at the Dublin/Pleasanton BART station is 
noted. The project would not preclude the implementation of these recommendations by 
BART. 
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Comment: Robert Allen (3 of 3) 
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Responses to Comment: Robert Allen (3 of 3) 

1. The comment recommends formation of a five-county agency to facilitate regional ballot 
initiatives for BART extensions. At present, representatives from the Alameda CTC and 
other county congestion management agencies work together as part of the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission to plan, coordinate, and finance transportation and transit 
projects for the nine-county Bay Area. Tax measures such as Alameda County Measure B in 
2000 have been and will continue to be developed to allow voters to decide on BART 
extensions and other transportation improvements.  

 

 

 




