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CITY OF EMERYVILLE * MAYOR KEN BUKOWSKI

5830 Doyle Street @ Emeryville, Cakfornia 94608
Phone {510) 547-2101 @ Fax~ (510) 547-2318 @ Pager— (510) 4484444 ® e-mail- <bukowski@best.com>

f ax Monday, October 26, 1998

MEMORANDUM

To- Harry Yahata, District 4 Director

Re-- Comments- Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the East Span Seismic Safety Project

R

Dear Mr. Yahata:

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement is inadequate. The Seismic Safety Project for the San Francisco-
Oakland Bay Bridge (“Seismic Project") is one Project. The document is flawed as it only provides analysis
for the East Span. The Bay Bridge consists of three separate elements which are unalterably linked as one
Project. The East Span, West Span, and Transbay Terminal are all inclusive of the Seismic Project.
Accordingly, the EIS is deficient as it fails to provide an analysis of all three components of Seismic Project,

as a whole, and instead chops a larger project into component parts. CalTrans has been inconsistent in its
reatment of the Project's definition.

In response to a lawsuit filed by AC Transit and East Bay Cities, seeking to require CEQA compliance for

the removal of the East Access Ramp to the Transbay Terminal, CalTrans justifies the exemption by claiming
the Transbay Terminal is an integral part of the Bay Bridge.

RAIL SERVICE THE BAY BRIDGE. The Seismic Project for the replacement East Span must analyze the
impacts to potential rail service. If we look at the entire Seismic Project, we find that the seismic work to be
performed on the Transbay Terminal is in direct conflict with the seismic work on the proposed East Span.
indeed, the statement that the East Span Project does not preclude a future rail system may be false and
misleading, if it does not contain any analysis of the work being performed on the Transbay Terminal. The
planned removal of the East Access Ramp 1o the Transbay Terminal will have a substantial impact on the
potential for rail service, as well as the existing Transbay Bus Service, across the Bridge. Again, the EIS is
deficient as it must provide the public with the impact of the Seismic Safety Project as a whole.

ANALYSIS OF MULTI-MODAL STRATEGIES The fact that funding has not been identified for a specific
project should not preclude an objective analysis of alternatives. The purpose for an analysis of the
environmental impacts, and the consideration of project alternatives, is not based on funding. The
determination of whether funding for an alternative project ¢an be provided, can only follow identifying the
alternative, and the associated impacts that may result from its implementation, Indeed, if alternatives are
not studied, as required, decision makers have less knowledge, and only limited ability to mitigate the
adverse impacls the Seismic Project. It is widely known that multi-modal mass transit faciliies make a
sizeable reduction of adverse environmental impacts resulting from traffic congestion. As an EPA designated
"nen attainment” area, this is especially significant. The lack of identified funding is not ample justification
to omit those analysis from the EIS. The document is grossly inadequate and incomplete for the many
reasons stated above, Accordingly, the EIS should not certified by the appropriate authorities.

Sincerely, Ken Bukowski, Mayor
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City of Emeryville (Mayor Ken Bukowski) Letter dated 10/26/1998

Comment 1

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.  Further, by having separate independent projects whose goal is to provide seismic safety brings implementation of that goal sooner to the citizens of the Bay Area.  As such, the project has been evaluated independently in the EIS.

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 2

While the Transbay Transit Terminal is an integral part of the SFOBB from a historical perspective, replacement or relocation of the terminal would not impact the East Span Project.

Comment 3

The new East Span is being designed to accommodate passenger rail service by strengthening certain supporting deck elements beneath the shoulders on the new span.  A light-rail transit (LRT) system could be placed on any one of the replacement alternatives by converting one lane and one shoulder in each travel direction to LRT.  The constraint on initiating rail service across the Bay Bridge would not be the design of the new East Span, but rather the financial and engineering challenges and environmental and community impacts of accommodating such service on the existing West Span, in downtown San Francisco, and in Oakland, and, conceivably, other East Bay communities.

In parallel with the current design process for the new East Span, and in response to requests for a study of passenger rail options in the Bay Bridge corridor, MTC is currently studying transit service options in the Transbay Corridor, especially the possibility of rail.  Studies already completed by MTC include a long-term capital and operating cost analysis for various transit options for the Transbay Transit Terminal and a feasibility analysis of rail on the SFOBB.  A study examining the possibility of non-SFOBB transbay rail crossings will be completed by fall 2002 (see Section 2.5 — Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies for a summary of MTC’s efforts).  The East Span replacement alternatives would not preclude LRT should these studies find rail feasible and decision-makers choose to fund and construct a LRT system as a separate future project on the Bay Bridge.  However, implementation of a LRT system would require that one lane and one shoulder in each travel direction be converted to rail use.

Comment 4

While it is true that an analysis of rail alternatives can be conducted without specific funding identified, this type of an analysis is beyond the legal scope of the East Span Project. The project's Purpose and Need is very specific:  to provide a seismically safe vehicular lifeline connection.  Caltrans' focus on seismic safety to the exclusion of congestion relief, such as rail, was intentional, because Caltrans considers the need for improved seismic safety in this corridor to be paramount.  Because of the project’s size, it has led some members of the regional community to advocate for multiple purposes that address congestion relief in addition to safety.  However, expanding the scope of the project to include congestion relief would have resulted in lengthy public and agency debate about how best to implement a congestion relief solution, with the result that the seismic safety component of the project would have been substantially delayed.  Caltrans anticipates beginning construction of this critical safety project in late 2001.  This would not have been possible if the scope of the project had included congestion relief.  As mentioned above in response to Comment 3, rail feasibility is being evaluated by MTC.  
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