Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority
South Bay Connect Project - Final Environmental Impact Report

Appendix C. CEQA Comment Letters

The Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority is committed to ensuring that
information is available in appropriate formats to meet the requirements of
persons with disabilities. Should you require one of the referenced documents
or need a file in an alternative format, please email
info@SouthBayConnect.com.
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From: Steven Turner

To: South Bay Connect
Subject: RE: South Bay Connect - Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Report
Date: Wednesday, May 29, 2024 6:30:09 PM None - question
Attachments: image001.png
image002.png

Thank you for the notice.
On the website- there are direct mailer materials. Has the direct mailer been sent? If so, | 1-1

when and to whom was it sent?

Thanks,
Steven

From: South Bay Connect <info@southbayconnect.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 29, 2024 1:56 PM
Subject: South Bay Connect - Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Report

ALERT: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe. Report to City of Newark IT Help Desk if found suspicious.

Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Report

Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA), the lead agency for the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), is issuing this Notice of Availability of a draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and virtual public meetings for the proposed South
Bay Connect Project (Project). The proposed Project would relocate Capitol Corridor
passenger rail service to the existing Union Pacific Railroad Coast Subdivision between
Oakland and Newark to improve operational efficiency and reliability. The proposed
Project also includes constructing a new passenger rail station on the Coast
Subdivision at the existing Ardenwood Park-and-Ride to serve southern Alameda
County passengers and facilitate connections to existing transbay transit services. The
draft EIR describes the proposed Project and evaluates the potential environmental
impacts associated with both the Project and the "no project” alternative.
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Steven Turner
Community Development Director | Community Development Department
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During the 45-day comment period, the public is encouraged to provide input on the
draft EIR (southbayconnect.com). All input received will be documented and addressed
in the final EIR, which is anticipated to be completed by late 2024.

Virtual Public Meetings

Two virtual public meetings are being offered for you to learn more about the
proposed Project and provide formal comments on the draft EIR. Spanish and
Mandarin Chinese interpreters will be available, as well as a court reporter to take your
comments. Individuals will be allotted three minutes to provide verbal comments.

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 12, 2024 | 6-8 P.M.
Zoom: bit.ly/SBC_EIR_Meeting
Telephone: (669) 900-6833
Meeting ID: 948 0626 0719
Passcode: 609064

THURSDAY, JUNE 20, 2024 | 6-8 P.M.

Zoom: bit.ly/SBC_EIR_Meeting?2
Telephone: (669) 900-6833
Meeting ID: 966 2867 9863

Passcode: 280963

For accessibility accommodations, please call (510) 244-3667 or

email info@southbayconnect.com. Deaf, hard of hearing, or speech impaired users
may contact the California Relay Service TTY/TDD and/or Voice Line at 1-800-735-
2929 or 711.

CCJPA Board Meeting

The public may also provide verbal comments at the CCJPA Board Meeting on June 26,
2024, beginning at 10 a.m. at the BART Headquarters (2150 Webster St, Oakland,
CA). An option for public participation will be available via teleconference.

Visit capitolcorridor.org/ccjpa-board for meeting information.

Written comments must be received by 5 p.m. PDT July 15, 2024, via the following
options:

Website: southbayconnect.com

Email: info@southbayconnect.com

Phone: (510) 244-3667

Mail: Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority
Attn: South Bay Connect DEIR

2150 Webster St, 3" Floor
Oakland, CA 94612
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From: Ryan O"Keefe

To: Teurn, Tammy
Subject: New South Bay Connect Comment
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2024 10:31:55 AM

You don't often get email from zohoadmin.southbayconnect.com@viazohocrm.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

New South Bay Connect Comment

Name:

James Richardson

Email:
otownraiders@hotmail.com
Phone:

(510) 332-2619

Organization:

ZIP Code:
94541
Subject:

Draft EIR South Bay Connect

Comment:

Comment on Section 3.14 Noise & Vibration

Why are there no mentions of Alameda County General Plans for Noise/vibration? Why are
there no comments from Alameda County residents? There are comments from residents of
all of the Cities but not the County residents.

5-1

Additional comments:

1) I live next to the tracks in Cherryland and | can tell you that at freight engines and the
commute trains engines are completely diferent, the freight engines are much louder and
cause the mos vibrations. V ibrations are varied depending on the speed of the engines. 5.2
Those driven by an engineer treating the engine like a sports car almos tears the house of of
the foundations. Slow moving trains leaving north from Hayward are quiet and there are no
vibrations. Heavily laden tanker cars, rock/coal cars cause the mos movement. Empty trains
are noisier but cause less vibrations. Some car hauling cars are very quiet.

2) Not all passenger trains are 4 car, the Starlights are 9 cars.

3) The project has budget of $198 million. CC says they have 921,000 annual riders or 2500 a
day and only take in 38% of their operating expense. The Sac/Oak to San Jose is not one of 5-4

| 5.3
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their to 3 routes. Jus because you can get this money do we really want to spend this kind of
money on a project that will save a few hours for a few riders? | think there's more bang for 5-4 cont.
the buck somewhere else.
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From: Ryan O"Keefe

To: Teurn, Tammy
Subject: New South Bay Connect Comment
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2024 10:31:52 AM

You don't often get email from zohoadmin.southbayconnect.com@viazohocrm.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

New South Bay Connect Comment

Name:

Wendell Arnold

Email:
wendellca@gmail.com
Phone:

(510) 468-1558

Organization:

ZIP Code:
94560
Subject:

SOUTH BAY CONNECT PROJECT

Comment:

Sea Level Rise:

It appears as if your own reports mirror my own research in that this route is supposed to go
through an area that is, theoretically, going to be under water in 50 years. Why would you do
this when the exising route seems to do a better job of avoiding this issue? Are we that
desperate to spend tax payer money that we are willing to wase money on a project that will
literally be underwater (as opposed to mos government projects that are jus fguratively
underwater)? 7-1

And the poor citizens who are about to have their houses be taken over by rising sea levels,
what do they get as a parting gift? Regular train service (and the accompanying train whisle)
through their backyards. Thanks, as long as someone's commute is theoretically reduced by
13 whole minutes and we get to literally throw a ton of government money down the sorm
drain, | guess it will all be worth it.

Noise:
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As mentioned above, you are proposing to move a commuter train right through residential
neighborhoods. This puts a signifcant burden on the residents that live in those
neighborhoods.

7-2
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From: Ryan O"Keefe

To: Teurn, Tammy
Subject: New South Bay Connect Comment
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2024 10:31:53 AM

You don't often get email from zohoadmin.southbayconnect.com@viazohocrm.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

New South Bay Connect Comment

Name:

Jahnvi Ahya

Email:
ahyajahnvi@gmail.com
Phone:

669-285-9961

Organization:
ZIP Code:

Subiject:

Receive project related updates | 11-1

Comment:
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From: Ryan O"Keefe

To: Teurn, Tammy
Subject: New South Bay Connect Comment None - question
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2024 10:32:02 AM

You don't often get email from zohoadmin.southbayconnect.com@viazohocrm.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

New South Bay Connect Comment

Name:

Bruce Vitek

Email:
bs.vitek@sbcglobal.net
Phone:

(510) 366-8353

Organization:

ZIP Code:
94536
Subject:

Niles Junction and Indusrial Parkway details

Comment:

I'm interesed in more details regarding Niles Junction & Indusrial Parkway parts of the
project. Please direct me to where to fnd the details for the current plan proposals. Hopefully | 12-1
these will be covered in the Virtual Public Meetings
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Art Widener
info@southbayconnect.com

Draft Environmental Impact Report
Wednesday, June 5, 2024 1:05:19 PM

Will freight trains be confined to the Niles Subdivision, or will they also use the Coast

Subdivision?

14-1


mailto:artwidener@gmail.com
mailto:info@southbayconnect.com
JBASHORE
Line


From: Steve Wilson

To: info@SouthBayConnect.com

Subject: Copy Draft EIR (available here: https://southbayconnect.com/resources.html)

Date: Thursday, June 6, 2024 9:18:53 PM

Hi there,

| would really like to read the draft EIR in its entirety...in context...without having to click on a separate link 15-1

for every little section. Is a single PDF available for the Draft DIR in its entirety?

Thanks, Steve Wilson
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From: Ryan O"Keefe

To: Teurn, Tammy
Subject: New South Bay Connect Comment
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2024 10:31:51 AM

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

New South Bay Connect Comment

Name:

Thom

Email:
Suebee1962@att.net

Phone:
Organization:

ZIP Code:
94580
Subiject:

Property values

Comment:

Have you done a sudy on the efects of property values going down? Have you done sudies

on the addition of pollution? The noise and smell from the trains currently using the tracks is | 16-1
bad enough. We do not support this idea that you all have apparently passed without much

notice to the home owners.
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From: Dave Robinson

To: info@southbayconnect.com
Subject: Comment on South Bay Connect plan
Date: Saturday, June 8, 2024 8:32:33 PM

Please ensure that the plan includes rehabilitation of the abandoned stations as a productive
resource such as park land or housing rather than fencing them off or otherwise leaving them 22-1

with obsolete structures subject to the forces of urban decay.
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From: Ryan O"Keefe

To: Teurn, Tammy
Subject: New South Bay Connect Comment
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2024 10:31:53 AM

You don't often get email from zohoadmin.southbayconnect.com@viazohocrm.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

New South Bay Connect Comment

Name:

Singh

Email:
ambit-soother.0g@icloud.com

Phone:
Organization:
ZIP Code:

Subject:

Train horn noise

Comment:

Increase in passenger trains willl lead to more frequent train horn noise, throughout the day in| 24-1
Newark. These are already too loud near the crossings. And more trains due to this project
will jus add to the horn noise.
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From: Piet Bess

To: info@southbayconnect.com
Subject: Loss of Hayward service
Date: Sunday, June 9, 2024 6:13:17 AM

Who is a contact person at Hayward city government re the realignment of CC service? | 25-1
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From: Ryan O"Keefe

To: Teurn, Tammy
Subject: New South Bay Connect Comment
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2024 10:31:56 AM

You don't often get email from zohoadmin.southbayconnect.com@viazohocrm.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

New South Bay Connect Comment

Name:

Jan Jergus

Email:
janjergus@gmail.com

Phone:
Organization:

ZIP Code:
94587
Subject:

Draft EIR comment

Comment:
Hi, I'd like to comment on the draft EIR, section 3.14.7 (noise mitigation measures),
subsection MM NOI-2 (Creation of Noise Quiet Zones).

I noticed that the Smith Street intersection in Union City is not included as a proposed quiet

zone, even though all nearby intersections are included. Can you please add the Smith Street 33-1
intersection to the lis of proposed quiet zones? There are many residences near this

intersection (including right next to the train tracks), as well as 2 large public schools. Thanks!
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From: Ryan O"Keefe

To: Teurn. Tammy Noise/Vibration
Subject: New South Bay Connect Comment
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2024 6:08:08 PM

You don't often get email from zohoadmin.southbayconnect.com@viazohocrm.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

New South Bay Connect Comment

Name:

Leah Burns

Email:
leahburns786@gmail.com

Phone:
Organization:
ZIP Code:

Subject:

Reducing Vibrations and Noise

Comment:
36-1

Quesions/High level comments:

- Quantify exising vibration levels through measurement data rather than jus sating

signifcant vibration sources exis. The proposal focuses more on noise impacts and

mitigation, but does not provide as much detail on the vibration assessment and mitigation

plan

- It mentions potential vibration impacts near new crossovers/turnouts, but a more thorough

vibration analysis for the entire corridor is warranted.

- The proposal does not mention any plans for long-term monitoring of noise and vibration

levels after project implementation.

- Explain further the assumptions made for consruction scenarios (equipment usage,

schedule, simultaneous operations etc.)

- Discuss the models or calculation methods used beyond jus referencing FT A guidance.

- Provide the specifc noise level thresholds that consitute moderate and severe impacts per

FTA criteria.

- Explain if supplemental local noise criteria are being applied in addition to FTA criteria.

Additionally, please add the following srategies to reduce vibration and noise:
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Insall vibration isolation measures:

- Use ballas mats or resilient rail faseners or under-sleeper pads to absorb vibrations from
the track sructure.

- Insall sub-ballas mats or rubber shoes under the concrete ties.

- Use foating slab track or similar isolated track sysem by an elasomeric pad, to reduce
ground-borne vibrations and to decouple the rails from the ground

- Implement rail dampers, which are devices attached to the rail that absorb vibration energy

- Trench the track by consructing a concrete subway sructure or soil trench to create a
vibration path discontinuity.

Consruct trenches or barriers:

- Dig trenches parallel to the tracks and fll them with re-compressed soil or other damping
material to block propagation of vibration waves.

- Insall underground vibration screening walls made of special absorbing materials.

- Increase the sound wall height along the track alignment throughout the new route

- Use noise barrier walls or earth berms along the rail corridor to block line-of-sight noise
propagation

- Insall sound absorption materials like acousical paneling on the barrier walls to reduce
refected noise.

Maintenance and operational changes:

- Maintain tracks regularly by grinding down defects and uneven rail surfaces that can
increase vibration.

- Enforce speed and horn resrictions for trains near residential areas including freight trains
- Use newer rail vehicles with improved suspension sysems that generate less vibration
including freight trains.

- Implement rail lubrication sysems to reduce wheel-rail interaction noise.

- Perform weekly to monthly track inspections and maintenance to address any issues that
could lead to increased vibrations.

Homes

36-2

36-3

36-4

- Compensate and provide the homeowners sound insulation upgrades to reduce interior | 36-5

noise levels including but not limited to windows, doors, wall insulation etc.
- Provide an option to insall vibration isolation sysems for building foundations to prevent
vibration transmission into the sructure.
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From: Vincent Yu

To: info@southbayconnect.com
Subject: Concerns Regarding Community Disruption from South Bay Connect Project
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2024 8:41:30 PM

To whom it may concern,

I am writing to express my deep concerns regarding the South Bay Connect project,
specifically its impact on our residential areas. The proposed new transportation lines cross 41-1
through dense residential zones, which could lead to significant disruptions in our daily lives.
The noise, increased traffic, and potential compulsory property acquisitions are troubling.

The community's well-being and the integrity of our neighborhood must be prioritized. I urge
a thorough reevaluation of the project route to minimize its impact on residential communities.
Engaging with the residents to explore alternatives or modifications that would be less
disruptive would also be greatly appreciated. 41-2

Thank you for considering these concerns. I look forward to your response and a constructive
dialogue on how we can better align this project with the needs and values of our community.

Sincerely,

Vincent
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From: Edwards, Dawn

To: Teurn, Tammy

Cc: Alley, Lisa Marie; Savage, Max; Bashore, Joe
Subject: FW: Capitol Corridor route change Draft EIR
Date: Tuesday, June 18, 2024 9:08:33 AM

Attachments: imaqge001.png
image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png
imaqge007.png
image008.png

Hi Tammy -
Can you please file below as a comment in Zoho? (LMA may have already asked, but making

sure).

Dawn Edwards
M 360.460.9581

hdrinc.com/follow-us

From: Ben Tripousis <btripousis@HNTB.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2024 8:41 AM

To: Edwards, Dawn <Dawn.Edwards@hdrinc.com>

Cc: Arsenijevic, Jelica <jelica.arsenijevic@hdrinc.com>; Michael Brown - OAK
<mibrown@HNTB.com>; Serge Stanich <sstanich@HNTB.com>; Carie Montero
<cmontero@HNTB.com>; Alley, Lisa Marie <lisamarie.alley@hdrinc.com>
Subject: FW: Capitol Corridor route change Draft EIR

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Dawn,

Here are some initial comments from the City of Fremont in response to my question
about local noise guidelines. As the emails point out they will be submitting a formal
comment by 7/15. Please let me know if you have any questions. Thanks.

Ben

Senior Project Manager
HNTB CORPORATION

1732 N. First Street, #400 | San Jose. CA 95112 | hntb.com
Tel (408) 326-9266  Cell (408) 234-9275  Emall btripousis@hntb.com

C-20


mailto:Dawn.Edwards@hdrinc.com
mailto:Tammy.Teurn@hdrinc.com
mailto:LisaMarie.Alley@hdrinc.com
mailto:Maxwell.Savage@hdrinc.com
mailto:Joseph.Bashore@hdrinc.com
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fhdrinc.com%2Ffollow-us&data=05%7C02%7CTammy.Teurn%40hdrinc.com%7C7b98b7544b0e47d4d25f08dc8fb0e431%7C3667e201cbdc48b39b425d2d3f16e2a9%7C0%7C0%7C638543237127954514%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=6QcXfMLK0dVY8cpXlkOcw8GT1zbICNKVqVlmTIV6IAI%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.hntb.com%2F&data=05%7C02%7CTammy.Teurn%40hdrinc.com%7C7b98b7544b0e47d4d25f08dc8fb0e431%7C3667e201cbdc48b39b425d2d3f16e2a9%7C0%7C0%7C638543237127965292%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=XB6Fhptbyl0IO8td34sDPZV3OGg1b%2BiU1rP0KNQ4Dpk%3D&reserved=0
mailto:btripousis@hntb.com





























mFremom

‘my city, my voice



mailto:lisamarie.alley@hdrinc.com
mailto:cmontero@HNTB.com
mailto:sstanich@HNTB.com
mailto:mibrown@HNTB.com
mailto:jelica.arsenijevic@hdrinc.com
mailto:Dawn.Edwards@hdrinc.com
mailto:btripousis@HNTB.com

Twitter | LinkedIn | Eacebook | Instagram

From: Jim Pierson <JPierson@fremont.gov>

Sent: Monday, June 17, 2024 2:20 PM

To: Ben Tripousis <btripousis@HNTB.com>

Subject: Fwd: Capitol Corridor route change Draft EIR

External Email: Use caution when clicking on links, replying, or opening attachments.

Hi Ben. Hope you’re enjoying your time with your mom. Here’s the response from our Planning
Manager about Fremont noise standards. It’s also a bit of a preview on some of our comments
on the DEIR.

See you on the 2nd.

Jim
Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

Jim Pierson
EXECUTIVE SPECIAL ASSISTANT

City of Fremont | Public Works
39550 Liberty St., Fremont, CA 94538
(510) 494-4772 | JPierson@fremont.gov

i i i i .-

<]

From: Joel Pullen <JPullen@fremont.gov>

Date: June 17,2024 at 10:29:09 AM PDT

To: Jim Pierson <JPierson@fremont.gov>

Subject: Re: Capitol Corridor route change Draft EIR

Jim,

Yes. This section of the draft EIR:

https://www.southbayconnect.com/documents/Individual%20Resource%20File
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$%20for%20Ch.%203/3.14%20Noise%20and%20Vibration MASTER.pdf

...goes through federal, state, and each city’s noise standards, including Fremont,
and discusses the unique standards for each. It reverts to FRA and FTA standards
for planning but also says they intend to comply with local standards for anything
outside of their ROW. It’s a little unclear to me to what extent they intend to follow
local standards, and they’re missing some info. For example, they found Newark’s
construction hours, but not ours, and their analysis of our Noise standards is
incomplete. Do they intend to follow local construction hours, for example, or
not? Are there any sound walls being built orimproved? Are they needed
anywhere they don’t currently exist? This document is over 1,000 pages long, with
12 appendices to boot, so we’re still going through it, but we’ll have some
comments about noise and other topics.

Thanks,

Joel

Joel Pullen, AICP
PLANNING MANAGER

City of Fremont | Community Development

39550 Liberty St., Fremont, CA 94538

(510) 494-4436 | JPullen@fremont.gov

Facebook | X | Instagram | Nextdoor | Newsletter | Website | MyFremont

OnJun 12,2024, at 8:01 PM, Jim Pierson <JPierson@fremont.gov>
wrote:

Joel. Quick question from the Capitol Corridor staff. Does Fremont
have more stringent noise requirements than standard state/federal?
Sent from my iPhone

Jim Pierson
EXECUTIVE SPECIAL ASSISTANT

City of Fremont | Public Works
39550 Liberty St., Fremont, CA 94538
(510) 494-4772 | JPierson@fremont.gov
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OnJun 12,2024, at 2:02 PM, Joel Pullen
<JPullen@fremont.gov> wrote:

Hans and Jim,

| think the short outline for this briefing would be something
like the following.

Explain the project generally, including:

-You heard about this a year or two ago; now they’re back
with the draft environmental done

-Regional project with the goal of faster Oakland to San Jose
trips by 13 minutes

-ACE/CC ridership/changes; quantify impact on “Niles
Subdivision” including Centerville

-Diverts westward in Oakland and creates a new Ardenwood 48-4
station on “Coast Subdivision” in Ardenwood, which we
would have to plan around in the future as a new TOD

-That it’s generally good for Fremont in terms of passenger
service access, and not so much for cities like Hayward and
Union City.

Summarize for Council our planned feedback, and that we
plan to send a letter with policy and environmental feedback
by the 7/15 deadline, including:

-We want SBC to engage the community working group
(Jim’s comment)

-We want them to consider impacts on and pay for the
environmental mitigations needed, such as quiet zones, as
well as impacts like noise and vibration along the railroad
tracks during construction and operation, and covering
growth inducing impacts around the new transit station [I’ll
be expanding on and sending these]

-You will hear community concerns about something not a
part of the project—how freight figures in/concerns about
volume of hazmat being moved through parts of Fremont
[characterize issue]

-We will give them a letter by 7/15 deadline, and residents
are likely to reach out in connection with CCJPA meetings
planned for virtual meetings on 6/12 and 6/20, and the 6/26
CCJPA Board meeting

48-5
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| highlighted the parts that relate to CDD, which really isn’t
much, so just want to check whether we’re essential to the
briefing. | feel like it’'s mainly a regional transportation project
and Dan and | don’t have much to contribute at this point.

Thoughts? Is PW ok handling?

