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Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District FAXO (510) 891-4724

November 23, 1998

Ms. Mara Melandry

Environmental Manager

San Francisco Oakland Bay Bridge VIA FACSIMILE
State of California

Department of Transportation, District 4

Toll Bridge Program

Mail Station: 12-C

111 Grand Avenue

P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact StatemehtIStatutory Exemption San
Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project

Dear Ms. Melandry:

The Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District has the following comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Statutory Exemption for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay
Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project.

AC Transit - Background

AC Transit has been operating bus service across the SFOBB since its inception in 1960.
Prior to the opening of BART transbay service, AC Transit carried approximately 45,000
to 54,000 passengers per weekday to and from the Transbay Transit Terminal. Although
the amount of service significantly declined when BART began its service, AC Transit's
transbay service has continued to be a viable alternative for individuals who do not wish
to use BART or are not served by BART. Furthermore, during times when BART is
incapable of operating - due to mechanical/power problems or work stoppages - AC Transit
has been an alternative mode of travel for BART’s passengers. For example, during the
1997 BART strike, AC Transit carried approximately 42,000 passengers per day to the
Transbay Transit Terminal - virtually matching its pre-BART capacity. As a result of the
BART strike the use of AC Transit has increased from 9000 passengers to 14,000
passengers per week day.

AC Transit's Board of Directors recently adopted a Comprehensive Service Plan (CSP) for
the transbay service. The CSP will revamp the transbay service to focus more on areas
that are not served by BART. AC Transit anticipates an increase in ridership to
approximately 17,000 by the end of this century. Ridership should increase to
approximately 25,000 within the next five years.

As the Bay Area increases in population by over one million residents within the first two
decades of the twenty-first century, the economic and social future of the Bay Area will be
affected by the ability of citizens to have a variety of modes of transportation. The ability
of AC Transit to be a significant contributor to meet the mass transit needs of the region
will be affected by the decisions made regarding the SFOBB.

1600 Franklin Street, Oakland, CA 94612
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Unfortunately, the DEIS - as well as the manner in which the entire retrofit of the SFOBB
is occurring - tends to minimize or dismiss any impacts upon AC Transit or the contribution
which AC Transit can make to meeting the region’s transit needs in the next century.

General Comments

1.

The DEIS is not a complete document because it does not include a Traffic
Management Plan. Although this plan is described as “[a] detailed quantitative
analysis of the traffic impacts of bridge closures” it is a document which has yet to
be prepared. In order for the DEIS to evaluate the “economic, social, or healith”
effects of a project, as required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
all of the documents which identify the impact of the proposed project must be
available to for review and comment.

The DEIS is inadequate because the project boundaries have been drawn in a
manner to dismiss the impacts of the project in the 1-80/1-580/1-880 transportation
corridor.

The DEIS does not adequately address the impacts associated with all of the
simultaneous projects that are occurring to the SFOBB. The SFOBB has been
improperly segmented into a variety of projects.

The DEIS does not adequately address the impacts of the proposed project on AC
Transit's transbay bus service.

The DEIS contains inaccurate information regarding AC Transit's Transbay service.
The DEIS does not adequately address how the ten foot wide shoulder and the
fifteen and one-half foot pedestrian/bicycle path will be accommodated once the
project reaches the eastern side of the Yerba Buena Island Tunnel.

In addition to the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement under NEPA,
an EIR should have been prepared under the California Environmental Quality Act.

The Adequacy of the DEIS

1.

The DEIS Does Not Adequately Consider The Economic, Social or Health Effects
of Transbay Bus Service

An EIS is required to consider the effects of a project, as those terms are defined in 40
C.F.R. sec. 1508.8. The effects include the “economic, social, or health” effects of the
project.
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The purpose of the project “is to provide a seismically upgraded vehicular crossing for
current and future users between YBI and Oakland” because of concern whether the
existing span could withstand a maximum credible earthquake on the San Andreas or
Hayward faults. (DEIS, page S-1) However, in considering a project which will is expect
to last for 70 to 100 years, or more, there is minimal consideration of the “economic, social,
or heallth” effects of the project specifically as they relate to transit and to AC Transit in
particular.

For example, in Chapter 4, the DEIS recognizes a need to consider how the project will 1)
induce substantial growth in a community; 2) place demands on community facilities; 3)
disrupt existing patterns of interaction in a neighborhood; and 4) affect a low-income or
minority community. However, the discussion that follows on these points focuses upon
the impacts on YBI/TI and the area near the Oakland Army base. No consideration is
given to the impacts resulting beyond the limited boundaries of the project - the existing toll
plaza to the western portal of the YBI tunnel. There is no consideration of the impacts
associated with the [-80/1-580/1-880 corridors which will result from this project, including
the potential impacts on the service AC Transit provides in its transbay bus service in these
corridors.