Joel

Joel Pullen, AICP
PLANNING MANAGER

City of Fremont | Community Development

39550 Liberty St., Fremont, CA 94538

(510) 494-4436 | JPullen@fremont.gov

Facebook | X | Instagram | Nextdoor | Newsletter | Website | MyFremont

From: Hans Larsen <Hlarsen@fremont.gov>
Sent: Thursday, June 6, 2024 11:08 AM

To: Teresa Meyer <TMeyer@fremont.gov>
Cc: Karena McGee Shackelford
<KShackelford@fremont.gov>; Brian Stott

<BStott@fremont.gov>; Dan Schoenholz

<DSchoenholz@fremont.gov>; Joel Pullen

<JPullen@fremont.gov>; Jim Pierson

<JPierson@fremont.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Capitol Corridor route change Draft EIR

Hi Teresa - | spoke with Brian about adding this item to
the Monthly Council Briefings for June. Here is the
proposed title.

South Bay Connect Project and Proposed
Realignment of Capitol Corridor Service (10

minutes) - Hans and CDD

Dan and/or Joel should join too as they are coordinating
the City’s comments on the draft EIR.

Thanks! Hans

Hans Larsen
PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR
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City of Fremont | Public Works
39550 Liberty St., Fremont, CA 94538
510) 494-4722 | HLarsen@fremont.gov
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Begin forwarded message:

From: Hans Larsen

<HLarsen@fremont.gov>

Subject: Re: Capitol Corridor route
change Draft EIR
Date: June 6, 2024 at 10:52:13 AM PDT

To: Lily Mei <Imei@fremont.gov>
Cc: Karena McGee Shackelford

<KShackelford@fremont.gov>, Teresa
Meyer <TMeyer@fremont.gov>, Brian

Stott <BStott@fremont.qgov>

Hi Lily - We are considering having this item
as a Council Briefing topic for June.
Attached is a message | just sentin
response to Raj. Hans

On Jun 6, 2024, at 10:28 AM,
Lily Mei <lmei@fremont.gov>
wrote:

Hello Raj, Hans and team,

This topic of the corridor
realignment for rail has been in
discussion for multiple years
now and as these proposed
changes affects multiple
districts in the city of Fremont. |
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strongly recommend that we
add this as a presentation
ideally to the city council
agendized, orif even if it’s justin
the council staff briefings prior
to the feedback deadline.

To not include an update or
community feedback on this
issue would be a concern.

Thanks,
Mayor Mei

Get Outlook foriOS

Lily Mei
MAYOR

City of Fremont | City Council
3300 Capitol Ave., Bldg. A, Fremont, CA 94538

(510) 284-4011 | Imei@fremont.gov

From: Raj Salwan

<RSalwan@fremont.gov>
Sent: Thursday, June 6, 2024

9:00:45 AM
To: Hans Larsen

<HlLarsen@fremont.gov>
Cc: Karena McGee Shackelford

<KShackelford@fremont.gov>;

Teresa Meyer
<IMever@fremont.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Capitol Corridor
route change Draft EIR

Hi Hans,
Could staff look at this issue? It
doesn’t make sense to move it.

Can you provide your

C-26


https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Faka.ms%2Fo0ukef&data=05%7C02%7CTammy.Teurn%40hdrinc.com%7C7b98b7544b0e47d4d25f08dc8fb0e431%7C3667e201cbdc48b39b425d2d3f16e2a9%7C0%7C0%7C638543237128365410%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=27AJnSP474Agad85d%2Bxth6sA3gzVMCg1HyU1ZCspMoY%3D&reserved=0
tel:(510)%20284-4011
mailto:lmei@fremont.gov
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.facebook.com%2Fcityoffremont&data=05%7C02%7CTammy.Teurn%40hdrinc.com%7C7b98b7544b0e47d4d25f08dc8fb0e431%7C3667e201cbdc48b39b425d2d3f16e2a9%7C0%7C0%7C638543237128374438%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=GDF2mUVfQWCW%2B9Amnu3VOkT8Twfj4qyuG62Mk8JjmHA%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ftwitter.com%2Ffremont_ca&data=05%7C02%7CTammy.Teurn%40hdrinc.com%7C7b98b7544b0e47d4d25f08dc8fb0e431%7C3667e201cbdc48b39b425d2d3f16e2a9%7C0%7C0%7C638543237128383526%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=c4qO2mmE%2F%2Fi4WJ0fq0%2Fi4QWwBOPhvQbPyJi%2FlKjo7Xk%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.instagram.com%2FFremont_CA%2F&data=05%7C02%7CTammy.Teurn%40hdrinc.com%7C7b98b7544b0e47d4d25f08dc8fb0e431%7C3667e201cbdc48b39b425d2d3f16e2a9%7C0%7C0%7C638543237128392400%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=G28OxTrxpH3IhIZzgQMtJH%2F4vrteuDCwczlnGeJ2djg%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.linkedin.com%2Fcompany%2Fcityoffremont&data=05%7C02%7CTammy.Teurn%40hdrinc.com%7C7b98b7544b0e47d4d25f08dc8fb0e431%7C3667e201cbdc48b39b425d2d3f16e2a9%7C0%7C0%7C638543237128401190%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ZniSDGM9fw%2Fux0CAiLDUtBpeSCZqpQiSEM0XdvoZrTo%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fnextdoor.com%2Fagency-detail%2Fca%2Ffremont%2Fcity-of-fremont-1%2F&data=05%7C02%7CTammy.Teurn%40hdrinc.com%7C7b98b7544b0e47d4d25f08dc8fb0e431%7C3667e201cbdc48b39b425d2d3f16e2a9%7C0%7C0%7C638543237128410490%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=fAzbzOyd725B92chjcGoWNqbTmQzI72KOHgVTo75akE%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.youtube.com%2FCityOfFremont&data=05%7C02%7CTammy.Teurn%40hdrinc.com%7C7b98b7544b0e47d4d25f08dc8fb0e431%7C3667e201cbdc48b39b425d2d3f16e2a9%7C0%7C0%7C638543237128419618%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=DyJIpmZ%2BtaeLMK%2BigLUiSkH%2FB5zep8aaJeOS6iUdsi0%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcity.fremont.gov%2F3DOtutH&data=05%7C02%7CTammy.Teurn%40hdrinc.com%7C7b98b7544b0e47d4d25f08dc8fb0e431%7C3667e201cbdc48b39b425d2d3f16e2a9%7C0%7C0%7C638543237128428819%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=3eQwYs93w12uY5Zbfo8YKAPRf6Er5vZz7TcdKTTuVmI%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.my.fremont.gov%2F&data=05%7C02%7CTammy.Teurn%40hdrinc.com%7C7b98b7544b0e47d4d25f08dc8fb0e431%7C3667e201cbdc48b39b425d2d3f16e2a9%7C0%7C0%7C638543237128437738%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=A0%2FLwR10hW56bHlpthfFR4kqw7ZmIMwzccozqnVZ%2FGQ%3D&reserved=0
mailto:RSalwan@fremont.gov
mailto:HLarsen@fremont.gov
mailto:KShackelford@fremont.gov
mailto:TMeyer@fremont.gov

perspective and how can we
prevent this

Raj Salwan
COUNCILMEMBER, DISTRICT 5

City of Fremont | City Council
3300 Capitol Ave., Bldg. A, Fremont, CA 94538
(510) 284-4082 | RSalwan@fremont.gov

From: Dirk Lorenz
<dirkrlorenz@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 5, 2024
12:56 PM

To: Raj Salwan

<RSalwan@fremont.gov>

Subject: Capitol Corridor route
change Draft EIR

Hi Raj,
We've talked of this in
the past......

Attached is the notice of
availability of the draft
EIR proposed by the
Capitol Corridor Joint
Powers Authority. In
short, Amtrak Capitol
Corridor wants to build a
new station in
Ardenwood and bypass
the Centerville station.
This would dramatically
increase traffic in the
Ardenwood area and
remove the transit that
affords Centerville its
TOD status.

We have justified
projects in Centerville
that reduced parking and
increased density based
on the availability and
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mailto:dirkrlorenz@gmail.com
mailto:RSalwan@fremont.gov
MSAVAGE
Line

MSAVAGE
Line

MSAVAGE
Line


location of Transit at the
Centerville Depot.
Council will be looking at
development of the old
Silicon Sage site that
includes such allowances,
yet, Capitol Corridor will
be moving service out of
Centerville....essentially s
tripping the TOD of most
of its transit options.
(ACE service will
continue, however, that
service is limited to
commuter passengers to
San Jose or Stockton,
unlike Capitol Corridor
which services both
commuters AND the
general public,
connecting to broader
public transit options out
of San Jose, Oakland,
Emeryville and
Sacramento.) How can
we justify lowering
parking requirements in
this new development as
well as increases in
density if we are
removing transit options
from Centerville?

I've heard of pushback
from the Ardenwood area
regarding the additional
noise and traffic this will
bring to Ardenwood.

I will be reaching out to
the Ardenwood
constituency to gauge
their feelings on this
change.

Thank you so much!

DRLCo LLC
Dirk R Lorenz, President
DRLco Business Services

DBA Corporate Floral Services
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37260 Fremont Blvd Suite A
Fremont, CA 94536

ACE Contract Ticket Services
President 2020-21 Niles Rotary
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From: James Hongyi Zeng

To: councilmeetings; Teresa Keng

Cc: No Coast Route; liz ames

Subject: Public Comment for City Council Meeting 6/18/2024 - Not related to specific Agenda
Date: Friday, June 14, 2024 10:19:16 PM

Dear Council, Councilmember Keng,

I would like to bring your attention to the ongoing draft EIR public comment period for South
Bay Connect (SBC) project (https://southbayconnect.com/resources.html) which is ending

on July 15, 2024. I am an Ardenwood resident in District 1 and I served on the Community
Working Group (CWG) for SBC, along with other Fremont community members.

Recall that the City of Fremont has adopted a resolution opposing the South Bay Connect
Project on November 10, 2020
(https://fremontcityca.igm?2.com/Citizens/Detail LegiFile.aspx?ID=4203) for the reasons

below

The City Council voted to oppose the project at this time and expressed interest in having the
project address the following issues in addition to topics typically covered as part of an
environmental impact report, such as noise, vibration, air quality, hazardous materials, water
quality, vehicle trips, transit service, public services, and land use:

* location of and service levels of freight trains in Fremont and how changes might affect the
Fremont community

* determination of how the project interrelates to other existing and planned passenger rail
services in southern Alameda County, including ACE, BART and Dumbarton corridor transit
services along with how the services interconnect at transit hubs in Centerville, Ardenwood,
Union City and Newark

* address the project cost/benefit and priority in light of COVID influenced changes to
commute demand, transit use, and telework.

Unfortunately, none of these issues were considered either in EIR or in project scoping.
Specifically, during the Oct 2020 communication between Fremont city staff and CCJPA,
CCJPA promised the City of Fremont that the EIR would include location of and service
levels of freight trains in Fremont and how changes might affect the Fremont community. This
is specifically skipped during the EIR.

One strong concern about the draft EIR itself is that for the first time the SBC project is
centered around dual track "upgrade" (Section 2.3). This certainly comes as a big surprise to
my community as this was never mentioned or communicated during the scoping discussion
back in 2020 and in the past 4 years. The SBC Project Management should be more
transparent about this change during the draft EIR public comment period, through
website, flyer, and mailers. After some digging, it seems that the reason for such a big
change from the project scoping in 2020/2021 is to meet the EIR funding deadline. Here I
quote the "CAPITOL CORRIDOR FY 2024-25 & FY 2025-26 DRAFT ANNUAL
BUSINESS PLAN — MAY 2024" Page 14:

After delays waiting on UPRR for capacity modeling results, the CCJPA determined the most
pragmatic approach is to presume a maximum footprint for track infrastructure needed to
meet funding deadlines associated with the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
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Hence, the SBC project management is actually waiting for UPRR for capacity modeling
results which will reflect the original plan (shifting freight to Niles, shifting CC to

Coast). Only because such a model is delayed does the SBC project management proceed with
the "maximum footprint" EIR. The whole "Alternative E" discussion in the EIR is just a
technical way to circumvent this difficulty. This seems inconsistent with the good faith
requirement of CEQA as the EIR content is completely different from the actual project plan.
This is also ignoring the central concern from the City of Fremont.

Moreover, the City of Fremont has participated in Southern Alameda County Integrated Rail

Analysis (SoCo Rail) Study in 2023 (https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/regional-

transportation-studies/southern-alameda-county-integrated-rail-analysis-soco-rail-study),
which specifically assigns Union City BART as the East Bay Hub, instead of building a new

Ardenwood railway station (a key component of SBC).
We hope the City Council would look into this matter and

* Invite SBC staff to present in City Council on the draft EIR and explain the above concerns
* Adopt another opposition resolution if such concerns can not be properly addressed

* Investigate the way to block the design, EIR and construction of the new Ardenwood
railway station to be consistent with the Southern Alameda County Integrated Rail Analysis
study recommendation.

Thanks,
James
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From: Vency Woo

To: info@southbayconnect.com

Subject: Public Comments - Draft EIR Review - South Bay Corridor
Date: Wednesday, June 19, 2024 11:03:07 AM

To whom it may concern,

My name is Vency Woo, and I reside in the Ardenwood community in District 1, which includes the
Ardenwood and North Fremont areas within the City of Fremont. | am writing to express my strong
opposition to the proposed "Capitol Corridor South Bay Connect" project passenger train service reroute
and the new Ardenwood Intermodal Train Station as a resident of the Ardenwood area in Fremont.

After reviewing the Environmental Impact Report for the proposed project, | found no strong
justifications supporting the proposed changes to the South Bay Corridor. My concerns are based on the

following categories, and | urge you to reject the proposed changes due to their social and environmental

impacts on the community.

Access:

1.

Economy:
5.

Land Use:
6.

10.

Environmental:
11.

12.

13.

Ridership Demand: There are no studies comparing ridership demand between the existing and
proposed corridors. The claim of increased ridership is purely speculative.

Station Access: There are no proposals for reestablishing access from the two stations to be
abandoned to the Ardenwood station, potentially leading to decreased ridership.

Traffic Impact: No studies have been performed on the traffic impact to the proposed
Ardenwood station, both in the neighborhood (particularly along Ardenwood Blvd.) and on SR 84.
The single access point at Ardenwood Terrace is insufficient to support the traffic demand for
park-and-ride and connecting buses.

Bus and Shuttle Services: No studies have been conducted on the availability of bus and
shuttle services. Shuttle services are privately operated and should not be considered a seamless
connection.

Community Benefit: The proposed station will not benefit the neighboring community, as all
lands are already developed and commercial areas are fully occupied. Businesses at the two
stations to be abandoned will suffer significantly due to a sharp drop in ridership.

Residential Zones: The residential zones around the Ardenwood neighborhood are fully
developed, negating the promoted benefits to the neighborhood.

General Plan: The City of Fremont’s General Plan designates the current land use as Industrial-
Tech, which is not Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) or Mixed Use.

Station Designation: The proposed location is not designated for any train station according to
the General Plan.

Route Extension: There are no planned route extensions in this area according to the General
Plan.

Residential Land Use: The residential land use around the proposed station is generally low to
medium-low density, which is not suitable for mass transit.

Biological Resource Study Area: The Biological Resource Study Area is only 500 feet from the
project footprint, which is insufficient given the project's scale.

EIR Scope: The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not include Coyote Hills Regional Park
as part of the study area. Given the proximity of the proposed station, the environmental impact
on wildlife cannot be determined.

Topography: The topography across the biological and aquatic RSAs is flat to gently rolling, with
elevations ranging from sea level to approximately 100 feet above mean sea level. The proposed
project may cause sinking, and this concern has not been addressed.

Noise and Vibration:
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14. Transit Sources: The proposal lacks clarity on the transit sources for the proposed rail services, 71-6
including the number of cars, type of rail, and the proposed rail material.

15. Operational Impact: No study has been conducted on the noise and vibration impact at the
proposed station during operation.

16. Construction Impact: The noise and vibration study focuses only on the impact during
construction, with little mention of the impact post-construction and during rail operation.

Given the concerns outlined above, | urge you to reevaluate the necessity of proceeding with the
proposed changes and to maintain the current train network as it stands.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Vency Woo, resident of the Ardenwood Community
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From: Brin

To: info@southbayconnect.com; CityCouncil@fremont.gov; TKeng@fremont.gov

Subject: Objection to the "Proposed Project South Bay Connect" of Rerouting of Trains and Creation of New Ardenwood
Train Station

Date: Thursday, June 20, 2024 10:56:24 AM

To whom it may concern:

My name is Brindusa Curcaneanu and I reside in the Ardenwood Community in District 1, 83-1
which services the Ardenwood and North Fremont portion within the City of Fremont. I am
writing today to express my strong opposition to the proposed new "Capitol Corridor South
Bay Connect" project passenger train service reroute and the Ardenwood Intermodal New
Train Station as a resident of Ardenwood Area in Fremont.

I am also willing to start legal action against the City due to increased noise in our area as a 83-2
result of flight path redirection, increased traffic due to constructions and reduced safety. Your

office failed to protect your constituents.

First and foremost, the proposed development affects our homes directly due to various 83-3

ongoing vibrations our homes will encounter when each train passes, and the increased noise
pollution which threatens our lives directly. Furthermore, rerouting trains between Oakland
and Newark increases the number of passenger train movements from currently 2 trains to 20
trains which is 10x very detrimental to our communities and livelihood.

The development of a new train station would bring in a larger number of outside people in 83-4

this area, which will lead to increased parking problems, an attraction of more
homeless/unhoused population, more than the current homeless encampments already residing
along the tracks, ultimately leading to an increased in crime in our District.

This new development negatively affects our social and physiological aspects of our 83-5

communities. I strongly urge you to consider NOT making this proposed change and keep the
current train route as it stands.

Thank you very much for your time and attention!

Sincerely,
Brindusa Curcaneanu
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From: Robert Raburn

To: info@SouthBayConnect.com

Subject: Comments on DEIR

Date: Thursday, June 20, 2024 12:36:27 PM
Attachments: Raburn Comments on DEIR South Bay Connect.pdf

Please see attached comments.

-Robert Raburn, PhD

Director - District 4

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART)
510-530-3444 hm/msg
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Raburn Comments on DEIR South Bay Connect
June, 20, 2024

Thank you for advancing the South Bay Connect project to significantly reduce train travel time from
Oakland to the South Bay. As a bicyclist, | appreciate the Capitol Corridor service and know that | am not
alone. However, | suggest a modest amendment to the DEIR to address something that all bicyclists are
wary of: safety at railroad at-grade crossings.

Attention to bicycle, pedestrian, wheelchair, and stroller safety at all existing at-grade crossings in the
Project area is not explicitly addressed. The DEIR’s Transportation section discussions of Bicycle Facilities
and Pedestrian Facilities omits reference to at-grade crossings and best practice design treatments.!
Please correct this omission.

Although the existing at-grade crossings may generally offer adequate safety, the DEIR must call to
maintain and assess the active transportation safety at each crossing. This will enhance the Project and
help deliver the forecasted increase in train ridership and VMT reductions. Passengers should be able to
expect that every measure was taken to deliver a safe travel experience, free of delays. Furthermore,
careful assessment and correction of deficient crossing surfaces or geometry will benefit broader
populations who want peace of mind that their local access is not impeded by unsafe crossings.

General justification to assess and maintain grade crossings is given by the joint reference to prevalent
and best practices as well as adopted standards published jointly by the Federal Highway Administration
and the Federal Rail Administration:
“When constructing new highway-rail at-grade crossings or enhancing existing locations, care
should be taken to create horizontal and vertical profiles that provide smooth and safe travel for
motorists approaching and using crossings.”"

The above reference source specifically addresses the crossing geometry and rail flangeway risk to
bicyclist safety:
“The crossing surface type will likely impact cyclists as well. Depending on the angle and type of
crossing, a cyclist may lose control if the wheel becomes trapped in the flangeway.”"

The geometry described above creates a hazard for bicyclists where the Coast Subdivision crosses
Alvarado Blvd at a skewed angle. Union City acknowledges the hazard and has posted warning signs on
Alvarado Blvd instructing bicyclists to “walk bikes across tracks.” The Union City General Plan cited in the
DEIR specifically calls for using Long-Range Countywide Measure BB Expenditure Plan funding to build a
full grade separation at Alvarado Blvd and three other crossings." This long-range goal should be pursued
along with adding a short-term priority for the Project to re-align the bikeways in each direction to
achieve perpendicular crossings of the tracks.

Current crossing surfaces in the Project corridor employ concrete panels with steel edge armor that offer
relatively consistent geometry. Nevertheless, damaged panels and adjacent asphalt approaches should
be inspected and maintained to avoid excessive vertical deflection and horizontal flangeway gaps over 2-
1/2-inches as per CPUC rules governing construction and maintenance.” The CPUC further suggests:





“Flangeway filler material is recommended where feasible, and where there is pedestrian, wheelchair, or
cyclist use, particularly where the tracks are at a skew angle.”"

Tha ou for your attention,

-Robert Raburn

" DEIR South Bay Connect, 3.18 Transportation, pp.23-24.

i Highway-Rail Crossing Handbook, 3rd Edition, Chapt 2 Engineering Treatments (FHWA, 2019) p.23.
ii |bid, Chapt 6 Special Topics, pp.164-165.

v Union City 2040 General Plan (2019), Figure M-2, p.157; Appendix, p.191.

vV General Order No. 72-B, (CPUC, 1991).

vi pedestrian-Rail Crossings in California (CPUC, 2008), p.20.
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“Flangeway filler material is recommended where feasible, and where there is pedestrian, wheelchair, or
cyclist use, particularly where the tracks are at a skew angle.”"

Tha ou for your attention,

-Robert Raburn

" DEIR South Bay Connect, 3.18 Transportation, pp.23-24.

i Highway-Rail Crossing Handbook, 3rd Edition, Chapt 2 Engineering Treatments (FHWA, 2019) p.23.
ii |bid, Chapt 6 Special Topics, pp.164-165.

v Union City 2040 General Plan (2019), Figure M-2, p.157; Appendix, p.191.

vV General Order No. 72-B, (CPUC, 1991).

vi pedestrian-Rail Crossings in California (CPUC, 2008), p.20.
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From: Bob Xu

To: info@southbayconnect.com

Subject: Use BART instead of starting another project without efficiency

Date: Thursday, June 20, 2024 3:37:18 PM

Dear Sir/Madam:

I suggest to use the fund to improve bus system around each city having BART station to bring more people from | 87-1
home to work and vice verse. The environment study report should have scientific data showing the noise and

vibration levels comparing with current situation. | 87-2
Regards

Bob
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From: Ryan O"Keefe

To: Teurn, Tammy
Subject: New South Bay Connect Comment
Date: Thursday, June 20, 2024 3:29:37 PM

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

New South Bay Connect Comment

Name:
Bob Xu
Email:
Bob_x_xu@yahoo.com

Phone:
Organization:

ZIP Code:
94555
Subiject:

Agains the Capitol Corridor South Project—need scientifc data in environmental sudy report

Comment:

| sugges to use the fund to improve bus sysem around each city having BAR T sation to | 93-1
bring more people from home to work and vice verse. The environment sudy report should
have scientifc data showing the noise and vibration levels comparing with current situation. | 93-2
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From: Dana V

To: info@southbayconnect.com

Subject: Comments on Capital corridor South Bay connect
Date: Sunday, June 23, 2024 10:45:50 PM

Hi

I heard about the plan for the capital corridor South Bay connect when I was on Nextdoor.com. It was the first I was
aware of it and I am very grateful that I saw it and have a chance to add my comments before plans are finalized.

I am not in favor of this expense and think it will not be used enough to pay for itself and it’s maintenance and
upkeep near the bay that it expected to rise sea level soon. BART has not yet recovered riders since the COVID
pandemic that caused many people to work from home. Many people are still working from home in hybrid work
agreements. I am not sure there is enough people who will use the new train connection. BART travels to San Jose
already. This project requires new track and infrastructure and so much money spent when I really think funds
should be better spent on future technology for commuters; not more train tracks and trains. Technology
development will revolutionize transportation in the next ten years and we may see most transportation will be more
like electronic pods or BART type electric speed trains like used in China.

I live in Centerville, about a mile from the Fremont train station. I am aware of the noise and traffic congestion
living near train tracks. The sound of train engines, horns and vibration cannot be considered lightly. The plan to
build a new train route will cause a lot of grief and property devalues. The planned tracks are very close to homes
and businesses.

I have ridden AC buses for more than a decade crossing the Dumbarton bridge and I love it. Before that, I rode in
carpools. Carpools are often difficult to keep going as people are not very reliable. Since I began riding AC transit
buses, I don’t have to worry about who will show up or switching turns driving etc. I have ridden trains and the

capital corridor for trips to Sacramento and to Chicago, IL. It’s nice but not usually my first choice of transportation.

Respectfully submitted,
Dana Volponi
Fremont resident

Sent from my iPad
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From: Don Ferra

To: info@southbayconnect.com; citycouncil@fremont.gov; tkeng@fremont.gov

Subject: Objection to the "Proposed Project South Bay Connect" of Rerouting of Trains and Creation of New Ardenwood
Train Station

Date: Monday, June 24, 2024 12:16:49 AM

To whom it may concern:

My name is Don Ferra and | reside in the Ardenwood Community here in District 1,
which services the Ardenwood and North Fremont portion within the City of
Fremont. | am writing today to express my strong opposition to the proposed 111-1
new "Capitol Corridor South Bay Connect" project passenger train service
reroute and the Ardenwood Intermodal New Train Station as a resident of

Ardenwood Area in Fremont.

First and foremost, the proposed development affects our homes directly due to
various ongoing vibrations our homes will encounter when each train passes, and
the increased noise pollution which threatens our lives directly. Furthermore,

111-2
rerouting trains between Oakland and Newark increases the number of passenger
train movements from currently 2 trains to 20 trains which is 10x very detrimental to
our communities and livelihood.

111-3

The development of a new train station would bring in a larger number of outside
people in this area, which will lead to increased parking problems, an attraction of
more homeless/unhoused population, more than the current homeless 111-4
encampments already residing along the tracks, ultimately leading to an increased

in crime in our District.

Lastly, we were uninformed about this project until recently, which shows a huge
lack of communication regarding this project to the residents, it will be affecting the
most, as this train station is being built here in Ardenwood. The people in charge of 111-5
this project need to come down here to Ardenwood and meet the residents who live
in this area to hear our concerns. After all, we will be the ones to potentially have to

live with this new train station for years to come!!
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| strongly urge you to delay any action and extend the public comment period until 111-6
more better outreach has been done to the neighboring communities this will affect.

This new development negatively affects our social and physiological aspects of our

communities. | strongly urge you to consider NOT making this proposed change and 111-7

keep the current train route as it stands.

Thank you very much for your time and attention to this matter!

Sincerely,
Don Ferra

C-42
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From: Wu, Elton H

To: info@SouthBayConnect.com

Cc: Wilson, Joanne

Subject: SouthBay Connect DEIR

Date: Monday, June 24, 2024 4:46:01 PM
Hello,

Thank you for sending us a notification of your Draft Environmental Impact Report. | was able to find
the different parts of the DEIR on your website, but are you able to send me the DEIR in one pdf?

113-1

Thanks!

Elton Wu

Pronouns: He/ Him

Environmental Compliance and Land Planner
SFPUC Water Enterprise

Natural Resources and Lands Management Division
525 Golden Gate Avenue, 10t Floor

San Francisco, CA 94102

cell: (415) 971-7657

ewu@sfwater.org
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Mimi Kyi

From: Mohan M <amnmlive@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2024 11:46 AM

To: CCJPA Board

Subject: Public Comment -V.1 South Bay Connect Project Draft EIR
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

To,

South Bay Connect Project Board Officials

As a taxpayer in Fremont, I am writing to express my deep concern over the
proposed South Bay Connect (SBC) project. I believe this project represents a
significant misallocation of public funds, offering negligible benefits while
imposing a substantial burden on our community and nearby residents from
the approved housing projects developed in the last 10 years.

The financial irresponsibility of the SBC project is evident. The $264 million
price tag is alarmingly disproportionate to the projected benefits. The primary
benefit, a mere "up to 13 minutes" reduction in a 3.5-hour commute from
Sacramento to San Jose, is hardly justifiable for such a massive investment.
Moreover, the project's long-term financial viability is questionable, as it relies
on uncertain ridership growth to offset operating costs that already require a
40% public subsidy.

The proposed increase in train frequency to 32 daily trips, as outlined in
CCJIPA's 2014 Vision Plan, will significantly increase noise pollution due to
federally mandated horn blowing. There is no data on the current Noise levels
and Vibration measured on the current tracks which are used by union pacific
and also by Ace train and few others.

There are Housing projects right next to the track. When these tracks were
designed this part of Fremont was outskirts and there was no significant
housing within 500 ft of the tracks. As the City grew, more housing projects
were approved by the City of Fremont near the tracks with no consideration of
increase in Train traffic. This will undoubtedly harm the quality of life for
residents living near the tracks, and the noise impact will extend for miles,
affecting a wide swath of the community.

Furthermore, the project's purported benefits are dubious. The existing BART
service already adequately serves the Oakland to San Jose segment, making

6
C-44
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the SBC redundant and unnecessary. Additionally, the Ardenwood station's
value is questionable given the uncertain future of the Dumbarton Rail Corridor
project. The proposed station primarily serves as a connection point for cross-
bay bus transit, which could easily be accommodated at existing stations like
Union City BART or Fremont Centerville.

As taxpayers, we should not be burdened with funding a project that offers
such minimal benefits while imposing significant costs on our communities.
The $264 million allocated to the SBC could be better utilized for projects that
directly benefit our residents, such as improving existing infrastructure,
enhancing public safety, or investing in education.

Moreover, the project's lack of transparency is deeply troubling. The recent
revelation of the dual track addition in the draft EIR, without prior public
discussion, raises concerns about the project's true intent and scope.

I urge you to scrap this ill-conceived project. It is fiscally irresponsible,
disruptive to our communities, and offers minimal benefits to the public.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Mohan M.
Resident and Taxpayer in the City of Fremont.

118
-3
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Mimi Kyi

From: D. Yang <daveyang@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, June 23, 2024 8:58 PM

To: CCJPA Board

Subject: Public Comment -V.1 South Bay Connect Project Draft EIR: Strong Objection
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear CCJPA board members,
My name is David Yang. | live in Fremont, CA 94555.

| strongly object to the newly proposed South Bay Connect Project in its currency form. My reasons are, to name a few:
1) For sure it will increase traffic congestion

2) It may have a negative impact on property values

3) There is no credible environmental impact analysis. The Draft Environmental Impact Report is too vague and has little |119'3
detailed information.

4) It may introduce safety hazards into this area

[119-1
|119-2
|119-4

Please vote NO to the Fremont South Bay Connect Project.

Thank you,
David
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Mimi Kyi

From: Emma C <emma.chen237@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2024 3:05 PM

To: CCJPA Board

Subject: Taxpayer Concerns Regarding the South Bay Connect Project - Fiscal Irresponsibility and

Lack of Community Benefit

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
Dear Sirs,

I am writing to express my vehement opposition to the South Bay Connect (SBC)
project, outlined in the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). I have grave
concerns about the project's fiscal irresponsibility and its potential for
devastating impacts on our community's quality of life.

The lack of transparency surrounding the project is alarming. The recent emphasis
on dual track addition (Section 2.3 of the draft EIR) was never disclosed during
the 2020 scoping discussions, nor has it been adequately communicated since. Thig
significant change necessitates a thorough and transparent public engagement
process.

The project's financial justification is dubious at best. The proposed $732
million investment promises a mere "up to 13 minutes" reduction in travel time, 3
marginal improvement for a 3.5-hour commute from Sacramento to San Jose. This
raises serious doubts about the project's ability to attract sufficient ridership
to justify such a massive expenditure of public funds, especially given the
Capitol Corridor's FY2019 revenue of only $38 million.

Furthermore, the online petition against the project (with over 1400 signatures)
highlights numerous community concerns. These include increased noise pollution tzu
from federally mandated train horns (up to 32 times daily in the future),

worsened traffic congestion at already strained intersections like Ardenwood Park

& Ride and SR-84, potential negative impacts on property values, and the 20-
disruption of existing transportation services at Hayward and Fremont Centerville
stations.

The project's environmental impact is also deeply troubling. Increased train
frequency will exacerbate diesel pollution, affecting air quality and the Bay's
delicate ecosystem. The questionable future of the Dumbarton Rail Corridor
project further undermines the necessity of the proposed Ardenwood station,
making it a costly and potentially redundant addition.

I urge you to reconsider the South Bay Connect project. The current proposal
demonstrates a disregard for fiscal responsibility, community well-being, and [120-5
environmental stewardship. I strongly advocate for exploring alternative
solutions that prioritize existing infrastructure improvements, more cost-
effective transportation options, and community input.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Emma Chen

120-1

120-4
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Emma.chen237@gmail.com
34190 Via Lucca Fremont
5106774551
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Mimi Kyi

From: Wei Qian <jennygw@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2024 12:28 PM

To: CCJPA Board

Subject: Public Comment -V1 South Bay Connect
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear CCJPA Board,

As a resident of the Ardenwood area, | strongly oppose the SBC Project and am very disappointed with the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

| attended all the SBC public meetings in 2020 and 2024, and the public comments were overwhelmingly against the
project.

As residents living along the project line, our daily lives are already disturbed by noise and vibrations. Yet, the Draft EIR
states that with the addition of more trains and double tracks, the levels of significance with mitigation will be less than
significant. This is unacceptable to the thousands of households along the railway.

| urge the CCJPR Board to carefully review this Draft EIR. This project is enormously costly and brings many negative
impacts. Ardenwood residents oppose the reconstruction of the train station in Ardenwood, Hayward residents do not
want the current station to be closed, and the businesses and residents around Fremont Centerville train station do not
want to lose Centerville station.....

However, the SBC website does not mention the negative impacts on the community at all. Furthermore, the project's
implementation will exacerbate the already significant issues we face. The mitigation measures proposed in the Draft
EIR do not adequately address these concerns, and the assessment of the impacts as "less than significant" is a gross

121-1

121-

121-

121-

understatement of the actual consequences.
The economic burden of this project is another major concern. The funds allocated for this project could be better spent
on improving existing infrastructure, enhancing public transportation options that do not disrupt communities, and
investing in sustainable solutions that benefit a broader segment of the population.

We urge the CCJPA Board to take into account the overwhelming opposition from the affected communities and to
conduct a thorough reassessment of the SBC Project. A more transparent and inclusive approach is needed to ensure
that the voices of residents are heard and that communities' well-being is prioritized over ambitious but flawed
infrastructure plans. Please reconsider this project.

Please do not compromise the quality of life for tens of thousands of residents.

Sincerely,

Jenny

121-
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From: Ryan O"Keefe

To: Teurn, Tammy
Subject: New South Bay Connect Comment
Date: Monday, July 15, 2024 4:39:27 PM

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

New South Bay Connect Comment

Name:

Qian

Email:
Jennyqw@gmail.com

Phone:
Organization:
ZIP Code:

Subiject:

Oppose the SBC Project

Comment:

As a resident of the Ardenwood area, | srongly oppose the SBC Project.

| attended all the SBC public meetings in 2020 and 2024, and the public comments were
overwhelmingly agains this project.

As residents living along the project line, our daily lives are already disurbed by noise and
vibrations. Yet, the Draft EIR sates that with the addition of more trains and double tracks,
the levels of signifcance with mitigation will be less than signifcant. This is unacceptable to
the thousands of households along the railway.

Ardenwood residents oppose the reconsruction of the train sation in Ardenwood, Hayward
residents do not want the current sation to be closed, and the businesses and residents
around Fremont Centerville train sation do not want to lose Centerville sation.....

However, the SBC website does not mention the negative impacts on the community at all.
Furthermore, the project's implementation will exacerbate the already signifcant issues we
face.

The economic burden of this project is another major concern. The funds allocated for this
project could be better spent on improving exising infrasructure, enhancing public

C-50
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transportation options that do not disrupt communities, and invesing in susainable solutions
that beneft a broader segment of the population.

I urge the SBC project manager to take into account the overwhelming opposition from the
afected communities and to reassessment of this Project. A more transparent and inclusive
approach is needed to ensure that the voices of residents are heard and that communities'
well-being is prioritized over ambitious but fawed infrasructure plans.
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From: James Hongyi Zeng <eastzonexp@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2024 7:17 PM

To: CCJPA Board; Rebecca Saltzman; Robert Raburn; Janice Li; Bevan Dufty; Debora Allen
Cc: NoCoastRoute@gmail.com; liz ames

Subject: Public Comment - South Bay Connect

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi CCJPA Board, BART directors on the board,

| am a homeowner in Fremont and a community working group (CWG) member. | am writing to express my concerns
regarding the South Bay Connect project's draft EIR. As you know, The project has received objections from almost
all cities along the project line, including Hayward, Union City, San Leandro, and Fremont. This is a regional
issue.

One strong concern about the draft EIR is that for the first time the SBC project is centered around dual track
"upgrade" (Section 2.3). This certainly comes as a big surprise to my community as this was never mentioned or
communicated during the scoping discussion back in 2020 and in the past 4 years. The SBC Project Management should
be more transparent about this change during the draft EIR public comment period, through website, flyer, and
mailers.

After some digging, it seems that the reason for such a big change from the project scoping in 2020/2021 is to meet
the EIR funding deadline. Here | quote the "CAPITOL CORRIDOR FY 2024-25 & FY 2025-26 DRAFT ANNUAL BUSINESS
PLAN — MAY 2024" Page 14:

After delays waiting on UPRR for capacity modeling results, the CCIPA determined the most pragmatic approach is to
presume a maximum footprint for track infrastructure needed to meet funding deadlines associated with the draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

123-1
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Hence, the SBC project management is actually waiting for UPRR for capacity modeling results which will reflect
the original plan (shifting freight to Niles, shifting CC to Coast). Only because such a model is delayed does the SBC
project management proceed with the "maximum footprint" EIR. The whole "Alternative E" discussion in the EIR is just a
technical way to circumvent this difficulty.

This seems inconsistent with the good faith requirement of CEQA as the EIR content is completely different from the
actual project plan. Surprisingly, the EIR comes back all "green" which itself raised the question of the correctness of the
EIR. For example, my house is NOT even in the impact zone studied in the EIR but already impacted by the current train
operation.

Moreover, because of this change, the project expense is now $732 million which the agency should understand is
infeasible. | hereby request the board to consider pausing the EIR process for potential CEQA violation and work on an
EIR that actually reflects the project reality.

In general, | would like to bring your attention to the current online petition regarding this project (there are 1400+
signatures and counting)

https://www.change.org/p/say-no-to-rerouting-capitol-corridor-to-coast

Even for the Capitol Corridor as a whole, it's not clear how much additional ridership the project will bring - the plan
seems only suggesting very marginal improvement with an "up to 13 minutes" time saving. | don't think it's a smart way
to spend $732 million.

Thanks,
James

123
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From: Ryan O"Keefe

To: Teurn, Tammy
Subject: New South Bay Connect Comment
Date: Thursday, June 27, 2024 2:28:46 PM

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

New South Bay Connect Comment

Name:

Ginny DeMartini
Email:
ginpax4@gmail.com
Phone:

(510) 461-4058
Organization:

Eden Area United Democratic Campaign
ZIP Code:

94544

Subiject:

South Bay Connect

Comment:

Two ltems:

1. Pease extend the public comments to the end of July to give residents more time to weigh
in.

2. Please hold a public meeting in the City of Hayward to provide a public forum for low-
income people who rely on this mode of travel.

125-1
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From: Justin Lee

To: info@southbayconnect.com; CityCouncil@Fremont.gov; Teresa Keng

Cc: nocoastroute@gmail.com; better4northfremont@gmail.com

Subject: Obijection to "Proposed Project South Bay Connect": Where will you relocate the unhoused??
Date: Friday, June 28, 2024 2:21:51 PM

Attachments: District 1 Unhoused Images .pdf

To whom it may concern:

The proposed South Bay Connect Project of creating a new Intermodal Train Station here
in Ardenwood and the rerouting of trains will highly impact our neighborhoods here in
District 1. Those of you who do not live in North Fremont / District 1, might not know that
we do have an unhoused population in our district.

Where is this unhoused population you might be thinking? Currently, they are living in
the proposed and projected area that you are planning on building this new "Ardenwood
Intermodal Train Station".

While every effort is taken by the City of Fremont and our District 1 Councilmember,
Teresa Keng to clean up this area and remove the unhoused and various encampments,
they continually come back to the same area.

129-1
So, my question is, if this projected project becomes reality, where will the unhoused
population go? Residents of the following HOA's are concerned that they will move
elsewhere in our neighborhoods:

California Vintage
California Meadows
California Crest I
Capriana

Hampton Place
Patterson Ranch
Villa D'Este

Again, as I've stated in the two public outreach meetings, the neighboring HOA's were
not properly informed on this proposed project. | request that before anything happens,
please consult and have meetings with the neighboring HOA's to hear feedback from the 129-2

communities that are directly affected by this.
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District 1, North Fremont, Ardenwood
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Attached are some pictures of the various unhoused encampments residing in our 129-3
District and in the projected area of scope for this new train station here in Ardenwood.

Thanks,
Justin
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From: Candice Chang

Subject: | oppose the Capitol Corridor South Bay Connect Project
Date: Sunday, June 30, 2024 4:32:03 PM
Hello,

I live in Union City, CA. | oppose the Capitol Corridor South Bay Connect Project.
Circumstances have changed and projected costs have increased by more than 3x
since the Project was initially scoped. The Project has not presented any compelling
evidence that the Project will meaningfully increase ridership, and thus decrease
traffic. Indeed, ridership on the Capitol Corridor has decreased by 50% since 2019.
Even assuming ridership increases by 2,000 passengers in accordance with the
Project’s expectations, that removes less than 1% of cars daily from 1-880 traffic. For
the $1 billion price tag, this seems like a low return on taxpayer investment.
Furthermore, the draft EIR itself admits that, by 2040, environmental benefits resulting
from reduced vehicle motor traffic become less beneficial because cars will have
lower emissions due to improved technology and more stringent regulations. Since
the Project has been delayed many years and it's unclear when an additional $500-
700 million of funding will be secured, whether the Project will even be completed by
2040 is questionable.

Moving passenger rail service from the Oakland-Niles rail line to the Coastal rail line
will enable Union Pacific to substantially increase freight traffic on the Oakland-Niles
rail line, up to 50-60 trains per day. This will negate and overcome any reduction in
greenhouse gas emissions from increased ridership. However, the draft EIR does not
address this increase because the Capitol Corridor does not manage freight traffic.
This is an abrogation of Capitol Corridor’s ethical responsibilities to the community.
They should at least attempt an estimate so that the community can understand the
true benefits and costs of the Project.

The draft EIR assumes the Project will be completed and operational by 2025.
Clearly, this is an outdated assumption. The environmental impact assessments and
the Project scoping should be redone based on updated data and assumptions,
including expected ridership, construction timeframe, likely completion date, and time
needed to obtain an additional $500-700 million in funding.