The DEIS and the Traffic Circulation, Access and Parking Assessment supplement (the
supplement) take the position that the project will have virtually no impacts on AC Transit's
service.

While the AC Transit disagrees that the construction of the project will not affect its service,
the DEIS is deficient in its documentation of potential impacts. At page 5 of the
supplement, section 1.2 the following statement appears:

Night-time and off-peak closures of the SFOBB would be required during
construction. A qualitative evaluation of the effects of construction on SFOBB traffic
operations is included in this technical report. A detailed, quantitative analysis of
the traffic impacts of bridge closures will be prepared as part of the Traffic
Management Plan (TMP). The TMP will document construction-related traffic
delays and develop strategies to reduce traffic congestion associated with
construction activity including fane and bridge closures.

The TMP analysis should be presented with the DEIS and the supplement to provide a
complete picture of the impacts associated with the proposed project, as defined in the
DEIS. To put this document off to another, undetermined date, means there is no true
manner of judging what the impacts of the project will be on traffic.

Furthermore, in the DEIS and the supplement, reference is made to peak and non-peak
periods, but there is no definition of the hours included within these terms.

The DEIS makes it clear that it will not consider the potential for an HOV lane on the new
span. (See page S-5.) The justification for this action is the potential reduction in mixed-
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flow lanes." However, there is no consideration, whatsoever, in the DEIS or the
supplement, regarding the advantages of a bus only lane during the peak morning (A.M.)
and afternoon (P.M.) peak travel hours. The region has spent millions of dollars to develop
HOV lanes which enable AC Transit’s buses to reach the base of the incline to the existing
eastern span in substantially shorter time periods (up to one-half hour, thus making transit
more attractive) and then provides no benefit once the buses are on the bridge. The DEIS
and the supplement do not take into consideration the December 17, 1997, Feasibility

Study of Bus/HOV Lane on the New East Span of the Bay Bridge prepared for AC Transit
by DKS Associates. This study concluded, at page 5, that:

In the westbound direction, some travel time reduction can be gained with a bus-
only lane. Using the 2.3 minutes travel time reduction per bus per trip in the
westbound direction, a total of 289.8 minutes (4.8 hours) of bus operating time can
be saved in two hours of a day’s morning peak period [7 A.M. - 9 AM.]. A total of
103.5 minutes (1.7 hours) of bus operating time can be saved in two hours of a
day’s P.M. peak period [4 P.M. -6 P.M.].2

This study considered only the service existing at that time and did not project service
under the AC Transit's Transbay CSP. However, the study indicates that a bus-only lane
during these periods would improve the District’s ability to provide direct service to the
Transbay Transit Terminal. Projecting into the future, AC Transit contends that expanding
transbay bus service is perhaps the most effective and efficient solution in dealing with the
traffic congestion that will continue to increase over the years on the SFOBB, but which
has been ignored in the DEIS and the supplement.

2. The Project Boundaries Are Too Narrow

Page 6 of the supplement identifies the project study area.

The project study area for traffic impacts includes Yerba Buena Island (YBI) and the
Oakland Touchdown area extending eastward to the 1-80/1-580/1-880 Interchange
(Distribution Structure).

'The section on this issue also dismisses the discussion on the Catch 22 basis that “[slince multi-
modal strategies would reduce the number of mixed-flow traffic lanes, any multi-modal strategy must capture
high ridership to match the loss in mixed-flow vehicular capacity on the SFOBB and its approaches.”
However, to make mass transit attractive, for example the bus-only lane approach discussed below, potential
riders have to see that there is an advantage. To be stuck in traffic with everyone else will never enable a
mass transit alternative to “capture high ridership to match the loss in mixed-flow vehicular capacity.”

“Since the costs of service to AC Transit and the fare to the passenger are based on the efficiency of
the route structure, an improvement such as the bus-only iane during peak periods has economic and social
consequences. In addition, since air quality is a major concern, especially as traffic backs-ups on the
approaches to the SFOBB and on it, the ability to provide a mass transit alternative that can operate at peak
efficiency also has health consequences which have not been considered.
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The proposed study area is not shown in Figure 3. Also, there is no discussion of the
impacts in this area related to the project. Given the fact that 260,000 vehicles use the
SFOBB every day (presumably weekdays), the study should consider the potential traffic
impacts associated with the construction of the new bridge and the demolition of the
existing structure on traffic beyond the toll plaza.®

In addition, there is no consideration of the impact of the project on the Emeryville
Crescent, which is deemed to be outside of the study area, although this is inconsistent
with the definition of the study area identified at page 6 of the supplement. The second,
third and fourth sentences in paragraph two, on page 6, should be amended to read:

There are several AC Transit routes that operate within the study area on West
Grand Avenue and on Maritime Street. West Grand Avenue is a major access
route for AC Transit Transbay buses. Transbay routes A, B, C, CB, E, F, KH, N/NL,
and V use the West Grand extension to approach the SFFOB Toll Plaza.