Furthermore, the draft EIR does not adequately address significant risks to the
impacted communities and environment. For those living in the community near the
Coastal rail line, the draft EIR does not identify any adverse noise or vibration impacts
during on-going operation of the rail line. However, this ignores the very real increase
in noise and vibration we will feel, which studies have shown leads to chronic stress,
diabetes, and even breast cancer. Also, the draft EIR does not anticipate any
additional needs for fire or police, even though the Ardenwood train station will bring
additional traffic and crime to the area. Fremont will not get any additional resources
to deal with the increased traffic and crime.

| urge you to put a stop to the South Bay Connect Project. For $1B, we should
consider other alternatives that will be more effective.

Sincerely,

Candice Chang
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From: Ryan O"Keefe
To: Teurn, Tammy
Subject: New South Bay Connect Comment
Date: Tuesday, July 2, 2024 1:49:17 PM

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links

or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

New South Bay Connect Comment

Name:

Allyson Greenlon

Email:
allysongreenlon@gmail.com
Phone:

(818) 642-6640
Organization:

Alvarado Park Neighborhoods
ZIP Code:

94806

Subiject:

In Favor of Protecting Hayward Amtrak / Opposing South Bay Connect

Comment:

I shared my comment verbally at the public meeting and wanted to make sure it was
documented in writing as well so | am submitting it here:

| am opposed to the south bay connect proposal as it currently sands without the
commitment of relocating the Hayward Amtrak sation within Hayward city limits.

My reasons are as follows:

According to the CalEnviroScreen report, the demographics of the city of Hayward are 84%
black, brown, indigenous, latinx and other people of color. These groups have been
hisorically underserved, including disproportionately afected by pollution and socioeconomic
hurdles due to lack or loss of community development. The loss of this Amtrak sation will
negatively impact the communities that call Hayward home or work.

The south bay connect project would leave those of us who choose to commute to and from
Hayward car-free by train and bike with no other option other than to drive.

C-58
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Protecting the Hayward Amtrak sends a message that you prioritize marginalized
communities as well as maintain or even grow car-free transportation options that serve
individuals, communities, and the environment. If you take this sation away, there is no
denying that expediency (especially to the tech-centered south bay / peninsula region) is
being prioritized over the support of this community.

Here is my daily work commute: | bike from my house in San Pablo to the Richmond Amtrak
sation. | ride Amtrak to Hayward sation, during which time | say hello to my fellow amtrak
commuters - we are a sweet and beautiful community. | get of at Hayward sation and bike to
my work at the Alameda County public building on Wes Winton. This commute allows me to
be one less car on the road in a world where we desperately need to reduce carbon
emissions contributed by car. Today | speak inspired by my children, who see me as a
passionate bike commuter and civil servant whose work is focused on outreach to the public
that protects our environment and health.

In considering the future of the Hayward Amtrak, ask this: Do we want to be yet another sory
of public transit los and communities not valued - as we all know has happened countless
times before in our nation's hisory - or do we want to be a rare sory of success and a happy
ending, in which this sation remains open for the people of an often overlooked community .
We could lead by example for the type of community we all wish to live and participate in.

Today | took Amtrak to work and felt grateful as | waved hello to my fellow Hayward sation
work commuter community. Thank you.

C-59
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From: Ryan O"Keefe

To: Teurn, Tammy
Subject: New South Bay Connect Comment
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 2:23:08 PM

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

New South Bay Connect Comment

Name:

David Tran

Email:
davidt964@g.ucla.edu
Phone:

(818) 518-3108

Organization:

ZIP Code:
91304
Subiject:

Capitol Corridor Electrifcation Support and Arguments in Favor of Overhead Catenary Wires

Comment:

The 2018 State Rail Plan calls for 30 minute, electrifed regional rail service between San

Jose and Solano County, which is missing from the EIR. This is only attainable if the transit

corridor is fully electrifed via overhead catenary wires like CalT rain jus recently employed! It 141-1
greatly speeds up service while exceeding transportation emission minimization goals. Please
electrify the Capitol Corridor with fully electric service not in the form of hydrogen trains or

battery trains but overhead wires.
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From: Ryan O"Keefe

To: Teurn, Tammy
Subject: New South Bay Connect Comment
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 3:44:10 PM

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

New South Bay Connect Comment

Name:

Kenneth Pickrel

Email:
kenpickrel14@gmail.com
Phone:

(916) 296-2072

Organization:

ZIP Code:
95814
Subiject:

South Bay Connect EIR Comment

Comment:

Hello, unsure why electrifcation was not included in the EIRs scope. Electrifying the Capital
Corridor would drasically increase speeds and service frequency . While this projects scope
would not include the full electrifcation of the line, including it for jus the section of the project
would help to begin that long process. It could also help set precedent with UPRR for future
electrifcation eforts on other passenger rail shared tracks like Amtrak San Joaquin’s.

142-1
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From: Ryan O"Keefe

To: Teurn, Tammy
Subject: New South Bay Connect Comment
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 8:00:11 PM

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

New South Bay Connect Comment

Name:

Jonathan Grass
Email:
jigrass@gmail.com

Phone:
Organization:
ZIP Code:

Subiject:

Capitol Corridor

Comment:

The Capitol Corridor is in real need of catenary electrifcation higher service frequency . 143-1

C-62


mailto:zohoadmin@southbayconnect.com
mailto:Tammy.Teurn@hdrinc.com
JBASHORE
Line

mailto:jjgrass@gmail.com

From: Adriana Rizzo

To: info@southbayconnect.com

Subject: Californians for Electric Rail comment on South Bay Connect draft EIR

Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 2:51:07 PM

Attachments: CER CCJPA DEIR SBC Letter.pdf

To whom it may concern, 149-1

Please find attached a letter from Californians for Electric Rail commenting on South Bay
Connect's draft EIR.

Best,
Adriana Rizzo
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CALIFORNIANS

for ELECTRIC RAIL

July 8, 2024

Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Board - <Via Email Only - info@SouthBayConnect.com>
South Bay Connect

2150 Webster St.

3rd Floor

Oakland, CA 94612

RE: South Bay Connect - Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear CCJPA Staff,

Californians for Electric Rail (CER), which represents members around the state including Alameda
County, writes to comment on the South Bay Connect project (SBC) and its Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR).

CER supports the transition to higher speed, more reliable, and more frequent intercity and
regional rail service as contemplated in the SBC. In terms of speed we hope that CCJPA can revisit
potential track classification from FRA 5 to FRA 6 to allow for up to 110 mph.

We write to highlight incomplete analyses in the Chapter 3, Section 18 - Transportation of the
DEIR. Section 3.18.2.2 references the adopted California Department of Transportation State Rail -
2018 (Adopted State Rail Plan) and states “[s]pecifically, the State Rail Plan calls for re-routing
passenger rail service from the Niles Subdivision to the Coast Subdivision and re-routing freight
operations from the Coast Subdivision to the Niles Subdivision to facilitate faster travel times.”

While it is true that the Adopted State Rail Plan does call for re-routing passenger service from
Niles to Coast subdivision, unfortunately Section 3.18.2.2 fails to describe additional, critical detail
from the Adopted State Rail Plan as it pertains to the project area within SBC. Under Section
4.10.3 the Adopted State Rail Plan proposes seven discrete “Service Goals and Improvements” for
the South San Francisco Bay Area geography, including:

* “Implement the recommended Transbay tube alternative, including
at least half-hourly electric regional rail, making all local stops
between the Salesforce Transit Center and the Richmond and Solano
County hubs, as well as the East Bay hub south of Oakland. This
also includes intercity trains providing half-hourly service to
Sacramento as extensions of halfhourly express service from San
Jose to the Salesforce Transit Center.






* Provide half-hourly regional electric services between a Solano
County hub and an East Bay hub through Oakland, with half-hourly
connectivity or through service to San Jose.”

(Adopted State Rail Plan, Section 4.10.3; emphasis added.)

Clearly the Adopted State Rail Plan proposes electric regional rail service “to San Jose”, “south of
Oakland” and “from San Jose to the Salesforce Transit Center.” The failure of SBC to mention
these service goals and outcomes of the Adopted State Rail Plan should be addressed by the SBC
environmental document.

The failure of the DEIR to adequately describe the Adopted State Rail Plan proposed Service
Goals and Improvements as it pertains to the SBC and SBC project area is not an idle concern.
This omission of the electric regional rail service goals and outcomes of the Adopted State Rail
Plan as it pertains to the SBC and SBC project area is apparent in the project alternatives outlined
in Chapter 2 of DEIR.

Chapter 2 does not mention electrification as part of Alternative E (Preferred Alternative) or the
other project alternatives. Nor does Chapter 2 discuss designing the Preferred Alternative or the
other project alternatives to “future proof’ the SBC improvements to allow for future electrification of
the ROW as articulated in the Adopted State Rail Plan.

While CER understands that electrification may constitute a separate and distinct project we urge
CCJPA to reflect two items in future SBC environmental documents:

1. A discussion within Chapter 3, Section 18.2.2 of the electric regional rail service goals and
outcomes within the SBC project area as articulated in the Adopted State Rail Plan Section
4.10.3.

2. A commitment to future proofing the design of the Preferred Alternative to allow for
electrification of the SBC project area on a medium to long-term basis consistent with the
Adopted State Rail Plan.

We thank you for your consideration and look forward to working with you on the transition to
proven zero emission rail technology.

Sincerely,
Adriana Rizzo, Californians for Electric Rail
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July 8, 2024

Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Board - <Via Email Only - info@SouthBayConnect.com>
South Bay Connect

2150 Webster St.

3rd Floor

Oakland, CA 94612

RE: South Bay Connect - Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear CCJPA Staff,

Californians for Electric Rail (CER), which represents members around the state including Alameda
County, writes to comment on the South Bay Connect project (SBC) and its Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR).

CER supports the transition to higher speed, more reliable, and more frequent intercity and
regional rail service as contemplated in the SBC. In terms of speed we hope that CCJPA can revisit
potential track classification from FRA 5 to FRA 6 to allow for up to 110 mph.

We write to highlight incomplete analyses in the Chapter 3, Section 18 - Transportation of the
DEIR. Section 3.18.2.2 references the adopted California Department of Transportation State Rail -
2018 (Adopted State Rail Plan) and states “[s]pecifically, the State Rail Plan calls for re-routing
passenger rail service from the Niles Subdivision to the Coast Subdivision and re-routing freight
operations from the Coast Subdivision to the Niles Subdivision to facilitate faster travel times.”

While it is true that the Adopted State Rail Plan does call for re-routing passenger service from
Niles to Coast subdivision, unfortunately Section 3.18.2.2 fails to describe additional, critical detail
from the Adopted State Rail Plan as it pertains to the project area within SBC. Under Section
4.10.3 the Adopted State Rail Plan proposes seven discrete “Service Goals and Improvements” for
the South San Francisco Bay Area geography, including:

* “Implement the recommended Transbay tube alternative, including
at least half-hourly electric regional rail, making all local stops
between the Salesforce Transit Center and the Richmond and Solano
County hubs, as well as the East Bay hub south of Oakland. This
also includes intercity trains providing half-hourly service to
Sacramento as extensions of halfhourly express service from San
Jose to the Salesforce Transit Center.
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* Provide half-hourly regional electric services between a Solano
County hub and an East Bay hub through Oakland, with half-hourly
connectivity or through service to San Jose.”

(Adopted State Rail Plan, Section 4.10.3; emphasis added.)

Clearly the Adopted State Rail Plan proposes electric regional rail service “to San Jose”, “south of
Oakland” and “from San Jose to the Salesforce Transit Center.” The failure of SBC to mention
these service goals and outcomes of the Adopted State Rail Plan should be addressed by the SBC
environmental document.

The failure of the DEIR to adequately describe the Adopted State Rail Plan proposed Service
Goals and Improvements as it pertains to the SBC and SBC project area is not an idle concern.
This omission of the electric regional rail service goals and outcomes of the Adopted State Rail
Plan as it pertains to the SBC and SBC project area is apparent in the project alternatives outlined
in Chapter 2 of DEIR.

Chapter 2 does not mention electrification as part of Alternative E (Preferred Alternative) or the
other project alternatives. Nor does Chapter 2 discuss designing the Preferred Alternative or the
other project alternatives to “future proof” the SBC improvements to allow for future electrification of
the ROW as articulated in the Adopted State Rail Plan.

While CER understands that electrification may constitute a separate and distinct project we urge
CCJPA to reflect two items in future SBC environmental documents:

1. A discussion within Chapter 3, Section 18.2.2 of the electric regional rail service goals and
outcomes within the SBC project area as articulated in the Adopted State Rail Plan Section
4.10.3.

2. A commitment to future proofing the design of the Preferred Alternative to allow for
electrification of the SBC project area on a medium to long-term basis consistent with the
Adopted State Rail Plan.

We thank you for your consideration and look forward to working with you on the transition to
proven zero emission rail technology.

Sincerely,
Adriana Rizzo, Californians for Electric Rail
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From: Wu, Elton H

To: info@SouthBayConnect.com

Ce: Maupin, Miranda L; Natesan, Ellen; Rando, Casey; Wilson, Joanne; Mendoza, Jonathan S; Rodgers, Heather; Read. Emily; Feng. Stacie; Leung, Tracy; NRLM Public Notices
Subject: NOP South Bay Connect Public Notification Response

Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 11:23:28 AM

Attachments: image001 png

FINAL-Amended Right of Way Inteqrated Vegetation Management Policy.pdf
FINAL Interim Water Pipeline Riaht of Wav Policv.ndf

Hello,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft EIR for the proposed South Bay Connect Project. The City and County of San Francisco owns right of way property for high pressure water pipelines that traverse the East Bay. These pipelines are
operated and maintained by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). Sections of the SFPUC Right of Way (ROW) that are located within the proposed project site include:
o The Bay Division Pipeline (BDPL) Nos. 1, 2 ,and 5 is located within the proposed project site west of Sycamore Street (crossing the proposed rail alignment at location: 37.525972°, -122.034429°).

e Newark/San Leandro pipeline (NSLPL) is located within portions of the existing railroad alignment where Amtrak’s proposed “Coast Subdivision” alignment is shown. The NSLPL is within the “Coast Subdivision” alignment at the following 1 5 5 _ 1
locations:
o approximately MP 20.5 (south of Winton Av., Hayward) to approximately MP 24.75 at the Hayward/Union City border; and
o approximately MP 30.5 to MP 31.0 (south of Thorton Ave., Fremont)

® The railroad ROW also crosses BDPL Nos. 1, 2, and 5 in the same vicinity of NSLPL at MP 30.5 to MP 31.0 (south of Thorton Ave., Fremont)

The SFPUC Real Estate Services is researching the SFPUC’s land rights for the sections of right of way that cross the rail alignments that are not owned in fee by the SFPUC.

Background

The SFPUC manages approximately 60,000 acres of watershed land and 150 miles of pipeline ROW in three Bay Area counties. These lands are part of the Hetch Hetchy Regional Water System providing water to approximately 2.7 million customers.
The SFPUC monitors and protects its lands by reviewing proposed projects and activities that may affect SFPUC lands and infrastructure for consistency with SFPUC policies and plans 155-2

San Francisco, through the SFPUC, operates several active water transmission pipelines including within the proposed project site in Newark. These pipelines serve millions of water customers and include the Bay Division Pipeline (BDPL) Nos. 1, 2, and
5. The ROW's primary purpose is to serve as utility corridors for water transmission. The primary use of the ROW land is for the delivery, operation, maintenance, and protection of its drinking water supply system. Secondary uses of ROW lands
devoted to these purposes may be permitted only if those uses do not in any way interfere with, endanger or damage existing or future operations or the security of those systems.

Comments Regarding the Draft EIR

As stated above, the SFPUC Real Estate Services is researching the land rights for the portion of the SFPUC right of way that crosses the project site. If the SFPUC has a land right within the project site that gives it discretionary authority, the SFPUC
should be listed as a responsible agency pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If staging or other construction activities are proposed on SFPUC fee owned property, then the SFPUC would be a responsible agency under CEQA.
This should be stated in the final EIR.

In addition, SFPUC land use policies should be included in the land use analysis of the draft EIR. Land use and planning analyses under CEQA generally consider the compatibility of a project with neighboring areas, change to or displacement of existing
uses, and consistency of a project with relevant local land use policies. The magnitude of land use conflicts or compatibility issues depends on the extent to which a project physically divides an established community or conflicts with any land use plan,|
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect such that an adverse impact on the environment occurs.

The SFPUC maintains policies to help inform how and in which instances its ROW can serve the needs of public agencies, private parties, nonprofit organizations, and developers while maintaining the safety and security of the pipelines that run

underneath the ROW. SFPUC policies pertain to land use and structures, recreational use, utilities, vegetation, and water efficiency. Construction of structures on the ROW is generally prohibited, with prohibitions on structures or improvements that
require excavation, bored footings, or concrete pads that are greater than 6 inches deep. No structures may be placed directly on top of a pipeline or within 20 feet of the edge of a pipeline. No utilities may be installed on the ROW running parallel to 1 5 5— 3
SFPUC’s pipelines; utilities may run perpendicular to pipelines with SFPUC approval

If the proposed project or associated elements (ie: staging) is located on SFPUC fee owned property, then certain SFPUC policies would apply. According to SFPUC’s Interim Water Pipeline Right of Way Use Policy for San Mateo, Santa Clara, and
Alameda Counties (copy attached), the SFPUC typically issues 5-year licenses for use of its property, with a form of rent and insurance required upon signing. These licenses are revocable, meaning that SFPUC can revoke them prior to the 5-year
expiration. The licensee (user of SFPUC property) is to maintain landscaping and equipment to ensure that water is used efficiently. Water runoff leaving a landscaped area due to low head drainage, overspray, broken irrigation hardware, or other
similar conditions is prohibited. Structures on the ROW are generally prohibited under SFPUC's policies

The SFPUC’s Right of Way Integrated Vegetation Management Policy (copy attached) was to manage ion on the transmission, distribution, and collection systems within SFPUC’s ROW so that it does not pose a threat or hazard to the}
system’s integrity and infrastructure or impede utility maintenance and operations. These policies include regulations on the types of plantings that are permitted to occur within each zone of the ROW, regulations on annual grass and weed
management, and policies pertaining to vegetation removal. If the proposed project were to include landscaping on SFPUC fee owned property, then these policies would apply.

SFPUC Project Review Process
Temporary staging areas and impacts from construction activities affecting the SFPUC right of way require extensive evaluation.

Proposed projects and other activities on any SFPUC property or easement must undergo the Project Review Process if the project will include construction; digging or earth moving; clearing; installation; the use of hazardous materials; other
disturbance to ROW resources; or the issuance of new or revised leases, licenses and permits. Even if the SFPUC pipelines are within a public right of way or area where the SFPUC does not have a land right, Project Review is recommended to avoid
adverse impacts to critical water infrastructure. This review is done by the SFPUC's Project Review Committee (Committee). 155-4

The Committee is a multidisciplinary team with expertise in natural resources management, environmental regulatory compliance, engineering, water quality and real estate. Projects and activities are vetted by the Committee for consistency with
SFPUC plans and policies.

In reviewing a proposed project, the Committee may conclude that modifications or avoidance and minimization measures are necessary. Large and/or complex projects may require several project review sessions to review the project at significant
planning and design stages.

To initiate the Project Review process, please download and fill out a Project Review application at Project Review and Land Use - Bay Area (sfpuc.gov). Please submit the completed application to projectreview@sfwater.org and it will be
scheduled for the next available Project Review meeting

If you have any questions or need more information, please contact me or my supervisor, Casey Rando, Senior Environmental Compliance Planner, at crando@sfwater.org.

Thanks,

Elton Wu

Pronouns: He/ Him

Environmental Compliance and Land Planner
SFPUC Water Enterprise

Natural Resources and Lands Management Division
525 Golden Gate Avenue, 101" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94102

cell: (415) 971-7657

ewu@sfwater.org
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Hetch Hetchy
Regional Water System

Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

AMENDMENT TO THE

RIGHT OF WAY INTEGRATED VEGETATION MANAGEMENT POLICY

Approved January 13, 2015
by

SFPUC Resolution No. 15-0014






12.000 RIGHT OF WAY INTEGRATED VEGETATION MANAGEMENT POLICY
12.001 General

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”) is responsible for the delivery of potable water
and the collection and treatment of wastewater for some 800,000 customers within the City of San
Francisco; it is also responsible for the delivery of potable water to 26 other water retailers with a
customer base of 1.8 million. The following policy is established to manage vegetation on the
transmission, distribution and collection systems within the SFPUC Right of Way (“ROW”) so that it
does not pose a threat or hazard to the system’s integrity and infrastructure or impede utility
maintenance and operations.

The existence of large woody vegetation®, hereinafter referred to as vegetation, and water transmission
lines within the ROW are not compatible and, in fact, are mutually exclusive uses of the same space.
Roots can impact transmission pipelines by causing corrosion. The existence of trees and other
vegetation directly adjacent to pipelines makes emergency and annual maintenance very difficult,
hazardous, and expensive, and increases concerns for public safety. The risk of fire within the ROW is
always a concern and the reduction of fire ladder fuels within these corridors is another reason to
modify the vegetation mosaic. In addition to managing vegetation in a timely manner to prevent any
disruption in utility service, the SFPUC also manages vegetation on its ROW to comply with local fire
ordinances enacted to protect public safety.

One of the other objectives of this policy is to reduce and eliminate as much as practicable the use of
herbicides on vegetation within the ROW and to implement integrated pest management (IPM).

12.002 Woody Vegetation Management

1.0 Vegetation of any size or species will not be allowed to grow within certain critical portions of the
ROW, pumping stations or other facilities as determined by a SFPUC qualified professional, and generally
in accordance with the following guidelines.

1.1 Emergency Removal

SFPUC Management reserves the right to remove any vegetation without prior public notification that
has been assessed by a SFPUC qualified professional as an immediate threat to transmission lines or
other utility infrastructure, human life and property due to acts of God, insects, disease, or natural
mortality.

1.2 Priority Removal

Vegetation that is within 15 feet of the edge of any pipe will be removed and the vegetative debris will
be cut into short lengths and chipped whenever possible. Chips will be spread upon the site where the
vegetation was removed. Material that cannot be chipped will be hauled away to a proper disposal site.

! Woody vegetation is defined as all brush, tree and ornamental shrub species planted in (or naturally occurring in)
the native soil having a woody stem that at maturity exceeds 3 inches in diameter.






If vegetation along the ROW is grouped in contiguous stands?, or populations, a systematic and
staggered removal of that vegetation will be undertaken to replicate a natural appearance. Initial
removal® will be vegetation immediately above or within 15 feet of the pipeline edges; secondary
vegetation® within 15 to 25 feet from pipelines will then be removed.

1.3 Standard Removal

Vegetation that is more than 25 feet from the edge of a pipeline and up to the boundary of the ROW will
be assessed by a SFPUC qualified professional for its age and condition, fire risk, and potential impact to
the pipelines. Based on this assessment, the vegetation will be removed or retained.

1.4 Removal Standards

Each Operating Division will develop its own set of guidelines or follow established requirements in
accordance with local needs.

2.0 All stems of vegetation will be cut flush with the ground and where deemed necessary or
appropriate, roots will be removed. All trees identified for removal will be clearly marked with paint
and/or a numbered aluminum tag.

3.0 Sprouting species of vegetation will be treated with herbicides where practicable, adhering to
provisions of Chapter 3 of the San Francisco Environment Code.

4.0 Erosion control measures, where needed, will be completed before the work crew or contractors
leave the work site or before October 15 of the calendar year.

5.0 Department personnel will remove in a timely manner any and all material that has been cut for
maintenance purposes within any stream channel.

6.0 All vegetation removal work and consultation on vegetation retention will be reviewed and
supervised by a SFPUC qualified professional. All vegetation removal work and/or treatment will be
made on a case-by-case basis by a SFPUC qualified professional.

7.0 Notification process for areas of significant resource impact that are beyond regular and ongoing
maintenance:

7.1 County/City Notification — The individual Operating Division will have sent to the affected
county/city a map showing the sections of the ROW which will be worked, a written description of the
work to be done, the appropriate removal time for the work crews, and a contact person for more
information. This should be done approximately 10 days prior to start of work. Each Operating Division
will develop its own set of guidelines in accordance with local need.

2 A stand is defined as a community of trees possessing sufficient uniformity in composition, structure, age,
arrangement, or condition to be distinguishable from adjacent forest communities to form a management unit.
* Initial removal is defined as the vegetation removed during the base year or first year of cutting.

4 Secondary vegetation is defined as the vegetative growth during the second year following the base year for
cutting.






7.2 Public Notification — The Operating Division will have notices posted at areas where the vegetation is
to be removed with the same information as above also approximately 10 days prior to removal. Notices
will also be sent to all property owners within 300 feet of the removal site. Posted notices will be 11- by
17-inches in size on colored paper and will be put up at each end of the project area and at crossover
points through the ROW. Questions and complaints from the public will be handled through a
designated contact person. Each Operating Division will develop its own set of guidelines in accordance
with local needs.

12.003 Annual Grass and Weed Management

Annual grasses and weeds will be mowed, disked, sprayed or mulched along the ROW as appropriate to
reduce vegetation and potential fire danger annually. This treatment should be completed before July
30 of each year. This date is targeted to allow the grasses, forbs and weeds to reach maturity and
facilitate control for the season.

12.004 Segments of ROW that are covered by Agricultural deed rights

The only vegetation that may be planted within the ROW on those segments where an adjacent owner
has Deeded Agricultural Rights will be: non-woody herbaceous plants such as grasses, flowers, bulbs, or
vegetables.

12.005 Segments of ROW that are managed and maintained under a Lease or License

Special allowance may be made for these types of areas, as the vegetation will be maintained by the
licensed user as per agreement with the City, and not allowed to grow unchecked. Only shallow rooted
plants may be planted directly above the pipelines.

Within the above segments, the cost of vegetation maintenance and removal will be borne by the
tenant or licensee exclusively. In a like fashion, when new vegetative encroachments are discovered
they will be assessed by a SFPUC qualified professional on a case-by-case basis and either be permitted
or proposed for removal.

The following is a guideline for the size at maturity of plants (small trees, shrubs, and groundcover) that
may be permitted to be used as landscape materials. Note: All distance measurements are for mature
trees and plants measured from the edge of the drip-line to the edge of the pipeline.

e Plants that may be permitted to be planted directly above existing and future pipelines: shallow
rooted plants such as ground cover, grasses, flowers, and very low growing plants that grow to a
maximum of one foot in height at maturity.

e Plants that may be permitted to be planted 15-25 feet from the edge of existing and future
pipelines: shrubs and plants that grow to a maximum of five feet in height at maturity.

e Plants that may be permitted to be planted 25 feet or more from the edge of existing and future
pipelines: small trees or shrubs that grow to a maximum of twenty feet in height and fifteen feet
in canopy width.






Trees and plants that exceed the maximum height and size limit (described above) may be permitted
within a leased or licensed area provided they are in containers and are above ground. Container load
and placement location(s) are subject to review and approval by the SFPUC.

Low water use plant species are encouraged and invasive plant species are not allowed.

All appurtenances, vaults, and facility infrastructure must remain visible and accessible at all times. All
determinations of species acceptability will be made by a SFPUC qualified professional.

The above policy is for general application and for internal administration purposes only and may not
be relied upon by any third party for any reason whatsoever. The SFPUC reserves the right at its sole
discretion, to establish stricter policies in any particular situation and to revise and update the above
policy at any time.







Hetch Hetchy
Regional Water System

Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

SFPUC Interim Water Pipeline Right of Way Use Policy

for San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Alameda Counties

Approved January 13, 2015
by
SFPUC Resolution No. 15-0014

as an amendment to the SFPUC Real Estate Guidelines






SFPUC Water Pipeline Right of Way Use Policy for
San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Alameda Counties

As part of its utility system, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) operates
and maintains hundreds of miles of water pipelines. The SFPUC provides for public use on its
water pipeline property or right of way (ROW) throughout Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Mateo
counties consistent with our existing plans and policies. The following controls will help inform
how and in which instances the ROW can serve the needs of third parties—including public
agencies, private parties, nonprofit organizations, and developers—seeking to provide
recreational and other use opportunities to local communities.

Primarily, SFPUC land is used to deliver high quality, efficient and reliable water, power, and
sewer services in a manner that is inclusive of environmental and community interests, and that
sustains the resources entrusted to our care. The SFPUC’s utmost priority is maintaining the
safety and security of the pipelines that run underneath the ROW.

Through our formal Project Review and Land Use Application and Project Review process, we
may permit a secondary use on the ROW if it benefits the SFPUC, is consistent with our mission
and policies, and does not in any way interfere with, endanger, or damage the SFPUC’s current
or future operations, security or facilities. No secondary use of SFPUC land is permitted without
the SFPUC’s consent.

These controls rely on and reference several existing SFPUC policies, which should be read
when noted in the document. Being mindful of these policies while planning a proposed use and
submitting an application will ease the process for both the applicant and the SFPUC. These
controls are subject to change over time and additional requirements and restrictions may apply
depending on the project.

The SFPUC typically issues five-year revocable licenses for use of our property, with a form of
rent and insurance required upon signing.”

Note: The project proponent is referred to as the “Applicant” until the license agreement is signed, at
which point the project proponent is referred to as the “Licensee.”

! SFPUC Guidelines for the Real Estate Services Division, Section 2.0.
SFPUC Guidelines for the Real Estate Services Division, Section 3.3.






Land Use, Structures, and Compliance with Law

The following tenets govern the specifics of land use, structures, and accessibility for a
project. Each proposal will still be subject to SFPUC approval on a case-by-case basis.

A. SFPUC Policies. The Applicant’s proposed use must conform to policies approved
by the SFPUC’s Commission, such as the SFPUC’s Land Use Framework
(http://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=586).

B. Americans with Disabilities Act Compliance. The Applicant must demonstrate that a
Certified Access Specialist (CASp) has reviewed and approved its design and plans
to confirm that they meet all applicable accessibility requirements.

C. Environmental Regulations. The SFPUC’s issuance of a revocable license for use of
the ROW is subject to compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The Applicant is responsible for assessing the potential environmental
impacts under CEQA of its proposed use of the ROW. The SFPUC must be named
as a Responsible Agency on any CEQA document prepared for the License Area. In
addition, the Applicant shall provide to SFPUC a copy of the approved CEQA
document prepared by the Applicant, the certification date, and documentation of the
formal approval and adoption of CEQA findings by the CEQA lead agency. The
SFPUC will not issue a license for the use of the ROW until CEQA review and
approval is complete.

D. Crossover and Other Reserved Rights. For a ROW parcel that bisects a third party’s
land, the Applicant’s proposed use must not inhibit that party’s ability to cross the
ROW. The Applicant must demonstrate any adjoining owner with crossover or other
reserved rights approves of the proposed recreational use and that the use does not
impinge on any reserved rights.

E. Width. The License Area must span the entire width of the ROW.

o For example, the SFPUC will not allow a 10-foot wide trail license on a ROW
parcel that is 60 feet wide.

F. Structures. Structures on the ROW are generally prohibited. The Licensee shall not
construct or place any structure or improvement in, on, under or about the entire
License Area that requires excavation, bored footings or concrete pads that are
greater than six inches deep.

i. Structures such as benches and picnic tables that require shallow (four to six
inches deep) cement pads or footings are generally permitted on the ROW.
No such structure may be placed directly on top of a pipeline or within 20 feet
of the edge of a pipeline.

ii. The SFPUC will determine the permitted weight of structures on a case-by-
case basis.






e When the SFPUC performs maintenance on its pipelines, structures
of significant weight and/or those that require footings deeper than six
inches are very difficult and time-consuming to move and can pose a
safety hazard to the pipelines. The longer it takes the SFPUC to reach
the pipeline in an emergency, the more damage that can occur.

G. Paving Materials. Permitted trails or walkways should be paved with materials that
both reduce erosion and stormwater runoff (e.g., permeable pavers).

H. License Area Boundary Marking. The License Area’s boundaries should be clearly
marked by landscaping or fencing, with the aim to prevent encroachments.

I. Eences and Gates. Any fence along the ROW boundary must be of chain-link or
wooden construction with viewing access to the ROW. The fence must include a
gate that allows SFPUC access to the ROW.® Any gate must be of chain-link
construction and at least 12 feet wide with a minimum 6-foot vertical clearance.

Il. Types of Recreational Use

Based on our past experience and research, the SFPUC will allow simple parks without
play structures, community gardens and limited trails.

A. FEulfilling an Open Space Requirement. An applicant may not use the ROW to fulfill a
development’s open space, setback, emergency access or other requirements.* In
cases where a public agency has received consideration for use of SFPUC land from
a third party, such as a developer, the SFPUC may allow such recreational use if the
public agency applicant pays full Fair Market Rent.

B. Trail Segments. At this time, the SFPUC will consider trail proposals when a multi-
jurisdictional entity presents a plan to incorporate specific ROW parcels into a fully
connected trail. Licensed trail segments next to unlicensed parcels may create a trail
corridor that poses liability to the SFPUC. The SFPUC will only consider trail
proposals where the trail would not continue onto, or encourage entry onto, another
ROW parcel without a trail and the trail otherwise meet all SFPUC license
requirements.

1. Utilities

A. Costs. The Licensee is responsible for all costs associated with use of utilities on the
License Area.

3 SFPUC Right of Way Requirements.
SFPUC Guidelines for the Real Estate Services Division, Section 2.0.






V.

V.

B.

C.

D.

Placement. No utilities may be installed on the ROW running parallel to the SFPUC’s
pipelines, above or below grade.® With SFPUC approval, utilities may run
perpendicular to the pipelines.

Lights. The Licensee shall not install any light fixtures on the ROW that require
electrical conduits running parallel to the pipelines. With SFPUC approval, conduits
may run perpendicular to and/or across the pipelines.

e Any lighting shall have shielding to prevent spill over onto adjacent
properties.

Electricity. Licensees shall purchase all electricity from the SFPUC at the SFPUC’s
prevailing rates for comparable types of electrical load, so long as such electricity is
reasonably available for the Licensee’s needs.

Vegetation

A. The Applicant shall refer to the SFPUC Integrated Vegetation Management Policy for

the minimum requirements concerning types of vegetation and planting.
(http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=431.) The Licensee is responsible for all
vegetation maintenance and removal.

. The Applicant shall submit a Planting Plan as part of its application.

(Community garden applicants should refer to Section VII.C for separate
instructions.)

i. The Planting Plan should include a layout of vegetation placement (grouped
by hydrozone) and sources of irrigation, as well as a list of intended types of
vegetation. The SFPUC will provide an area drawing including pipelines and
facilities upon request.

ii. The Applicant shall also identify the nursery(ies) supplying plant stock and
provide evidence that each nursery supplier uses techniques to reduce the
risk of plant pathogens, such as Phytophthora ramorum.

Measures to Promote Water Efficiency®

B.

A. The Licensee shall maintain landscaping to ensure water use efficiency.

The Licensee shall choose and arrange plants in a manner best suited to the site’s
climate, soil, sun exposure, wildfire susceptibility and other factors. Plants with
similar water needs must be grouped within an area controlled by a single irrigation
valve

° SFPUC Land Engineering Requirements.
SFPUC Rules and Regulations Governing Water Service to Customers, Section F.
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C. Turfis not allowed on slopes greater than 25 percent.

D. The SFPUC encourages the use of local native plant species in order to reduce
water use and promote wildlife habitat.

E. Recycled Water. Irrigation systems shall use recycled water if recycled water
meeting all public health codes and standards is available and will be available for
the foreseeable future.

F. Irrigation Water Runoff Prevention. For landscaped areas of any size, water runoff
leaving the landscaped area due to low head drainage, overspray, broken irrigation
hardware, or other similar conditions where water flows onto adjacent property,
walks, roadways, parking lots, structures, or non-irrigated areas, is prohibited.

VI. Other Requirements

A. Financial Stability. The SFPUC requires municipalities or other established
organizations with a stable fiscal history as Licensees.

i. Applicants must also demonstrate sufficient financial backing to pay rent,
maintain the License Area, and fulfill other license obligations over the license
term.

B. Smaller, community-based organizations without 501(c)(3) classifications must
partner with a 501(c)(3) classified organization or any other entity through which it
can secure funding for the License Area over the license term. Maintenance. The
Licensee must maintain the License Area in a clean and sightly condition at its sole
cost.” Maintenance includes, but is not limited to, regular weed abatement, mowing,
and removing graffiti, dumping, and trash.

C. Mitigation and Restoration. The Licensee will be responsible, at its sole cost, for
removing and replacing any recreational improvements in order to accommodate
planned or emergency maintenance, repairs, replacements, or projects done by or
on behalf of the SFPUC. If the Licensee refuses to remove its improvements,
SFPUC will remove the improvements | at the Licensee’s sole expense without any
obligation to replace them.

D. Encroachments. The Licensee will be solely responsible for removing any
encroachments on the License Area. An encroachment is any improvement on
SFPUC property not approved by the SFPUC. Please read the SFPUC ROW
Encroachment Policy for specific requirements. If the Licensee fails to remove
encroachments, the SFPUC will remove them at Licensee’s sole expense. The
Licensee must regularly patrol the License Area to spot encroachments and remove
them at an early stage.

! SFPUC Framework for Land Management and Use.






E. Point of Contact. The Licensee will identify a point of contact (hame, position title,
phone number, and address) to serve as the liaison between the Licensee, the local
community, and the SFPUC regarding the License Agreement and the License Area.
In the event that the point of contact changes, the Licensee shall immediately
provide the SFPUC with the new contact information. Once the License Term
commences, the point of contact shall inform local community members to direct any
maintenance requests to him or her. In the event that local community members
contact the SFPUC with such requests, the SFPUC will redirect any requests or
complaints to the point of contact.

F. Community Outreach.

i. Following an initial intake conversation with the SFPUC, the Applicant shall
provide a Community Outreach Plan for SFPUC approval. This Plan shall
include the following information:

1. ldentification of key stakeholders to whom the Applicant will contact
and/or ask for input, along with their contact information;

2. A description of the Applicant's outreach strategy, tactics, and
materials

3. A timeline of outreach (emails/letters mailing date, meetings, etc.);
and

4. A description of how the Applicant will incorporate feedback into its
proposal.

ii. The Applicant shall conduct outreach for the project at its sole cost and shall
keep the SFPUC apprised of any issues arising during outreach.

iii. During outreach, the Applicant shall indicate that it in no way represents the
SFPUC.

G. Signage. The SFPUC will provide, at Licensee’s cost, a small sign featuring the
SFPUC logo and text indicating SFPUC ownership of the License Area at each
entrance. In addition, the Licensee will install, at its sole cost, an accompanying sign
at each entrance to the License Area notifying visitors to contact the organization’s
point of contact and provide a current telephone number in case the visitors have
any issues. The SFPUC must approve the design and placement of the Licensee’s
sign.






VII.

Community Gardens

The following requirements also apply to community garden sites. As with all projects,
the details of the operation of a particular community garden are approved on a case-by-
case basis.

A.

The Applicant must demonstrate stable funding. The Applicant must provide
information about grants received, pending grants, and any ongoing foundational
support.

. The Applicant must have an established history and experience in managing urban

agriculture or community gardening projects. Alternatively, the Applicant may
demonstrate a formal partnership with an organization or agency with an established
history and experience in managing urban agriculture or community gardening
projects

During the Project Review process, the Applicant shall submit a Community Garden
Planting Plan that depicts the proposed License Area with individual plot and planter
box placements, landscaping, and a general list of crops that may be grown in the
garden.

The Applicant shall designate a Garden Manager to oversee day-to-day needs and
serve as a liaison between the SFPUC and garden plot holders. The Garden
Manager may be distinct from the point of contact, see Section VI.E.

The Licensee must ensure that the Garden Manager informs plot holders about the
potential for and responsibilities related to SFPUC repairs or emergency
maintenance on the License Area. In such circumstances, the SFPUC is not liable
for the removal and replacement of any features on the License Area or the costs
associated with such removal and replacement.

The Licensee must conduct all gardening within planter boxes with attached bottoms
that allow for easy removal without damaging the crops.
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12.000 RIGHT OF WAY INTEGRATED VEGETATION MANAGEMENT POLICY
12.001 General

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”) is responsible for the delivery of potable water
and the collection and treatment of wastewater for some 800,000 customers within the City of San
Francisco; it is also responsible for the delivery of potable water to 26 other water retailers with a
customer base of 1.8 million. The following policy is established to manage vegetation on the
transmission, distribution and collection systems within the SFPUC Right of Way (“ROW”) so that it
does not pose a threat or hazard to the system’s integrity and infrastructure or impede utility
maintenance and operations.

The existence of large woody vegetation®, hereinafter referred to as vegetation, and water transmission
lines within the ROW are not compatible and, in fact, are mutually exclusive uses of the same space.
Roots can impact transmission pipelines by causing corrosion. The existence of trees and other
vegetation directly adjacent to pipelines makes emergency and annual maintenance very difficult,
hazardous, and expensive, and increases concerns for public safety. The risk of fire within the ROW is
always a concern and the reduction of fire ladder fuels within these corridors is another reason to
modify the vegetation mosaic. In addition to managing vegetation in a timely manner to prevent any
disruption in utility service, the SFPUC also manages vegetation on its ROW to comply with local fire
ordinances enacted to protect public safety.

One of the other objectives of this policy is to reduce and eliminate as much as practicable the use of
herbicides on vegetation within the ROW and to implement integrated pest management (IPM).

12.002 Woody Vegetation Management

1.0 Vegetation of any size or species will not be allowed to grow within certain critical portions of the
ROW, pumping stations or other facilities as determined by a SFPUC qualified professional, and generally
in accordance with the following guidelines.

1.1 Emergency Removal

SFPUC Management reserves the right to remove any vegetation without prior public notification that
has been assessed by a SFPUC qualified professional as an immediate threat to transmission lines or
other utility infrastructure, human life and property due to acts of God, insects, disease, or natural
mortality.

1.2 Priority Removal

Vegetation that is within 15 feet of the edge of any pipe will be removed and the vegetative debris will
be cut into short lengths and chipped whenever possible. Chips will be spread upon the site where the
vegetation was removed. Material that cannot be chipped will be hauled away to a proper disposal site.

! Woody vegetation is defined as all brush, tree and ornamental shrub species planted in (or naturally occurring in)
the native soil having a woody stem that at maturity exceeds 3 inches in diameter.

C-68




If vegetation along the ROW is grouped in contiguous stands?, or populations, a systematic and
staggered removal of that vegetation will be undertaken to replicate a natural appearance. Initial
removal® will be vegetation immediately above or within 15 feet of the pipeline edges; secondary
vegetation® within 15 to 25 feet from pipelines will then be removed.

1.3 Standard Removal

Vegetation that is more than 25 feet from the edge of a pipeline and up to the boundary of the ROW will
be assessed by a SFPUC qualified professional for its age and condition, fire risk, and potential impact to
the pipelines. Based on this assessment, the vegetation will be removed or retained.

1.4 Removal Standards

Each Operating Division will develop its own set of guidelines or follow established requirements in
accordance with local needs.

2.0 All stems of vegetation will be cut flush with the ground and where deemed necessary or
appropriate, roots will be removed. All trees identified for removal will be clearly marked with paint
and/or a numbered aluminum tag.

3.0 Sprouting species of vegetation will be treated with herbicides where practicable, adhering to
provisions of Chapter 3 of the San Francisco Environment Code.