The table should be redrawn to show the correct lines and the off-peak use of West
Grand.

Bus Route Peak Hour Weekday Off-Peak Weekday
(6-9 a.m. & 4-7 p.m.) Qam.-4p.m. &7 p.m.
Headway (mins.) - 12 Midnight)
Headway (mins.)

*The DEIS and the supplement assume that the only traffic impacts will be those directly associated
with the construction, i.e., the closure of some or all of the bridge during off-peak hours and construction traffic.
However, the construction of a new bridge adjacent to the existing bridge will foreseeably create traffic
congestion associated with the “rubber necking” that invariably occurs when anything (or nothing) of
significance occurs on or near the travel ways. Note, for example, that when the Blue Angels are preparing for
and/or performing, traffic on the SFOBB slows so people can watch. Does anyone logically assume that
similar “construction supervisor” activities won't occur when a massive structure begins to loom adjacent to the
existing eastern span and when the eastern span is being dismantled? However, there is essentiaily no
consideration given to these normal human tendencies in evaluating traffic impacts. Furthermore, no
consideration appears to have been given to the potential accidents that will occur as a result of this “rubber
necking” and the impacts on traffic - both on the bridge and backing into the freeways and roadways feeding
into the toll plaza area.
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transbay buses use the right lane to exit the bridge to the Transbay Transit Terminal, buses
enter the right lane as soon as possible. The addition of traffic to the western on-ramp
increases the potential for traffic accidents and delays to buses as they maneuver to avoid
this increased traffic at an already dangerous on-ramp.

At page 19 of the supplement, section 3.1.1 discusses SFOBB Freeway Operations. This
subsection identifies only one time during construction when bridge operations wjould be
affected - the short period when the new bridge would be connected to the old bridge at
YBI. There is no estimate on the number of days these off-peak closures would happen,
nor any discussion of how bus service would be accommodated or augmented during this
time.

Since the supplement acknowledges that hundred of workers will commute to YBI and
many trucks carrying construction materials will travel the bridge, the impacts to traffic
operations on the SFOBB would appear very likely. However, there is not discussion of
these impacts in this assessment.

The DEIS and the supplement appear to give no consideration to the fact that AC Transit
operates transbay bus service until midnight during the work week.

Although the DEIS and the supplement take the position that off-peak traffic on the SFOBB
diminishes to the point where traffic impacts are minimal, this assessment is subject to
challenge. No consideration appears to have been made of the amount of traffic that will
use the bridge during off-peak hours to go to or return from sporting or cultural events in
San Francisco. The reduction of one or more lanes will affect this traffic and AC Transit’s
transbay service.’

5. The DEIS Contains Inaccurate Information Regarding AC Transit's Transbay
Service and the Transbay Transit Terminal.

The following inaccuracies were discovered in the DEIS:
Chapter 3, page 3-19.

In subsection 3.2.2 it is stated that “In 1998, AC Transit carried about 13,000 passengers
across the bridge per day and between 2,100 and 3,200 in the peak hour.” 1t is unclear
which peak the text is referencing. The statement would be correct if the reference were
to the afternoon peak hour when AC Transit has a bus leaving the terminal approximately
every 30 seconds.

“AC Transit is willing to discuss with Caltrans how transbay service can be
improved during normal commute periods and off-peak periods to address potential
traffic impacts associated with the construction of all segments of the SFOBB project.
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In subsection 3.2.3 it is stated that “AC Transit operates 37 transbay bus routes that
provide 654 daily buses between the East Bay and the Transbay Transit Terminal via the
SFOBB. AC Transit intends to outfit all 700 buses serving transbay routes with bicycle
racks.” In actuality, AC Transit operates 654 daily bus trips across the bridge, not 654
buses. In addition, AC Transit intends to equip all 700 buses in its fleet with bicycle racks,
including all of the buses providing transbay service. However, 700 buses do not serve the
transbay routes.

In subsection 4.2 it is stated that “The proposed alternatives would affect transportation,
including local traffic, transit, and maritime traffic.” However, there is no discussion of the
impacts on transit.

In subsection 4.4 there is no mention of the potential role of transit as a means of
mitigating the temporary effects during construction activities. As noted previously, this
issue should have been discussed in greater detail.

Regarding the Transbay Transit Terminal, subsection 1.3.6, in the last paragraph on page
1-10, in discussing the use of the one dollar surcharge on the SFOBB, identified as one
of the amenities “the Transbay Transit Terminal (including possible relocation and/or ramp
reconfiguration)”. This is an inaccurate statement. The legislation authorizing the
additional one dollar toll did not identify the “ramp configuration” as one of the amenities.
It only identified the possible “replacement or relocation” of the Transbay Transit Terminal.

6. The DEIS Does Not Address The Ten Foot Shoulder and Fifteen And One-Half Foot
Pedestrian/Bicycle Path Once It Reaches YBI Or The Western Span.

Neither the DEIS nor the supplement discuss what happens to the ten foot shoulder and
the fifteen and one-half foot pedestrian/bicycle path once the proposed new eastern span
reaches YBI. The existing YBI tunnel consists of five travel lanes on each level with no
more than a three foot wide foot path along each side. Because the shoulder has been
touted as a justification for no need for a HOV lane (or bus-only lane) what happens when
the lane disappears at the YBI tunnel? In other words, no consideration has been given
to the continuing problem of congestion resulting from a stalled vehicle or bridge
maintenance work that will continue to occur on the western span. Nor is there any
consideration to the problems associated with the loss of the eastern loop ramp to the
Transbay Transit Terminal, should this occur at the inception of all of the projects in the
later part of 1999.

Further complicating the problem is the lack of any consideration as to what happens with
the pedestrian/bicycle path. The DEIS and the supplement were prepared prior to the
passage of AB 2038 which added pedestrian and bicycle access on the retrofitted west
span of the SFOBB to the amenities subject to the one dollar toll. Since there has been
substantial pressure to include the pedestrian/bicycle path on the eastern span, there is
certainly a good likelihood of such an amenity on the western span. However, that leaves
the YBI tunnel as a impediment to the connection of the paths.
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There is no discussion of the likelihood of widening the YBI tunnel to allow a connection
of the pedestrian/bicycle path. If such a widening occurred, this would be a substantiai
construction project that would have serious consequences on traffic and on AC Transit's
service. An analysis of how the connection will occur and its impacts must be considered
by this document. ‘

Compliance With The California Environmental Quality Act

Chapter 5 of the DEIS indicates that there is no environmental document under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because of a statutory exemption contained
in Streets and Highways Code Section 180.2. This statement is accurate to the extent the
project complies with this section and is not a segmentation of a larger project into smaller
projects in violation of CEQA.

Streets and Highways Code Section 180 defines “project” as used in 180.2 to include “the
replacement of an existing highway structure by a newly constructed structure meeting
seismic safety requirements that does not increase the number of mixed-flow lanes.”

AC Transit, other public entities and The People on the Bus have challenged the
application of this exemption to the removal of the eastern loop ramp to the Transbay
Transit Terminal.  (Alameda County Superior Court No. 801522-0 and 791405-0.)
Because this portion of the overall project will affect the traffic on the entire SFOBB it has
ramifications for the DEIS for the eastern span.

Furthermore, the exemption does not include the ten foot shoulder or the
pedestrian/bicycle path extension. These amenities do not constitute “the replacement of
an existing highway structure” but the creation of a structure with different characteristic
than the structure it is replacing. Also, there is no clear indication of what happens to these
amenities once they encounter the YBI tunnel. Therefore, the proposed structures
analyzed in the DEIR and the supplement do not fall within the exemption granted by
Streets and Highways Code Section 180.2.
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Conclusion

AC Transit has identified in this letter its concerns regarding the proposed project and its
compliance with NEPA and CEQA. There are operational impacts which AC Transit has
concerns about which have not been addressed or opportunities for the use of our
transbay service which have not been considered. To the extent there are opportunities
for further dialogue on issues regarding the replacement of the existing eastern span, and
impacts associated with the entire SFOBB project, AC Transit is prepared to meet with
Caltrans and other parties to discuss those issues.

Sincerely, .

C-Kepneth C. Scheidig
General Counsel —

cc: Board of Directors
General Manager
AGM/Service Development
AGM/External/Internal Affairs
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AC Transit Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1

AC Transit routes on a replacement East Span would be impacted in the same manner as mixed-flow traffic.  The replacement alternatives are likely to improve traffic operations on the SFOBB.  The addition of shoulders on both the eastbound and westbound decks would provide refuge for disabled vehicles, which would reduce the disruption of traffic flow compared to existing conditions.  Westbound traffic operations would also improve, particularly for trucks and buses, because the replacement alternatives would have a more gradual ascent compared to the existing East Span.  The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would experience the same traffic operations as existing conditions.