4.0 Erosion control measures, where needed, will be completed before the work crew or contractors
leave the work site or before October 15 of the calendar year.

5.0 Department personnel will remove in a timely manner any and all material that has been cut for
maintenance purposes within any stream channel.

6.0 All vegetation removal work and consultation on vegetation retention will be reviewed and
supervised by a SFPUC qualified professional. All vegetation removal work and/or treatment will be
made on a case-by-case basis by a SFPUC qualified professional.

7.0 Notification process for areas of significant resource impact that are beyond regular and ongoing
maintenance:

7.1 County/City Notification — The individual Operating Division will have sent to the affected
county/city a map showing the sections of the ROW which will be worked, a written description of the
work to be done, the appropriate removal time for the work crews, and a contact person for more
information. This should be done approximately 10 days prior to start of work. Each Operating Division
will develop its own set of guidelines in accordance with local need.

2 A stand is defined as a community of trees possessing sufficient uniformity in composition, structure, age,
arrangement, or condition to be distinguishable from adjacent forest communities to form a management unit.
* Initial removal is defined as the vegetation removed during the base year or first year of cutting.

4 Secondary vegetation is defined as the vegetative growth during the second year following the base year for
cutting.
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7.2 Public Notification — The Operating Division will have notices posted at areas where the vegetation is
to be removed with the same information as above also approximately 10 days prior to removal. Notices
will also be sent to all property owners within 300 feet of the removal site. Posted notices will be 11- by
17-inches in size on colored paper and will be put up at each end of the project area and at crossover
points through the ROW. Questions and complaints from the public will be handled through a
designated contact person. Each Operating Division will develop its own set of guidelines in accordance
with local needs.

12.003 Annual Grass and Weed Management

Annual grasses and weeds will be mowed, disked, sprayed or mulched along the ROW as appropriate to
reduce vegetation and potential fire danger annually. This treatment should be completed before July
30 of each year. This date is targeted to allow the grasses, forbs and weeds to reach maturity and
facilitate control for the season.

12.004 Segments of ROW that are covered by Agricultural deed rights

The only vegetation that may be planted within the ROW on those segments where an adjacent owner
has Deeded Agricultural Rights will be: non-woody herbaceous plants such as grasses, flowers, bulbs, or
vegetables.

12.005 Segments of ROW that are managed and maintained under a Lease or License

Special allowance may be made for these types of areas, as the vegetation will be maintained by the
licensed user as per agreement with the City, and not allowed to grow unchecked. Only shallow rooted
plants may be planted directly above the pipelines.

Within the above segments, the cost of vegetation maintenance and removal will be borne by the
tenant or licensee exclusively. In a like fashion, when new vegetative encroachments are discovered
they will be assessed by a SFPUC qualified professional on a case-by-case basis and either be permitted
or proposed for removal.

The following is a guideline for the size at maturity of plants (small trees, shrubs, and groundcover) that
may be permitted to be used as landscape materials. Note: All distance measurements are for mature
trees and plants measured from the edge of the drip-line to the edge of the pipeline.

e Plants that may be permitted to be planted directly above existing and future pipelines: shallow
rooted plants such as ground cover, grasses, flowers, and very low growing plants that grow to a
maximum of one foot in height at maturity.

e Plants that may be permitted to be planted 15-25 feet from the edge of existing and future
pipelines: shrubs and plants that grow to a maximum of five feet in height at maturity.

e Plants that may be permitted to be planted 25 feet or more from the edge of existing and future
pipelines: small trees or shrubs that grow to a maximum of twenty feet in height and fifteen feet
in canopy width.
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Trees and plants that exceed the maximum height and size limit (described above) may be permitted
within a leased or licensed area provided they are in containers and are above ground. Container load
and placement location(s) are subject to review and approval by the SFPUC.

Low water use plant species are encouraged and invasive plant species are not allowed.

All appurtenances, vaults, and facility infrastructure must remain visible and accessible at all times. All
determinations of species acceptability will be made by a SFPUC qualified professional.

The above policy is for general application and for internal administration purposes only and may not
be relied upon by any third party for any reason whatsoever. The SFPUC reserves the right at its sole
discretion, to establish stricter policies in any particular situation and to revise and update the above
policy at any time.
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SFPUC Water Pipeline Right of Way Use Policy for
San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Alameda Counties

As part of its utility system, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) operates
and maintains hundreds of miles of water pipelines. The SFPUC provides for public use on its
water pipeline property or right of way (ROW) throughout Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Mateo
counties consistent with our existing plans and policies. The following controls will help inform
how and in which instances the ROW can serve the needs of third parties—including public
agencies, private parties, nonprofit organizations, and developers—seeking to provide
recreational and other use opportunities to local communities.

Primarily, SFPUC land is used to deliver high quality, efficient and reliable water, power, and
sewer services in a manner that is inclusive of environmental and community interests, and that
sustains the resources entrusted to our care. The SFPUC’s utmost priority is maintaining the
safety and security of the pipelines that run underneath the ROW.

Through our formal Project Review and Land Use Application and Project Review process, we
may permit a secondary use on the ROW if it benefits the SFPUC, is consistent with our mission
and policies, and does not in any way interfere with, endanger, or damage the SFPUC’s current
or future operations, security or facilities." No secondary use of SFPUC land is permitted without
the SFPUC’s consent.

These controls rely on and reference several existing SFPUC policies, which should be read
when noted in the document. Being mindful of these policies while planning a proposed use and
submitting an application will ease the process for both the applicant and the SFPUC. These
controls are subject to change over time and additional requirements and restrictions may apply
depending on the project.

The SFPUC typically issues five-year revocable licenses for use of our property, with a form of
rent and insurance required upon signing.?

Note: The project proponent is referred to as the “Applicant” until the license agreement is signed, at
which point the project proponent is referred to as the “Licensee.”

! SFPUC Guidelines for the Real Estate Services Division, Section 2.0.
2 SFPUC Guidelines for the Real Estate Services Division, Section 3.3.
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Land Use, Structures, and Compliance with Law

The following tenets govern the specifics of land use, structures, and accessibility for a
project. Each proposal will still be subject to SFPUC approval on a case-by-case basis.

A. SFPUC Policies. The Applicant’s proposed use must conform to policies approved
by the SFPUC’'s Commission, such as the SFPUC’s Land Use Framework
(http://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=586).

B. Americans with Disabilities Act Compliance. The Applicant must demonstrate that a
Certified Access Specialist (CASp) has reviewed and approved its design and plans
to confirm that they meet all applicable accessibility requirements.

C. Environmental Regulations. The SFPUC’s issuance of a revocable license for use of
the ROW is subject to compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The Applicant is responsible for assessing the potential environmental
impacts under CEQA of its proposed use of the ROW. The SFPUC must be named
as a Responsible Agency on any CEQA document prepared for the License Area. In
addition, the Applicant shall provide to SFPUC a copy of the approved CEQA
document prepared by the Applicant, the certification date, and documentation of the
formal approval and adoption of CEQA findings by the CEQA lead agency. The
SFPUC will not issue a license for the use of the ROW until CEQA review and
approval is complete.

D. Crossover and Other Reserved Rights. For a ROW parcel that bisects a third party’s
land, the Applicant’s proposed use must not inhibit that party’s ability to cross the
ROW. The Applicant must demonstrate any adjoining owner with crossover or other
reserved rights approves of the proposed recreational use and that the use does not
impinge on any reserved rights.

E. Width. The License Area must span the entire width of the ROW.

e for example, the SFPUC will not allow a 10-foot wide trail license on a ROW
parcel that is 60 feet wide.

F. Structures. Structures on the ROW are generally prohibited. The Licensee shall not
construct or place any structure or improvement in, on, under or about the entire
License Area that requires excavation, bored footings or concrete pads that are
greater than six inches deep.

i. Structures such as benches and picnic tables that require shallow (four to six
inches deep) cement pads or footings are generally permitted on the ROW.
No such structure may be placed directly on top of a pipeline or within 20 feet
of the edge of a pipeline.

ii. The SFPUC will determine the permitted weight of structures on a case-by-
case basis.
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e When the SFPUC performs maintenance on its pipelines, structures
of significant weight and/or those that require footings deeper than six
inches are very difficult and time-consuming to move and can pose a
safety hazard to the pipelines. The longer it takes the SFPUC to reach
the pipeline in an emergency, the more damage that can occur.

G. Paving Materials. Permitted trails or walkways should be paved with materials that
both reduce erosion and stormwater runoff (e.g., permeable pavers).

H. License Area Boundary Marking. The License Area’s boundaries should be clearly
marked by landscaping or fencing, with the aim to prevent encroachments.

I. Fences and Gates. Any fence along the ROW boundary must be of chain-link or
wooden construction with viewing access to the ROW. The fence must include a
gate that allows SFPUC access to the ROW.> Any gate must be of chain-link
construction and at least 12 feet wide with a minimum 6-foot vertical clearance.

Il. Types of Recreational Use

Based on our past experience and research, the SFPUC will allow simple parks without
play structures, community gardens and limited trails.

A. Eulfilling an Open Space Requirement. An applicant may not use the ROW to fulfill a
development’s open space, setback, emergency access or other requirements.* In
cases where a public agency has received consideration for use of SFPUC land from
a third party, such as a developer, the SFPUC may allow such recreational use if the
public agency applicant pays full Fair Market Rent.

B. Trail Segments. At this time, the SFPUC will consider trail proposals when a multi-
jurisdictional entity presents a plan to incorporate specific ROW parcels into a fully
connected trail. Licensed trail segments next to unlicensed parcels may create a trail
corridor that poses liability to the SFPUC. The SFPUC will only consider trail
proposals where the trail would not continue onto, or encourage entry onto, another
ROW parcel without a trail and the trail otherwise meet all SFPUC license
requirements.

1. Utilities

A. Costs. The Licensee is responsible for all costs associated with use of utilities on the
License Area.

3 SFPUC Right of Way Requirements.
4 SFPUC Guidelines for the Real Estate Services Division, Section 2.0.
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V.

C.

D.

Placement. No utilities may be installed on the ROW running parallel to the SFPUC’s
pipelines, above or below grade.® With SFPUC approval, utilities may run
perpendicular to the pipelines.

Lights. The Licensee shall not install any light fixtures on the ROW that require
electrical conduits running parallel to the pipelines. With SFPUC approval, conduits
may run perpendicular to and/or across the pipelines.

e Any lighting shall have shielding to prevent spill over onto adjacent
properties.

Electricity. Licensees shall purchase all electricity from the SFPUC at the SFPUC’s
prevailing rates for comparable types of electrical load, so long as such electricity is
reasonably available for the Licensee’s needs.

Vegetation

A

The Applicant shall refer to the SFPUC Integrated Vegetation Management Policy for
the minimum requirements concerning types of vegetation and planting.
(http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=431.) The Licensee is responsible for all
vegetation maintenance and removal.

. The Applicant shall submit a Planting Plan as part of its application.

(Community garden applicants should refer to Section VII.C for separate
instructions.)

i. The Planting Plan should include a layout of vegetation placement (grouped
by hydrozone) and sources of irrigation, as well as a list of intended types of
vegetation. The SFPUC will provide an area drawing including pipelines and
facilities upon request.

ii. The Applicant shall also identify the nursery(ies) supplying plant stock and
provide evidence that each nursery supplier uses techniques to reduce the
risk of plant pathogens, such as Phytophthora ramorum.

Measures to Promote Water Efficiency®

A.

B.

The Licensee shall maintain landscaping to ensure water use efficiency.

The Licensee shall choose and arrange plants in a manner best suited to the site’s
climate, soil, sun exposure, wildfire susceptibility and other factors. Plants with
similar water needs must be grouped within an area controlled by a single irrigation
valve

® SFPUC Land Engineering Requirements.
6 SFPUC Rules and Regulations Governing Water Service to Customers, Section F.
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C. Turfis not allowed on slopes greater than 25 percent.

D. The SFPUC encourages the use of local native plant species in order to reduce
water use and promote wildlife habitat.

E. Recycled Water. Irrigation systems shall use recycled water if recycled water
meeting all public health codes and standards is available and will be available for
the foreseeable future.

F. lrrigation Water Runoff Prevention. For landscaped areas of any size, water runoff
leaving the landscaped area due to low head drainage, overspray, broken irrigation
hardware, or other similar conditions where water flows onto adjacent property,
walks, roadways, parking lots, structures, or non-irrigated areas, is prohibited.

VI. Other Requirements

A. Financial Stability. The SFPUC requires municipalities or other established
organizations with a stable fiscal history as Licensees.

i. Applicants must also demonstrate sufficient financial backing to pay rent,
maintain the License Area, and fulfill other license obligations over the license
term.

B. Smaller, community-based organizations without 501(c)(3) classifications must
partner with a 501(c)(3) classified organization or any other entity through which it
can secure funding for the License Area over the license term. Maintenance. The
Licensee must maintain the License Area in a clean and sightly condition at its sole
cost.” Maintenance includes, but is not limited to, regular weed abatement, mowing,
and removing graffiti, dumping, and trash.

C. Mitigation and Restoration. The Licensee will be responsible, at its sole cost, for
removing and replacing any recreational improvements in order to accommodate
planned or emergency maintenance, repairs, replacements, or projects done by or
on behalf of the SFPUC. If the Licensee refuses to remove its improvements,
SFPUC will remove the improvements | at the Licensee’s sole expense without any
obligation to replace them.

D. Encroachments. The Licensee will be solely responsible for removing any
encroachments on the License Area. An encroachment is any improvement on
SFPUC property not approved by the SFPUC. Please read the SFPUC ROW
Encroachment Policy for specific requirements. If the Licensee fails to remove
encroachments, the SFPUC will remove them at Licensee’s sole expense. The
Licensee must regularly patrol the License Area to spot encroachments and remove
them at an early stage.

" SFPUC Framework for Land Management and Use.
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E. Point of Contact. The Licensee will identify a point of contact (name, position title,
phone number, and address) to serve as the liaison between the Licensee, the local
community, and the SFPUC regarding the License Agreement and the License Area.
In the event that the point of contact changes, the Licensee shall immediately
provide the SFPUC with the new contact information. Once the License Term
commences, the point of contact shall inform local community members to direct any
maintenance requests to him or her. In the event that local community members
contact the SFPUC with such requests, the SFPUC will redirect any requests or
complaints to the point of contact.

F. Community Outreach.

i. Following an initial intake conversation with the SFPUC, the Applicant shall
provide a Community Outreach Plan for SFPUC approval. This Plan shall
include the following information:

1. ldentification of key stakeholders to whom the Applicant will contact
and/or ask for input, along with their contact information;

2. A description of the Applicant’'s outreach strategy, tactics, and
materials

3. A timeline of outreach (emails/letters mailing date, meetings, etc.);
and

4. A description of how the Applicant will incorporate feedback into its
proposal.

ii. The Applicant shall conduct outreach for the project at its sole cost and shall
keep the SFPUC apprised of any issues arising during outreach.

iii. During outreach, the Applicant shall indicate that it in no way represents the
SFPUC.

G. Signage. The SFPUC will provide, at Licensee’s cost, a small sign featuring the
SFPUC logo and text indicating SFPUC ownership of the License Area at each
entrance. In addition, the Licensee will install, at its sole cost, an accompanying sign
at each entrance to the License Area notifying visitors to contact the organization’s
point of contact and provide a current telephone number in case the visitors have
any issues. The SFPUC must approve the design and placement of the Licensee’s
sign.
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VII.

Community Gardens

The following requirements also apply to community garden sites. As with all projects,
the details of the operation of a particular community garden are approved on a case-by-
case basis.

A

The Applicant must demonstrate stable funding. The Applicant must provide
information about grants received, pending grants, and any ongoing foundational
support.

. The Applicant must have an established history and experience in managing urban

agriculture or community gardening projects. Alternatively, the Applicant may
demonstrate a formal partnership with an organization or agency with an established
history and experience in managing urban agriculture or community gardening
projects

During the Project Review process, the Applicant shall submit a Community Garden
Planting Plan that depicts the proposed License Area with individual plot and planter
box placements, landscaping, and a general list of crops that may be grown in the
garden.

The Applicant shall designate a Garden Manager to oversee day-to-day needs and
serve as a liaison between the SFPUC and garden plot holders. The Garden
Manager may be distinct from the point of contact, see Section VI.E.

The Licensee must ensure that the Garden Manager informs plot holders about the
potential for and responsibilities related to SFPUC repairs or emergency
maintenance on the License Area. In such circumstances, the SFPUC is not liable
for the removal and replacement of any features on the License Area or the costs
associated with such removal and replacement.

The Licensee must conduct all gardening within planter boxes with attached bottoms
that allow for easy removal without damaging the crops.

C-79




From: EELISHA WEST

To: South Bay Connect

Cc: ncbeat31yz@gmail.com; Haley Hester; Lorena Almaraz
Subject: Re: EIR project

Date: Thursday, July 11, 2024 6:58:54 PM

Good evening,
I will forward your response to our community. 156-2

Respectfully,
F. West, NC Chair of 31YZ
Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 11, 2024, at 4:52 PM, South Bay Connect <info@southbayconnect.com>
wrote:

Dear Felisha,

Thank you for your email dated July 9 requesting a presentation of the South
Bay Connect Draft EIR to the Neighborhood Council of 31YZ.

We recommend you view the two virtual public meeting recordings that are
currently posted on the Project website. These recordings provide an
overview of the proposed Project and the Draft EIR.

We look forward to receiving your comments to the Draft EIR by July 15 at 5
p.m. PDT. Please visit the South Bay Connect website for more information
on the proposed Project and how to submit a comment.

Thank you again for your comments.

South Bay Connect Team

On Tue, Jul 9, 2024 at 11:35 AM FELISHA WEST <felishawe5@aol.com>
wrote:
Greetings,

We just received your information regarding your project that we effected the

neighborhood community within Neighborhood Council of 31YZ. 156-1
We are requesting that you come to out to ours community meeting showing us

a presentation of EIR project and how it will impact our communities.
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Respectfully,
F. West, NC Chair of 31YZ

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Elizabeth Ames

To: South Bay Connect

Cc: Jeana Zelan

Subject: Re: South Bay Connect Project Draft EIR — One Week Left to Submit Comments!
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2024 2:57:44 PM

Thanks for your email -1 just got an email from CCCR that they asked for a 15 day extension.

It appears they got a similar response.

Hope you reconsider as Citizens to Complete the Refuge -CCCR- has been a partner to get
grants for Capitol Corridor

This non-profit agency is respected in the region in regards to the baylands and vital
stakeholder given their expertise and the complexity of South Bay Connect.

Hope you reconsider and appreciate your help.

Thank you

Liz

Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 11, 2024, at 10:19 AM, South Bay Connect <info@southbayconnect.com>
wrote:

Dear Liz,

Thank you for your email dated July 9 regarding the South Bay Connect Draft
EIR comment period. In your email, you requested that the Capitol Corridor Joint
Powers Authority (CCJPA) extend the comment period.

CCJPA has considered your request and believes that the 45-day comment period
is appropriate. While CCJPA cannot accommodate your request for an extension
of the comment period, the hearing on the Final EIR will be another opportunity
to comment later this year. We look forward to receiving your comments to the
Draft EIR by July 15 at 5 p.m. PDT.

Please visit the South Bay Connect website for more information and how to
submit a comment.

Thank you again for your comments.
Sincerely,
South Bay Connect Team

On Tue, Jul 9, 2024 at 4:08 PM Elizabeth Ames <eames2(@bart.gov> wrote:
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Hi team!

Are you considering a time extension? Given people are on vacation and the
holiday -this is not an opportune time to get comments.

Hope you can consider a 2 week extension?

Thanks for your help!
Liz

Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 8, 2024, at 1:56 PM, South Bay Connect
<info@southbayconnect.com> wrote:

<Email Header.png>

Thank you for all the comments received so far on the
proposed South Bay Connect Project’s draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR). If you haven’'t commented, there’s still
one week left!

The draft EIR was released on May 29, 2024, and we are
now nearing the end of the 45-day public review and
comment period. Community involvement is vital, and we
encourage you to participate in the review of the draft EIR.
To ensure participation from all interested parties, we would
like to remind everyone that there are still multiple ways to
submit comments.

Comments must be received by 5 p.m. PDT July 15, 2024,
via the following options:

Website: southbayconnect.com

Email: info@southbayconnect.com
Phone: (510) 244-3667

Mail: Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority
Attn: South Bay Connect DEIR

2150 Webster St, 3" Floor
Oakland, CA 94612

All comments received will be documented and addressed in
the final EIR, anticipated to be completed by late 2024.
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From: Wines. Brian@Waterboards

To: info@southbayconnect.com

Subject: SF Bay RWQCB Comments on DEIR for the South Bay Connect Project SCH 2020060655

Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 9:07:15 PM

Attachments: R2_CEQA_Comment_SouthBayConnectProject DraftEIR.pdf

Please see the attached CEQA comment letter. 158-1
Brian Wines

Water Resource Control Engineer
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
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Gavin NEwsom
GOVERNOR

v -
GALIFORNIA \" JARED BLUMENFELD
‘ SECRETARY FOR

Water BOardS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
July 9, 2024

Sent via electronic mail: No hardcopy to follow

Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Board

ATTN: Shirley Qian (shirleyg@capitolcorridor.org)
2150 Webster St., 3™ Floor

Oakland, CA 94612

Subject: San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Comments on
the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the South Bay Connect Project
SCH No. 2020060655

Dear Ms. Qian:

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) staff
appreciates the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
South Bay Connect Project (DEIR). The DEIR evaluates the potential environmental
impacts associated with implementing the South Bay Connect Project (Project). The
proposed Project would relocate Capitol Corridor passenger rail service to the existing
Union Pacific Railroad Coast Subdivision between Oakland and Newark for improved
operational efficiency and reliability. The proposed Project also includes constructing a
new passenger rail station on the Coast Subdivision at the existing Ardenwood Park-
and-Ride to serve southern Alameda County passengers and facilitate connections to
existing transbay transit connections between the East Bay and the San Francisco
Peninsula. The proposed Project is a critical component to enhancing both passenger
and freight rail operations between Oakland and San Jose.