Caltrans is continuing to investigate lane and bridge closures to transition traffic from the existing bridge to temporary detours and to a replacement bridge.  Caltrans would plan closures in an effort to simultaneously minimize public inconvenience, facilitate construction, and maximize public safety.  The closures would be scheduled to occur during off-peak hours to the maximum extent feasible.  Caltrans would implement a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to manage impacts to traffic.  This document would address in detail construction-related traffic issues, such as roadway closures, lane closures, access impacts of rubbernecking, and provisions for minimizing traffic disruption.  The TMP would include a public awareness campaign involving measures that allow communication of project information to residents, employers, commuters, the media, and public officials.  Impacts to AC Transit service resulting from construction activity should be minimal (the same as for mixed-flow traffic) as AC Transit does not serve Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island and only operates one 24-hour transbay line during the hours when lane closures would be most likely to occur.

Impacts to AC Transit service in the Oakland Touchdown area would be due to construction truck traffic.  Construction impacts for the retrofit alternative and replacement alternatives would be similar.  Burma Road and Maritime Street would be impacted by construction activity.  This activity could potentially impact AC Transit Route A and local Route 13 (which operates on Maritime Street).  As a result, it is expected that construction-related traffic delays would not seriously impede transit service.

The potential impacts to transit summarized in the EIS are addressed in greater detail in the Traffic Circulation, Access and Parking Assessment technical study.

The East Span Project recognizes the contributions of AC Transit service in the corridor. A replacement alternative would contribute to continued AC Transit corridor bus service by providing a lifeline vehicular crossing between YBI and the Oakland Touchdown.  

Comment 2

A TMP would be prepared for the East Span Project to further analyze traffic impacts and provide measures to minimize impacts.  It is standard Caltrans practice to prepare the TMP separately from the environmental document because it relies on construction details that are not generally available during the NEPA compliance process.  Caltrans would prepare the TMP with input from local public agencies, including AC Transit.
Comment 3

The project boundaries include areas in which temporary or permanent structures may be built for all alternatives and where project impacts would be expected to occur.  It is not expected that the project would impact areas outside of these boundaries because the project does not change the capacity of the bridge.  It is a seismic safety project.  

Potential for temporary traffic impacts to occur outside the project boundaries is being avoided by incorporating temporary detours at the Oakland Touchdown area and on YBI as part of the replacement alternatives (please see Section 2.6.4 — Temporary Detours on Yerba Buena Island and Oakland Touchdown Area).  During the construction period, the existing number of lanes on the East Span would be in operation during weekday commute periods.  The non-peak direction of travel could have lane closures.  Peak-period vehicular delays to SFOBB-bound traffic within the I-80/I-580/I-880 Interchange would be influenced by the metering at the SFOBB Toll Plaza not by the East Span Project.
Comment 4

The East Span Project is one of a number of actions being taken to ensure provision of a lifeline bridge connection between the cities of Oakland and San Francisco (please see Section 1.3.5 — Other SFOBB Seismic Safety Projects).  The East Span Project has independent utility (i.e., it would be usable and would be a reasonable expenditure of funds even if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made).  The design would not preclude or limit design or implementation of other seismic retrofit projects on the bridge.  As defined by 771.111(f)(3) of U.S. Department of Transportation's regulations to implement NEPA, the East Span Project does "not restrict alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable projects."  As such, the project has been evaluated independently in the EIS with the exception of the cumulative impacts discussion.

Consideration of combined impacts of the independent actions to provide a lifeline bridge connection between the cities of Oakland and San Francisco is addressed in Section 4.15 — Cumulative Impacts.
Comment 5

Please see response to Comment 1 above.

Comment 6

As requested, statements in Section 3.2.2 — Transit and Section 3.2.3 — Non-Motorized Traffic have been corrected.

Comment 7

The bicycle/pedestrian path would terminate on YBI at the foot of the eastbound on-ramp to be constructed as part of a replacement alternative (please see Figure 2.10.1b in Appendix A).  The inside and outside shoulders would transition between the existing cross section at the project’s western terminus, Bent 48, and at approximately Station 52 (please see Figure 2.10.1b), east of the tunnel on YBI.

Comment 8

The East Span Project is exempt by statute from provisions of CEQA.  The project qualifies for the statutory exemption under the California Streets and Highways Code Section 180 because its purpose is to enhance seismic safety and it would not increase capacity.  Please see Chapter 5 for additional information.