Summary

As is discussed below, the DEIR does not appear to include a complete assessment of
the Project’s impacts to waters of the State and doesn’t provide an adequate discussion
of potential mitigation measures for Project impacts to waters of the State.

Comment 1. The Project proponent should not assume that the Water Board will
approve the replacement of existing timber bridges over waters of the State with
culverts.

Table ES-3, Proposed Bridge and Structure Improvements, identifies 11 timber trestles
that are proposed to be replaced with culverts or fill. If the new culverts and/or fill will be
placed in jurisdictional waters of the State, the Water Board will require mitigation for

ALexis STRAUSS HACKER, cHAIR | EILEEN M. WHITE, EXECUTIVE OFFICER

1515 Clay St., Suite 1400, Oakland, CA 94612 | www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay
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impacts to waters of the State. Any channel, including a road side ditch, that conveys
surface water via gravity flow is subject to regulation as a water of the State, pursuant to
the State’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act.

When the Water Board receives an application for CWA Section 401 Water Quality
Certification (Certification) and/or Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs), staff reviews
the application materials to verify that the project proponent has taken all feasible
measures to avoid impacts to waters of the State (these impacts usually consist of the
placement of fill in waters of the State, such as placing a culvert in a channel or fill dirt
or rock in a channel). Where impacts to waters of the State cannot be avoided, projects
are required to minimize impacts to waters of the State to the maximum extent
practicable (i.e., the footprint of the project’s fill placed in waters of the State is reduced
as much as possible). Compensatory mitigation is then required for those impacts to
waters of the State that cannot be avoided or minimized. Avoidance and minimization of
impacts is a prerequisite to developing an acceptable project and identifying appropriate
compensatory mitigation for an approved project’s impacts. Avoidance and
minimization cannot be used as compensatory mitigation. After avoidance and
minimization of direct impacts to waters of the State have been maximized for the
proposed project, the necessary type and quantity of compensatory mitigation for the
remaining impacts to waters of the State are assessed on a case-by-case basis.

Under both the CWA and the San Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality Control Plan
(Basin Plan), projects are required to avoid impacts to waters of the U.S. and waters of
the State, in conformance with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s CWA 404(b)(1)
Guidelines (Guidelines). The Guidelines provide guidance in evaluating the
circumstances under which the fill of jurisdictional waters may be permitted. Projects
must first exhaust all opportunities, to the maximum extent practicable, to avoid, and
then to minimize impacts to jurisdictional waters. Only after all options for avoidance
and minimization of impacts have been exhausted, is it appropriate to develop
mitigation for adverse impacts to waters of State.

The Water Boards only allows compensatory mitigation to be implemented for those
impacts to waters of the State that cannot be avoided and/or minimized; “avoidance and
minimization” in the context of reviewing applications for Certifications and/or WDRs
refers to minimizing the proposed project’s footprint in waters of the State. The current
Project appears to propose the placement of fill (e.g., culverts and earthen fill) in waters
of the State by replacing 11 trestles with culverts and by extending the length of some
existing culverts. The Project proponent is encouraged to revise the DEIR to assess
alternatives to placing new culverts and fill in waters of the State.

Culverts and fill materials that are placed in waters of the State require compensatory
mitigation. Compensatory mitigation should be in-kind and on-site to the maximum
extent practicable. In-kind compensatory mitigation would consist of removing existing
culverts and fill from waters of the State.
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Comment 2. The DEIR does not describe acceptable mitigation for the Project’s
proposed placement of fill in waters of the State.

The discussion of mitigation for impacts to waters of the State only addresses impacts
to riparian habitat. Proposed Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-17 describes the proposed
mitigation for impacts to riparian habitat.

Prior to construction, CCJPA will ensure that permanent direct impacts on
riparian habitat will be mitigated through the purchase of credits at a
minimum ratio of 2:1 for native riparian habitats and a minimum ratio of 1:1
for non-native riparian habitats. This will be done through in-lieu fee payment
to an appropriate mitigation bank for enhancement, restoration and/or
creation of riparian habitat within approved watersheds and/or funding of a
minimum 1:1 ratio of riparian habitat enhancement at approved conservation
easements/mitigation banks. The final mitigation acreage will be confirmed
during review of final engineering drawings and may be modified during the
agency consultation process (e.g. COFW, RWQCB, NMFS). CCJPA will
provide written evidence to the resource agencies that compensation has
been established through the purchase of mitigation credits. Alternatively, as
part of the LSAA process, CCJPA may provide a plan/proposal for COFW
approval to conduct on or offsite riparian habitat creation/enhancement to
compensate for the Project’s direct riparian impacts. All riparian areas
subject to temporary construction disturbance will be restored by CCJPA and
its contractors in accordance with a post construction Erosion Control and
Habitat Restoration Plan (ECHRP). The ECHRP will address all temporarily
disturbed areas, be prepared by a qualified biologist, be developed as part of
the CDFW LSAA process and be reviewed and approved by CDFW prior to
implementation.

The Project will need to provide mitigation for all impacts to waters of the State,
including impacts to wetlands and other waters. The Water Board has jurisdiction over
all waters of the State. Waters of the State include wetlands, other waters (e.g.,
perennial creeks, seasonal creeks, intermittent creeks, ephemeral creeks, ponds, lakes,
and reservoirs), and riparian areas along creeks. The installation of new culverts in
waters of the State and the installation of new bridge piers in waters of the State will
require mitigation for the placement of fill in waters of the State. At this time, we are not
aware of any mitigation banks or in lieu fee programs with service areas that include the
Project site. Therefore, the Project proponent will need to provide permittee-responsible
mitigation for the Project’s impacts to waters of the State. Impacts to linear water
features (e.g., creeks) and mitigation for those impacts must be quantified in acres and
linear feet.

We encourage the Project proponent to minimize the Project’s need for mitigation by
reducing the placement of fill in waters of the State. Impacts to waters of the State can
be reduced by designing all new or expanded crossings of creeks as free span bridges.
The Project may also be able to create mitigation credits by replacing existing culverted
crossings of creek channels with free span bridges. The mitigation credit provided by
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replacing existing culverts with free span bridges, can be applied to the Project’s
unavoidable impacts to waters of the State (e.g., new in-channel piers to support
bridges). We encourage the Project proponent to coordinate with Water Board staff to
minimize impacts to waters of the State by redesigning Project components with direct
impacts to waters of the State (e.g., redesigning the Project to avoid installing new or
lengthened culverts). We also encourage the Project proponent to coordinate with
Water Board staff to work on feasible mitigation projects within the Project footprint
(e.g., removal of existing culverts) to provide mitigation for the Project’s unavoidable
impacts to waters of the State (e.g., new bridge piers in creek channels).

While free span bridges are usually more expensive than culverts, the cost of providing
mitigation for culverts should be included when comparing the costs of bridges and
culverts. At this time, mitigation banks in the Bay Area are charging between 1 million
and 2.6 million dollars per acres, and these costs are likely to increase significantly by
the time the Project is constructed.

Providing mitigation within the right-of-way of the Project (e.g., replacing culverts with
bridges), is likely to be less expensive than providing permittee-responsible mitigation at
other locations. Mitigation created at other locations may require the Project proponent
to obtain fee title to the land on which mitigation is implemented.

Please note that the required amount of mitigation will depend on the similarity of the
impacted water of the state to the provided compensatory mitigation water of the State,
the uncertainty associated with successful implementation of the mitigation project, and
the distance between the location of the impact and the site of the compensatory
mitigation water. In-kind mitigation for the fill of open waters consists of the creation of
new open waters. If the mitigation consists of restoration or enhancement of open
waters, the amount of mitigation will be greater than if the mitigation consists of the
creation of open waters. If there are uncertainties with respect to the availability of
sufficient water to support a mitigation water or sufficiently impermeable soils to sustain
ponding, then the amount of mitigation would also have to be greater. Finally, the
amount of required mitigation increases as the distance between the impact site and the
mitigation site increases.

A mitigation ratio of 1:1 may be acceptable if a mitigation channel is established in the
Project site. For mitigation projects that are offsite and/or out-of-kind, the required
mitigation ratio will increase with distance from the Project site and any differences
between the type of water body that is impacted and the type of water body that is
provided at the mitigation site. For an off-site mitigation project, the applicant will need
to acquire fee title to a property with the proper hydrology to support an appropriately-
sized mitigation feature. In addition, the applicant will need to monitor and maintain the
mitigation feature for at least five years, until final performance criteria are attained. The
applicant will also need to place a conservation easement or deed restriction over the
property and establish an endowment for the long-term maintenance of the mitigation
feature.
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In a CEQA document, a project’s potential impacts and proposed mitigation measures
should be presented in sufficient detail for readers of the CEQA document to evaluate
the likelihood that the proposed remedy will actually reduce impacts to a less than
significant level. CEQA requires that mitigation measures for each significant
environmental effect be adequate, timely, and resolved by the lead agency. In an
adequate CEQA document, mitigation measures must be feasible and fully enforceable
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4). Mitigation measures to be identified at some future time
are not acceptable. It has been determined by court ruling that such mitigation
measures would be improperly exempted from the process of public and governmental
scrutiny which is required under the California Environmental Quality Act. Impacts to the
jurisdictional waters at the Project site, as well as proposed mitigation measures for
such impacts, will require review under CEQA before the Water Board can issue
permits for those proposed impacts.

Since the Project site is not within the service area of any mitigation banks or in lieu fee
programs and the DEIR does not provide any descriptions of permittee-responsible
mitigation projects for review pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the DEIR has not
established that impacts to waters of the State can be mitigated to a less than
significant level. With respect to impacts to waters of the State, we do not currently
agree with the conclusion in Section 2.1.2, Reduction of Significant Impacts, that all of
the Project’s impacts to waters of the State can be reduced to less than significant level.

Comment 3. The delineation of aquatic resource was conducted too late in the dry
season.

Text in Section 3.5.3.2, Data Sources, states that the Project biologists conducted a
delineation of aquatic resources on September 7, 8, and 10, 2021, which is well into the
dry season. Section IV.A.2.a of the State Wetland Definition and Procedures for
Discharges of Dredged and Fill Material to Waters of the State states that Water Board
staff may require, on a case-by-case basis, supplemental field data from the wet season
to substantiate dry season delineations.

2. Additional Information Required for a Complete Application

a. If required by the permitting authority on a case-by-case basis, supplemental
field data from the wet season to substantiate dry season delineations, as is
consistent with the 1987 Manual and Supplements.

Generally, wet season delineations are more likely to be necessary in areas where
wetland indicators are difficult to resolve. The ideal time to delineate a wetland is during
the wet portion of the growing season of a normal climatic period. Otherwise, indicators
provided in the Corps’ delineation manuals must be relied on to identify wetland
boundaries. Collection of supplemental information in certain situations is an accepted
practice and is consistent with recommendations presented in the Corps regional
supplements for wetland delineation, which recommends that practitioners return to the
delineation site, if possible, during the “normal wet portion of the growing season” (Arid
West Regional Supplement, pp. 58, 87, 104; Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast
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Regional Supplement, pp. 66, 100) to resolve wetland indicators that were unresolved
during the dry-season delineation. To avoid the risk of unanticipated project delays,
applicants may consult with the appropriate Water Board regarding whether
supplemental data may be necessary prior to submitting an application.

The wetland delineation should be repeated late in the wet season of a year with typical
rainfall to ensure that the full extent of wetlands and other waters subject to regulation
as waters of the State have been identified. Without a wet-season delineation with a
sufficient number of data points, it is not possible to establish with sufficient certainty
that the Project will avoid and minimize impacts to waters of the State.

Comment 4. The delineation of aquatic resource appears to have only included
waters of the United States.

The discussion of aquatic resources on page 3.5-37 in Section 3.5.4, Affected
Environment, only addresses waters subject to jurisdiction under Section 404 of the
CWA and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. The discussion of aquatic
resources must be expanded to include waters of the State that are regulated by the
Water Board under its Porter-Cologne Act authority.

The Water Board has regulatory authority over wetlands and waterways under both the
federal CWA and the State of California’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
(California Water Code, Division 7). Under the CWA, the Water Board has regulatory
authority over actions in waters of the United States, through the issuance of
Certifications under Section 401 of the CWA, which are issued in conjunction with
permits issued by the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), under Section 404 of the CWA.
When the Water Board issues Certifications, it simultaneously issues general WDRs for
the project, under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Activities in areas that
are outside of the jurisdiction of the Corps (e.g., isolated wetlands, vernal pools,
seasonal streams, intermittent streams, channels that lack a nexus to navigable waters,
or stream banks above the ordinary high water mark) are regulated by the Water Board,
under the authority of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Activities that lie
outside of Corps jurisdiction may require the issuance of either individual or general
WDRs.

Conclusion

The DEIR does appear to have quantified the Project’s impacts to waters of the State
and does not provide sufficient detail with respect to mitigation for Project impacts to
waters of the State. The DEIR should be revised to provide specific mitigation measures
for all impacts to waters of the State. These mitigation measures should be in-kind and
on-site mitigation measures to the maximum extent possible. The amount of proposed
mitigation should include mitigation for temporal losses of any impacted waters of the
State. If mitigation is out-of-kind and/or off-site, then the amount of the proposed
mitigation should be increased. Proposed mitigation measures should include designs
with sufficient detail to show that any created waters will have sufficient hydrology to
sustain wetland or creek channel hydrology and vegetation without human intervention.
A proposed program for monitoring the success of the mitigation features should also
be included with the mitigation proposal(s). In addition, before the Water Board issues a
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permit that authorizes the installation of new culverts or the lengthening of existing
culverts, we must be provided with an alternatives analysis that demonstrates that
avoidance of new culverts or other fill in waters of the State at the Project site is
infeasible. If the DEIR is adopted without providing concrete mitigation proposals for
impacts to waters of the State, it is likely that the DEIR will not be sufficient to support
the issuance of a Certification and/ or WDRs for the Project.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (5610) 622-5680, or via e-mail at
brian.wines@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Brion K Wane

Brian Wines
Water Resource Control Engineer
South and East Bay Watershed Section

cc:  State Clearinghouse (state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov)
CDFW, Attn: Kristin Garrison (marcia.grefsrud@wildlife.ca.gov)
Capitol Corridor South Bay Connect (info@southbayconnect.com)
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San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

July 9, 2024
Sent via electronic mail: No hardcopy to follow

Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Board

ATTN: Shirley Qian (shirleyg@capitolcorridor.org)
2150 Webster St., 3" Floor

Oakland, CA 94612

Subject: San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Comments on
the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the South Bay Connect Project
SCH No. 2020060655

Dear Ms. Qian:

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) staff
appreciates the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
South Bay Connect Project (DEIR). The DEIR evaluates the potential environmental
impacts associated with implementing the South Bay Connect Project (Project). The
proposed Project would relocate Capitol Corridor passenger rail service to the existing
Union Pacific Railroad Coast Subdivision between Oakland and Newark for improved
operational efficiency and reliability. The proposed Project also includes constructing a
new passenger rail station on the Coast Subdivision at the existing Ardenwood Park-
and-Ride to serve southern Alameda County passengers and facilitate connections to
existing transbay transit connections between the East Bay and the San Francisco
Peninsula. The proposed Project is a critical component to enhancing both passenger
and freight rail operations between Oakland and San Jose.

Summary

As is discussed below, the DEIR does not appear to include a complete assessment of
the Project’s impacts to waters of the State and doesn’t provide an adequate discussion
of potential mitigation measures for Project impacts to waters of the State.

Comment 1. The Project proponent should not assume that the Water Board will
approve the replacement of existing timber bridges over waters of the State with
culverts.

Table ES-3, Proposed Bridge and Structure Improvements, identifies 11 timber trestles
that are proposed to be replaced with culverts or fill. If the new culverts and/or fill will be
placed in jurisdictional waters of the State, the Water Board will require mitigation for
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impacts to waters of the State. Any channel, including a road side ditch, that conveys
surface water via gravity flow is subject to regulation as a water of the State, pursuant to
the State’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act.

When the Water Board receives an application for CWA Section 401 Water Quality
Certification (Certification) and/or Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs), staff reviews
the application materials to verify that the project proponent has taken all feasible
measures to avoid impacts to waters of the State (these impacts usually consist of the
placement of fill in waters of the State, such as placing a culvert in a channel or fill dirt
or rock in a channel). Where impacts to waters of the State cannot be avoided, projects
are required to minimize impacts to waters of the State to the maximum extent
practicable (i.e., the footprint of the project’s fill placed in waters of the State is reduced
as much as possible). Compensatory mitigation is then required for those impacts to
waters of the State that cannot be avoided or minimized. Avoidance and minimization of]
impacts is a prerequisite to developing an acceptable project and identifying appropriate
compensatory mitigation for an approved project’s impacts. Avoidance and
minimization cannot be used as compensatory mitigation. After avoidance and
minimization of direct impacts to waters of the State have been maximized for the
proposed project, the necessary type and quantity of compensatory mitigation for the
remaining impacts to waters of the State are assessed on a case-by-case basis.

Under both the CWA and the San Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality Control Plan
(Basin Plan), projects are required to avoid impacts to waters of the U.S. and waters of
the State, in conformance with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s CWA 404(b)(1)
Guidelines (Guidelines). The Guidelines provide guidance in evaluating the
circumstances under which the fill of jurisdictional waters may be permitted. Projects
must first exhaust all opportunities, to the maximum extent practicable, to avoid, and
then to minimize impacts to jurisdictional waters. Only after all options for avoidance
and minimization of impacts have been exhausted, is it appropriate to develop
mitigation for adverse impacts to waters of State.

The Water Boards only allows compensatory mitigation to be implemented for those
impacts to waters of the State that cannot be avoided and/or minimized; “avoidance and
minimization” in the context of reviewing applications for Certifications and/or WDRs
refers to minimizing the proposed project’s footprint in waters of the State. The current
Project appears to propose the placement of fill (e.g., culverts and earthen fill) in waters
of the State by replacing 11 trestles with culverts and by extending the length of some
existing culverts. The Project proponent is encouraged to revise the DEIR to assess
alternatives to placing new culverts and fill in waters of the State.

Culverts and fill materials that are placed in waters of the State require compensatory
mitigation. Compensatory mitigation should be in-kind and on-site to the maximum
extent practicable. In-kind compensatory mitigation would consist of removing existing
culverts and fill from waters of the State.
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Comment 2. The DEIR does not describe acceptable mitigation for the Project’s
proposed placement of fill in waters of the State.

The discussion of mitigation for impacts to waters of the State only addresses impacts
to riparian habitat. Proposed Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-17 describes the proposed
mitigation for impacts to riparian habitat.

Prior to construction, CCJPA will ensure that permanent direct impacts on
riparian habitat will be mitigated through the purchase of credits at a
minimum ratio of 2:1 for native riparian habitats and a minimum ratio of 1:1
for non-native riparian habitats. This will be done through in-lieu fee payment
to an appropriate mitigation bank for enhancement, restoration and/or
creation of riparian habitat within approved watersheds and/or funding of a
minimum 1:1 ratio of riparian habitat enhancement at approved conservation
easements/mitigation banks. The final mitigation acreage will be confirmed
during review of final engineering drawings and may be modified during the
agency consultation process (e.g. COFW, RWQCB, NMFS). CCJPA will
provide written evidence to the resource agencies that compensation has
been established through the purchase of mitigation credits. Alternatively, as
part of the LSAA process, CCJPA may provide a plan/proposal for COFW
approval to conduct on or offsite riparian habitat creation/enhancement to
compensate for the Project’s direct riparian impacts. All riparian areas
subject to temporary construction disturbance will be restored by CCJPA and
its contractors in accordance with a post construction Erosion Control and
Habitat Restoration Plan (ECHRP). The ECHRP will address all temporarily
disturbed areas, be prepared by a qualified biologist, be developed as part of
the CDFW LSAA process and be reviewed and approved by CDFW prior to
implementation.

The Project will need to provide mitigation for all impacts to waters of the State,
including impacts to wetlands and other waters. The Water Board has jurisdiction over
all waters of the State. Waters of the State include wetlands, other waters (e.g.,
perennial creeks, seasonal creeks, intermittent creeks, ephemeral creeks, ponds, lakes,
and reservoirs), and riparian areas along creeks. The installation of new culverts in
waters of the State and the installation of new bridge piers in waters of the State will
require mitigation for the placement of fill in waters of the State. At this time, we are not
aware of any mitigation banks or in lieu fee programs with service areas that include the
Project site. Therefore, the Project proponent will need to provide permittee-responsible
mitigation for the Project’s impacts to waters of the State. Impacts to linear water
features (e.g., creeks) and mitigation for those impacts must be quantified in acres and
linear feet.

We encourage the Project proponent to minimize the Project’s need for mitigation by
reducing the placement of fill in waters of the State. Impacts to waters of the State can
be reduced by designing all new or expanded crossings of creeks as free span bridges.
The Project may also be able to create mitigation credits by replacing existing culverted
crossings of creek channels with free span bridges. The mitigation credit provided by
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replacing existing culverts with free span bridges, can be applied to the Project’s
unavoidable impacts to waters of the State (e.g., new in-channel piers to support
bridges). We encourage the Project proponent to coordinate with Water Board staff to
minimize impacts to waters of the State by redesigning Project components with direct
impacts to waters of the State (e.g., redesigning the Project to avoid installing new or
lengthened culverts). We also encourage the Project proponent to coordinate with
Water Board staff to work on feasible mitigation projects within the Project footprint
(e.g., removal of existing culverts) to provide mitigation for the Project’s unavoidable
impacts to waters of the State (e.g., new bridge piers in creek channels).