Comment 9

It is unclear as to what is meant by economic, social, and health effects as they relate to AC Transit service.  Section 3.1 — Community Setting describes the existing social and economic environment of the project area.  Project alternatives were assessed for their potential to have a negative or beneficial impact on social and economic conditions.  The impact assessment results, including inclusion of design considerations and mitigation measures, are presented in Section 4.1 — Community Impacts.  Possible health impacts of the project in relation to air quality, noise, hazardous wastes, and water quality are discussed in Chapter 4 — Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures (see Sections 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 4.8, and 4.14).

Please see response to Comment 1 above regarding impacts to AC Transit operations.

Comment 10

Please see response to Comment 3 above.
Comment 11

Please see response to Comment 3 above.
Comment 12

It is standard Caltrans practice to prepare the TMP separately from the environmental document because it relies on construction details that are not generally available during the NEPA compliance process.  The TMP would refine the traffic impact information discussed in the EIS for such topics as bridge and approach closures, local traffic circulation, and construction-related truck and vehicle traffic.  Measures to reduce impacts would be developed considering strategies such as incident management, construction time restrictions, system demand management and public information.  

Comment 13

The morning peak hour is 6-7 AM in the westbound direction, and the evening peak hour is 5-6 PM.  In the eastbound direction, the morning peak is 8-9 AM, and the evening peak hour is 3-4 PM.
Comment 14

While the absence of dedicated bus-only lanes may limit time savings over other vehicles on the bridge, there are also no significant delays on the bridge with the current mixed-flow traffic operation in most situations.  Delays may occur periodically on the bridge due to incidents; however these delays are typically minimized by the metering system at the toll plaza.  The shoulders provided with the replacement alternatives would further reduce delays as stalled vehicles and minor traffic accidents can be moved onto the shoulders and not block travel lanes.  Under all build alternatives, buses and other HOVs would continue to experience significant time savings by using the HOV lanes at the toll plaza to bypass the congestion approaching the SFOBB. 

Provision of a bus-only lane on the East Span must consider the impacts to traffic in mixed-flow lanes.  The project purpose (please see Section 1.1 — Project Purpose) calls for the maintenance of the current vehicular capacity of the bridge.  The multi-modal analysis in Section 2.5 finds that dedicated HOV lanes on the East Span would adversely impact mobility in the corridor.  The calculation of savings in AC Transit bus travel times resulting from taking an existing mixed-flow travel lane (as presented in your letter) does not present an analysis of the impacts as a result of losing 20 percent of the current mixed flow lane capacity. 

Regarding footnote (2), the FHWA has made an air quality conformity determination for the East Span Seismic Safety Project (please see Section 4.4.3 — Air Quality Conformity).  Evaluation of a variety of air pollutant emission scenarios was not conducted because the project does not change the number of lanes (capacity) from the existing condition. 

Although the build alternatives do not include the requested bus-only lane of the East Span, future decisions to provide a bus-only lane are not precluded by the project.

Comment 15

Caltrans recognizes the contributions of AC Transit service in the corridor.  The East Span Project would be able to accommodate expanded bus service.

Comment 16

The statement in the Traffic Circulation, Access, and Parking Study in regard to Figure 3 is incorrect.  Figure 3 only shows the project area limits.  The eastern limit of the study is the I-80/I-580/I-880 interchange.

Comment 17

The replacement alternatives include extensive use of temporary detours within the project area to maintain the current roadway capacity.  No additional peak-period delays would be expected to occur on the bridge or its approaches from construction activities.  Peak-period vehicular delays to SFOBB-bound traffic within the I-80/I-580/I-880 Interchange would be influenced by the metering at the SFOBB Toll Plaza, not by the East Span Project.  

Regarding footnote (3), the impacts of “rubbernecking” at locations west of the toll plaza would not be detectable east of the toll plaza.  Any impacts of “rubbernecking” on operations of the existing East Span during the construction period would be minimized by the limited amount of construction activities that would be visible to drivers on the existing East Span.  The existing East Span is higher than the skyway section of any replacement alternative, and the railing on the existing East Span would serve as a visual barrier between most motorists and construction activities.  Some vehicles, such as sport utility vehicles and trucks, may be high enough that drivers could see above the railing.  Given the restricted field of vision from the existing bridge and the proximity of the replacement alternatives to it, driver views would be limited to construction of the new bridge superstructure.  The replacement bridge, however, would allow drivers to view the existing bridge as it is being dismantled.

Comment 18

The project would not impact traffic operations in Emeryville.  Please see response to Comment 16 above for information about the project limits used in the traffic analysis.
Comment 19

It is acknowledged that AC Transit Routes A, B, C, CB, E, F, KH, N/NL, and V use West Grand Avenue.  Since the AC Transit letter, another route (Route K) has been added to AC Transit service and also uses West Grand Avenue.

Comment 20

Comment noted.  Table 1 of the traffic technical study should read as follows:

Table 1

AC Transit Bus Headways

Bus Route
Peak Hour Weekday

(6-9 AM & 4-7 PM)

Headway (min.)
Off Peak Weekday 

(9 AM-4 PM & 7 PM-12 AM)

Headway (min.)

A
30


B
15-30


C
15-30


F
20
45 (9 AM to 4 PM)

KH
20


Source:  Letter from AC Transit to Mara Melandry, Caltrans.  November 23, 1998.
Comment 21

See response to Comment 4 and Section 4.15 — Cumulative Impacts of the EIS.

Comment 22

Please see response to Comment 4.

Transbay Transit Terminal improvements are not part of the East Span Project.  The East Span Project would not have an impact on bus operations at the Transbay Transit Terminal and its ramps because the build alternatives would retain the existing number of lanes on the East Span.  

Comment 23

The referenced statement in the Traffic, Circulation and Parking Assessment Report introduces the transportation impacts discussion.  Items listed were ones that were evaluated in the analysis, but are not necessarily substantial impacts.  Subsequent discussions call out potential for impacts to AC Transit service.  

Please see response to Comment 1 above for a discussion of impacts to AC Transit operations.  
The completion of the retrofit alternative or a replacement alternative would not adversely impact traffic or transit operations on West Grand Avenue or the 

I-80/I-580/I-880 distribution structure because the capacity of the East Span would not change.  Any vehicular delays to SFOBB-bound traffic would be influenced by the metering of the SFOBB Toll Plaza, not by the East Span Project.
YBI ramp closures would increase traffic on remaining ramps and could result in increased travel time for these vehicles.  The extra travel time on the ramps does not impact AC Transit because it does not service YBI/TI.  Due to relatively low on-ramp merging capacity, there would be the same number of vehicles or fewer entering the SFOBB from YBI compared to existing conditions.  Therefore, traffic flow on the SFOBB would not be affected.

Comment 24

As mentioned in response to Comment 1, Caltrans is continuing to investigate lane and bridge closures during construction.  Caltrans would plan the closures to simultaneously minimize public inconvenience, facilitate construction, and maximize public safety.  The closures would be scheduled to occur during off-peak hours to the maximum extent feasible .  Measures to maintain service would be addressed in the TMP.  Impacts to AC Transit service resulting from construction activity should be minimal as AC Transit operates only one 24-hour transbay line (Route A that goes from the Transbay Transit Terminal to the Oakland Airport) during the hours when lane closures would be most likely to occur.  
Comment 25

The traffic technical study found that increased traffic volumes generated by construction workers would not significantly impact traffic operations on YBI or the SFOBB.  Caltrans will investigate the inclusion of traffic control measures in contract specifications to minimize increases in construction-related traffic, which could impact the capacity of the on- and off-ramps on YBI.  Caltrans would limit contractor and construction worker parking to the temporary construction easements.

Comment 26

Please see response to Comment 24 above.

Comment 27

Lane closures would most likely occur during late night/early morning hours when there would be little, if any, impact by additional traffic generated by a special event.  The TMP does not specifically address the impacts of lane closures to motorists traveling to or from sporting or cultural events in San Francisco.  It is anticipated that the public awareness campaign discussed in the TMP would help motorists, who are patronizing these events, to select alternate travel routes or alternative means of transportation during periods of closure, if such actions are necessary.

Comment 28

The sentence has been changed to reflect the PM peak hour.

Comment 29

Requested edits have been made to Section 3.2.3 — Non-Motorized Traffic.

Comment 30

Please see response to Comment 1 above.

Comment 31

Transit is one means of reducing project impacts on traffic circulation during construction and would be addressed in the TMP.  Caltrans would coordinate with AC Transit to maximize the effectiveness of transit service provided.  However, impacts to traffic and transit resulting from construction activities should be minimal and extensive mitigation measures would not be required.

Comment 32
Clarification that the legislation establishing the one-dollar toll surcharge (Senate Bill 60) states “replacement or relocation” of the Transbay Transit Terminal is noted.