While free span bridges are usually more expensive than culverts, the cost of providing
mitigation for culverts should be included when comparing the costs of bridges and
culverts. At this time, mitigation banks in the Bay Area are charging between 1 million
and 2.6 million dollars per acres, and these costs are likely to increase significantly by
the time the Project is constructed.

Providing mitigation within the right-of-way of the Project (e.g., replacing culverts with
bridges), is likely to be less expensive than providing permittee-responsible mitigation at
other locations. Mitigation created at other locations may require the Project proponent
to obtain fee title to the land on which mitigation is implemented.

Please note that the required amount of mitigation will depend on the similarity of the
impacted water of the state to the provided compensatory mitigation water of the State,
the uncertainty associated with successful implementation of the mitigation project, and
the distance between the location of the impact and the site of the compensatory
mitigation water. In-kind mitigation for the fill of open waters consists of the creation of
new open waters. If the mitigation consists of restoration or enhancement of open
waters, the amount of mitigation will be greater than if the mitigation consists of the
creation of open waters. If there are uncertainties with respect to the availability of
sufficient water to support a mitigation water or sufficiently impermeable soils to sustain
ponding, then the amount of mitigation would also have to be greater. Finally, the
amount of required mitigation increases as the distance between the impact site and the
mitigation site increases.

A mitigation ratio of 1:1 may be acceptable if a mitigation channel is established in the
Project site. For mitigation projects that are offsite and/or out-of-kind, the required
mitigation ratio will increase with distance from the Project site and any differences
between the type of water body that is impacted and the type of water body that is
provided at the mitigation site. For an off-site mitigation project, the applicant will need
to acquire fee title to a property with the proper hydrology to support an appropriately-
sized mitigation feature. In addition, the applicant will need to monitor and maintain the
mitigation feature for at least five years, until final performance criteria are attained. The
applicant will also need to place a conservation easement or deed restriction over the
property and establish an endowment for the long-term maintenance of the mitigation
feature.
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In a CEQA document, a project’s potential impacts and proposed mitigation measures
should be presented in sufficient detail for readers of the CEQA document to evaluate
the likelihood that the proposed remedy will actually reduce impacts to a less than
significant level. CEQA requires that mitigation measures for each significant
environmental effect be adequate, timely, and resolved by the lead agency. In an
adequate CEQA document, mitigation measures must be feasible and fully enforceable
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4). Mitigation measures to be identified at some future time
are not acceptable. It has been determined by court ruling that such mitigation
measures would be improperly exempted from the process of public and governmental
scrutiny which is required under the California Environmental Quality Act. Impacts to the
jurisdictional waters at the Project site, as well as proposed mitigation measures for
such impacts, will require review under CEQA before the Water Board can issue
permits for those proposed impacts.

Since the Project site is not within the service area of any mitigation banks or in lieu fee
programs and the DEIR does not provide any descriptions of permittee-responsible
mitigation projects for review pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the DEIR has not
established that impacts to waters of the State can be mitigated to a less than
significant level. With respect to impacts to waters of the State, we do not currently
agree with the conclusion in Section 2.1.2, Reduction of Significant Impacts, that all of
the Project’s impacts to waters of the State can be reduced to less than significant level.

Comment 3. The delineation of aquatic resource was conducted too late in the dry
season.

Text in Section 3.5.3.2, Data Sources, states that the Project biologists conducted a
delineation of aquatic resources on September 7, 8, and 10, 2021, which is well into the
dry season. Section IV.A.2.a of the State Wetland Definition and Procedures for
Discharges of Dredged and Fill Material to Waters of the State states that Water Board
staff may require, on a case-by-case basis, supplemental field data from the wet season
to substantiate dry season delineations.

2. Additional Information Required for a Complete Application

a. If required by the permitting authority on a case-by-case basis, supplemental
field data from the wet season to substantiate dry season delineations, as is
consistent with the 1987 Manual and Supplements.

Generally, wet season delineations are more likely to be necessary in areas where
wetland indicators are difficult to resolve. The ideal time to delineate a wetland is during
the wet portion of the growing season of a normal climatic period. Otherwise, indicators
provided in the Corps’ delineation manuals must be relied on to identify wetland
boundaries. Collection of supplemental information in certain situations is an accepted
practice and is consistent with recommendations presented in the Corps regional
supplements for wetland delineation, which recommends that practitioners return to the
delineation site, if possible, during the “normal wet portion of the growing season” (Arid
West Regional Supplement, pp. 58, 87, 104; Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast
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Regional Supplement, pp. 66, 100) to resolve wetland indicators that were unresolved
during the dry-season delineation. To avoid the risk of unanticipated project delays,
applicants may consult with the appropriate Water Board regarding whether
supplemental data may be necessary prior to submitting an application.

The wetland delineation should be repeated late in the wet season of a year with typical
rainfall to ensure that the full extent of wetlands and other waters subject to regulation
as waters of the State have been identified. Without a wet-season delineation with a
sufficient number of data points, it is not possible to establish with sufficient certainty
that the Project will avoid and minimize impacts to waters of the State.

Comment 4. The delineation of aquatic resource appears to have only included
waters of the United States.

The discussion of aquatic resources on page 3.5-37 in Section 3.5.4, Affected
Environment, only addresses waters subject to jurisdiction under Section 404 of the
CWA and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. The discussion of aquatic
resources must be expanded to include waters of the State that are regulated by the
Water Board under its Porter-Cologne Act authority.

The Water Board has regulatory authority over wetlands and waterways under both the
federal CWA and the State of California’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
(California Water Code, Division 7). Under the CWA, the Water Board has regulatory
authority over actions in waters of the United States, through the issuance of
Certifications under Section 401 of the CWA, which are issued in conjunction with
permits issued by the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), under Section 404 of the CWA.
When the Water Board issues Certifications, it simultaneously issues general WDRs for
the project, under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Activities in areas that
are outside of the jurisdiction of the Corps (e.g., isolated wetlands, vernal pools,
seasonal streams, intermittent streams, channels that lack a nexus to navigable waters,
or stream banks above the ordinary high water mark) are regulated by the Water Board,
under the authority of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Activities that lie
outside of Corps jurisdiction may require the issuance of either individual or general
WDRs.

Conclusion

The DEIR does appear to have quantified the Project’s impacts to waters of the State
and does not provide sufficient detail with respect to mitigation for Project impacts to
waters of the State. The DEIR should be revised to provide specific mitigation measures
for all impacts to waters of the State. These mitigation measures should be in-kind and
on-site mitigation measures to the maximum extent possible. The amount of proposed
mitigation should include mitigation for temporal losses of any impacted waters of the
State. If mitigation is out-of-kind and/or off-site, then the amount of the proposed
mitigation should be increased. Proposed mitigation measures should include designs
with sufficient detail to show that any created waters will have sufficient hydrology to
sustain wetland or creek channel hydrology and vegetation without human intervention.
A proposed program for monitoring the success of the mitigation features should also
be included with the mitigation proposal(s). In addition, before the Water Board issues a
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permit that authorizes the installation of new culverts or the lengthening of existing 158-7
culverts, we must be provided with an alternatives analysis that demonstrates that
avoidance of new culverts or other fill in waters of the State at the Project site is
infeasible. If the DEIR is adopted without providing concrete mitigation proposals for
impacts to waters of the State, it is likely that the DEIR will not be sufficient to support
the issuance of a Certification and/ or WDRs for the Project.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (5610) 622-5680, or via e-mail at
brian.wines@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Brian Wines
Water Resource Control Engineer
South and East Bay Watershed Section

cc:  State Clearinghouse (state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov)
CDFW, Attn: Kristin Garrison (marcia.grefsrud@wildlife.ca.gov)
Capitol Corridor South Bay Connect (info@southbayconnect.com)
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From: Grasshopper

To: Teurn, Tammy

Subject: Voicemail from (510) 917-9476

Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 4:10:10 PM

Attachments: arasshopper_+15109179476_7_9 2024 _231024064.mp3

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

New Grasshopper Voicemail

Caller: (510) 917-9476

Extension: 3 - South Bay Connect - Main VM
Grasshopper #: (510) 244-3667

Timestamp: 7/9/2024 4:09:54 PM Pacific Daylight Time

Read Your Voicemail

"Hi there, this is Liz Ames, your BART director, and I've been getting some requests that
youwould consider an extension of the public comments for the draft EIR.l don't know if
you've done that before, but I've seen agencies do like a two-week extensionjust because
it's the summer holiday, people are out,they're not informed about the project enough,so
they don't know it's happeningbecause they're basically on vacation.Anyway, so | don't
know if that's possible,but | would appreciate a call back,510-371-1311, this is Liz
Ames,and thank you so much, bye."

Play this voicemail on your mobile phone or online
Sign in to your account

Find us on Twitter & Facebook

Love Grasshopper? Tell a Friend & spread the word!
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From: Navarro, Karina

To: info@southbayconnect.com

Cc: Rehnstrom. David; Navarro, Karina

Subject: RE: Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the South Bay Connect Project, Alameda
County

Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 1:07:31 PM

Attachments: Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the South Bay Connect Project. Alameda
County.pdf

This message has been approved by the Manager of Water Distribution Planning -
David J. Rehnstrom

To Whom It May Concern:

East Bay Municipal Utility District appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the South Bay Connect Project located in Alameda
County.

Please see attached document for comments.

If you have any questions concerning this response, please contact Timothy R.
McGowan, Senior Civil Engineer, Major Facilities Planning Section at (510) 287-1981.

Sincerely,
David J. Rehnstrom
Manager of Water Distribution Planning
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EAST BAY
<_ MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

July 10, 2024

Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority
Attn: South Bay Connect DEIR

2150 Webster Street, 3rd Floor
Oakland, CA 94612

Re:  Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the South Bay
Connect Project, Alameda County

To Whom It May Concern:

East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) appreciates the opportunity to comment
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the South Bay Connect Project
(Project) located in Alameda County. EBMUD has the following comments.

WATER DISTRIBUTION PIPELINES

EBMUD owns and operates water distribution and transmission pipelines within the
proposed Project area (see Attachment A — EBMUD Distribution System maps). These
pipelines are nccessary to provide continuous service to EBMUD customers in the area.
Pipelines within the existing corridor are listed in Table 1.

Table 1 — Pipelines within South Bay Connect Project Area

Pipe Diameter Road EBMUD Distribution Map
12-inch Clara Street 1512B454
12-inch San Leandro Street 1512B454
8-inch Pearmain Street 1512B454
8-inch Pippin Street 1512B454
16-inch 98™ Avenue 1512B454
16-inch Edes Avenue 1512B454
6-inch Cary Avenue 1512B452
8-inch Knight Street 1512B452
6-inch Kerwin Avenue 1512B452
6-inch Douglas Avenue 1512B452
6-inch 105™ Avenue 1512B452
6-inch Carden Street 1512B448
12-inch Davis Street 1512B446
12-inch Williams Street 1512B444
8-inch Menlo Street 1512B444
6-inch Marina Boulevard 1512B442
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16-inch Fairway Drive 1515B442
8-inch Catalina Street 1515B438
8-inch Farallon Drive 1515B438
12-inch Wicks Boulevard 1518B438
12-inch Lewelling Boulevard 1518B432
12-inch Bayfront Drive 1518B432
8-inch Anchorage Drive 1518B432
12-inch Grant Avenue 1521B430
12-inch Bockman Road 1521B430
12-inch Worthley Drive 1521B430

If proposed modifications to the streets will require a pipeline relocation, the relocation
costs would be at the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority’s (CCJPA) expense.
CCJPA’s cost liabilities include, but are not limited to, the cost for EBMUD to perform a
planning study to determine Project hydraulic impacts and mitigations, cost for installing
and operating temporary water distribution facilities, and the cost for designing and
constructing the pipeline relocation(s).

It is imperative that CCJPA continue to coordinate with EBMUD during the development
of street improvement projects, so reasonable time can be provided for planning, design,
and construction to avoid schedule impacts due to possible conflicts. CCJPA and EBMUD
will need to continue to work together in finalizing the scope of work for EBMUD
infrastructure adjustments and relocations. EBMUD requires reasonable time to allocate
resources and modify internal construction schedules. EBMUD recommends at least 18
months advance notification for upcoming street improvement projects to allow for a
reasonable amount of time to perform water pipeline relocations. Table 2 provides a typical
project schedule for EBMUD to design and relocate approximately 1,500 feet of 8-inch
water pipeline. The required time may increase or decrease depending on the size, length,
and complexity of the water pipeline project; and if constructed by EBMUD crews or by

Contractor.

Table 2 — Typical Project Schedule for Installation of 1,500 feet of 8-inch Pipeline

Required Time | Schedule Task

1 month Receive Street Improvement and Understand Impacts

1 month Review Project and Planning Assessment

2 months Collect Survey Data or Use Existing Survey from Requesting Agency
2 months Draft Base Drawing for Water Main Relocation

3 months Design Water Main Relocation

2 months Develop Construction Bid Documents

3 months Advertise and Award Water Main Relocation Project

4 months Install New Water Main and Provide Temporary Paving
18 months Reasonable Notification Time

(Typical Project: 1,500 feet of 8-inch pipe)
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EBMUD’s Standard Site Assessment Report and the Project’s Draft EIR indicate the
potential for contaminated soils or groundwater to be present within the Project site
boundaries. CCJPA should be aware that EBMUD will not install piping or services in
contaminated soil or groundwater (if groundwater is present at any time during the year at
the depth piping is to be installed) that must be handled as a hazardous waste or that may
be hazardous to the health and safety of construction and maintenance personnel wearing
Level D personal protective equipment. Nor will EBMUD install piping or services in
areas where groundwater contaminant concentrations exceed specified limits for discharge
to the sanitary sewer system and sewage treatment plants. CCJPA must submit copies to
EBMUD of all known information regarding soil and groundwater quality within or
adjacent to the Project boundary and a legally sufficient, complete, and specific written
remediation plan establishing the methodology, planning and design of all necessary
systems for the removal, treatment, and disposal of contaminated soil and groundwater.

EBMUD will not design piping or services until soil and groundwater quality data and
remediation plans have been received and reviewed and will not start underground work
until remediation has been carried out and documentation of the effectiveness of the
remediation has been received and reviewed. If no soil or groundwater quality data exists,
or the information supplied by CCJPA is insufficient, EBMUD may require CCJPA to
perform sampling and analysis to characterize the soil and groundwater that may be
encountered during excavation. Alternatively, EBMUD may perform such sampling and
analysis at the CCJPA’s expense. If evidence of contamination is discovered during
EBMUD work on the project site, work may be suspended until such contamination is
adequately characterized and remediated to EBMUD standards.

EBMUD's water distribution pipelines and valves must always be accessible to EBMUD
staff in order to maintain high-quality domestic water and fire flow services and mitigate
for planned and unplanned pipeline outages. The CCJPA is responsible for protecting in-
place pipeline valves and ensuring that pipeline valves are accessible (i.e., not paved over)
during and after Project construction. EBMUD recommends that the CCJPA review
EBMUD as-built drawings and identify potential utility conflicts between Project
improvements and existing EBMUD pipelines.

Attached are EBMUD guidelines for requesting pipeline as-builts that include pipeline
vertical data (see Attachment B - EBMUD Map & Utility Information Request Form and
Guidelines). EBMUD's process for requesting as-built drawings is a two steps process: 1)
request EBMUD water distribution maps, and 2) submit to EBMUD marked-up EBMUD
water distribution maps identifying which water pipeline as-builts are needed to evaluate
water pipelines within street improvements. In some cases, EBMUD as-builts are not
available and in those situations EBMUD recommends for local agencies to pothole and

field locate utilities.
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EBMUD'S DESIGN STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS

When evaluating the need and method for relocating and adjusting EBMUD infrastructure
(e.g., pipelines, meters, valves, and fire hydrants), please review EBMUD's Design
Standards and Specifications for Mains 20-inches and Smaller, which are located on the
following webpage under "Apply for Standard Water Service":
https://www.ebmud.com/customers/new-meter-installation

PIPELINE VALVE COVER ADJUSTMENTS

For utility conflicts between the Project and existing EBMUD pipeline valve covers,
CCJPA must share with EBMUD conflict locations, and existing and final pavement grade
elevations. EBMUD will support paving street improvement projects as follows:

Grade change less than 0.5-inches - For street improvement projects with a grade
change elevation less than 0.5-inches, EBMUD is not obligated to adjust pipeline valve
covers to facilitate the construction of street improvements, pursuant to Streets &
Highways Code Section 680, which states that EBMUD may not be required to
relocate its facilities for a temporary purpose. However, EBMUD will provide valve
cover rings, at no cost, to be used to make valve cover adjustments as needed. CCJPA
is responsible for protecting in-place EBMUD pipeline valve covers which will be
inspected by EBMUD staff post project completion. Pipeline valves must remain
accessible during and after project construction for water distribution operations (i.e.,

not paved over).

Grade change greater than 0.5-inches - For street improvement projects with a grade
change elevation greater than 0.5-inches, EBMUD will support the Project by adjusting
pipelines valve covers (one time) to the final street grade. However, EBMUD is not
obligated to adjust valves during construction to facilitate means and methods for
completing street improvements, pursuant to Streets & Highways Code Section 680,
which states that EBMUD may not be required to relocate its facilities for a temporary
purpose. CCJPA is responsible for protecting in-place EBMUD pipeline valve covers
which will be inspected by EBMUD staff post project completion. Pipeline’s valves
must remain accessible during and after project construction for water distribution
operations (i.e., not paved over).

Pipeline Valve Cover Upgrades - If CCJPA determines a need to upgrade old pipeline
valve covers to the new Christy G-05 Valve Box and Rise Installation, EBMUD will
provide the valve boxes and covers, and will reimburse CCJPA for the valve box
upgrade at a reasonable cost. To upgrade pipeline valve covers and boxes, CCJPA must
enter into a Valve Box Agreement with EBMUD prior to start of pipeline valve cover
upgrades. An EBMUD Union notification will be required to complete the work by
CCJPA's contractor.
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WATER METER RELOCATIONS AND ADJUSTMENTS

When a public agency like CCJPA completes street improvements (e.g., replace sidewalks,
street pavement, and storm drain pipelines) to improve both street safety and street
aesthetics, EBMUD supports the agency by relocating water meters to meet Project
objectives, current design standards (e.g., meters need to be placed at 1-foot off the face of
curb), and mitigate utility conflicts. EBMUD relocates water meters to their new location
once the area is staked and is ready for final meter placement (e.g., forms for new sidewalk
and other features are in place). The CCJPA is then responsible for relocating the
customer's private water service line to the new meter location. EBMUD is not financially
liable for work beyond the water meter (i.e., private water line).

HYDRANT RELOCATIONS OR ADJUSTMENTS (SET-BACKS/SET-
FORWARDS)

When the CCJPA completes street improvements (e.g., replaces sidewalks and curbs) to
improve both street safety and street aesthetics, it must ensure that there are no conflicts
between existing EBMUD fire hydrants and new curb ramps and sidewalks. Fire hydrants
must be located 5-feet from the edge of curb ramps and 20 to 24 inches from the face of
street curbs. Hydrant relocations are horizontal offsets that require the installation of new
hydrant service laterals; hydrant relocations require CCJPA to submit Hydrant Relocation
Application with EBMUD's New Business Office (510-287- 1010) or via EBMUD's online
water service application at https://wsa.ebmud.com.

RIGHT OF WAY

In addition to the pipelines listed in Table 1 above, EBMUD also owns and operates
distribution pipelines in EBMUD rights-of-way (R/W 4418-C, R/W 4418-A, R/W 4477,
R/W 1556-A) in Lewelling Boulevard, Anchorage Drive, Bayfront Drive, and Carden
Street in the City of San Leandro, which provide continuous service to EBMUD customers
in the area. The integrity of these pipelines needs to be maintained at all times. Any
proposed construction activity in EBMUD rights-of-way would be subject to the terms and
conditions determined by EBMUD including relocation of the water mains and/or rights-
of-way at CCJPA’s expense.

WATER RECYCLING

EBMUD’s Policy 9.05 requires that customers use non-potable water, including
recycled water, for non-domestic purposes when it is of adequate quality and quantity,
available at reasonable cost, not detrimental to public health, and not injurious to plant,
fish and wildlife to offset demand on EBMUD’s limited potable water supply.
Appropriate recycled water uses include landscape irrigation, commercial and industrial
process uses, toilet and urinal flushing in non-residential buildings, and other
applications. For the Project, applicable usages include using recycled water for
construction activities such as dust control, street and equipment washing, as such,
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CCJPA should consider trucking recycled water for their proposed project areas within
EBMUD’s service area. EBMUD operates a truck filling station at its Main Wastewater
Treatment Plant that provides free recycled water for customers and the public upon
applying and certification. CCJPA is encouraged to coordinate with the Office of Water
Recycling to utilize recycled water for their applicable construction activities.

PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEETING

The CCJPA shall invite EBMUD's South Area Service Center Superintendent, Benjamin
Ricketts-Mann (510-407-2708 or benjamin.ricketts-mann@ebmud.com) and Assistant
Superintendent, Ray Ramirez (510-715-8087 or raymond.ramirez@ebmud.com) to all pre-
construction meetings.

If you have any questions concerning this response, please contact Timothy R. McGowan,
Senior Civil Engineer, Major Facilities Planning Section at (510) 287-1981.

Sincerely,

waf ﬁ ‘/{2,1,4, e

David J. Rehnstrom
Manager of Water Distribution Planning

DIJR:CRS:kn
wdpd24 103 South Bay Connect.doc

Attachments: A. EBMUD Distribution Pipelines
B. EBMUD Map and Utility Information Request Form and Guidelines
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