Comment 33

Please see the response to Comment 7 above, concerning termination of the bicycle/pedestrian path and the inside and outside shoulders.  Caltrans and MTC are currently preparing a study for a bicycle/pedestrian path on the West Span and a YBI connection to a path on a replacement East Span.  The study is expected to be completed by May 2001.  The preliminary design in this study locates the potential future West Span path at the upper deck level outward of the existing north and south stiffening trusses (in other words, there would be a path on both sides of the West Span).  The pathway would descend into San Francisco on elevated structures west of the current San Francisco anchorage and terminate near the intersection of Harrison and Fremont Streets.  East of the YBI anchorage, the path would continue on elevated structures which would connect to an at-grade path along the south side of YBI, generally along the existing Treasure Island Road, that would then connect to the East Span path.  Any future pathway on the West Span and on YBI would be a separate project.  

While the East Span Project does not include improvements to the YBI tunnel or the West Span, the influence of traffic operations in the tunnel and on the West Span are acknowledged in the project’s multi-modal evaluation (please see Section 2.5 — Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies).  

Comment 34

Please see response to Comment 22 above.

Comment 35

Although the feasibility study to extend the bicycle/pedestrian path is not complete (please see response to Comment 33 above), previous conceptual studies by Caltrans presented to the Task Force anticipated that a path or bike lane connection on YBI would be routed around the tunnel to reach the SFOBB West Viaduct.  The East Span path would not preclude any connection options to a future path on the West Span.

Comment 36

Please see response to Comments 33 and 35 above.

Comment 37
As discussed in Chapter 5 — CEQA Status and Findings, the East Span is statutorily exempt from CEQA because its purpose is to enhance seismic safety and it does not increase capacity.  

Comment 38

Adding improvements, such as shoulders and a bicycle/pedestrian path, does not disqualify the project from meeting the CEQA statutory exemption.  The Legislature, in approving the CEQA statutory exemption, did not intend replacement of an existing substandard facility with the same substandard features.  Replacement structures constructed as “specific actions necessary to prevent or mitigate an emergency” are designed to meet current design standards.  The provision of standard shoulders on the East Span Project replacement alternatives is consistent with current roadway design standards.  Please see response to Comment 7 above concerning termination of the bicycle/pedestrian path and the inside and outside shoulders.
Comment 39

Caltrans will continue to coordinate with AC Transit during preparation of the TMP and the construction period.
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3. The Impacts Of The Project Cannot Be Considered On Other Aspects Of The
SFOBB_Retrofit Projects Due To Segmentation Of The Entire Project

The eastern span replacement/retrofit of the SFOBB is but one of four separate projects
that have been identified. The other projects include the retrofitting of the western span
of the SFOBB from YBI to the western anchorage and the retrofit of the western
anchorage, including the Transbay Transit Terminal and its ramps. Because there has
been a segmentation of the overall project regarding the SFOBB retrofit/replacement, there
is no overall consideration of the effects of any impact and or mitigation measure on the
entire span. See, for example, the discussion of the bus-only lane above and in footnote
2. Also, there is no consideration given to the impacts of the loss of the eastern loop to the
Transbay Transit Terminal, should this occur, on bridge traffic and AC Transit's ability to
provide a mass transit alternative to the single occupancy vehicle scenario played out on
the SFOBB, which makes it the most used and congested bridge in the United States.
Furthermore, since all of these projects are occurring simultaneously, it is illogical and
legally questionable whether the segmentation is appropriate.

4. The DEIS Does Not Adequately Address The Impacts Of The Proposed Project On
AC Transit's Transbay Bus Service.

The supplement states, at page 18, section 3.0, that the project would create “temporary
construction impacts” and “permanent impacts to . . . transit services”, including “alter bus
routes or locations of bus stops” and “create delays to bus service or affect schedules.”
However, there is no clear indication from the following subsections of what those impacts
are. There is no mention of AC Transit under “freeway operations”, a claim of no impact
to transit is made under “YBI”, and a weak mention of effects to the A and 13 lines under
“‘Oakland Touchdown”. There is no discussion of the effects on West Grand or the
distribution structure, although both areas are defined as being part of the study.

Also, no consideration is given to the impacts on AC Transit of ramp closures on YBI. At
page 20 of the supplement the following paragraph appears:

The closure of the two east side ramps may increase the traffic volumes on the
remaining ramps and on the approach roads on the west side of YBI. For the worst
case weekday hour [not defined], the traffic volume on the remaining eastbound off-
ramp would increase during the AM peak hour [not defined] from about 110
vehicles to 150 vehicles per hour. The remaining westbound on-ramp would
increase from about 150 to 200 vehicles during the p.m. peak hour. The added
traffic would not occur in the peak direction (westbound a.m. and eastbound p.m.).
In general, there is available capacity in the non-peak directions during the peak
periods.

This section illustrates the failure to consider the impact on AC Transit. The westbound
ramp does not have a protected acceleration lane before merging with existing traffic and
it is located immediately past the western opening to the YBI tunnel. Because AC Transit's







