Volume II:  Section 1 ( DEIS Comments and Responses
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510/273-9288 — Message Center '
510/720-2818 — Pager, Jason Meggs, East Bay Coordinator
510/486-1528 — Facsimile c/o

~ November 23rd, 1998

Ms. Mara Melandry

Caltrans District 4

111 Grand Avenue

P.O. Box 23660
-Oakland, CA 94623-0660

RE: Comments regarding the SFOBB East Span DEIS
. , \

Dear Ms. Melandry:.

[ appreciate the opportunlty to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
“East Span Seisric Safety Project for the San Francisco Oakland Bay Bridge (SFOBB). Thank you in

advance for your-careful consideration of my concerns, and thank you for providing additional time for

comment. It would have been valuable to have been granted even more time. '

The first and foremost glaring error with regards to the DEIS is in the failure of the' proposed

- alternatives.to meet the project purpose to provide a "seismically upgraded vehicular crossing for
current and future users" and in the failure.of that purpose to fully address the issue of transportation
security, rather than seismic security alone. As you must be aware, there are predictions of massive
increases in travel need over the next 10-15 years, which are likely to continue to rise thereafter. By
not providing enough of an alternative to congestlon caused by dependence upon the private

automobile, this bridge de31gn w111 fail "future users" as well as harming the entire Bay Area in myrlad .
ways.

' Ah additional serious problem is that the proj ect is not being eonmdered in relation to other hlghly
telated and concurrent projects. The Transbay Terminal and the ramps connecting it, as well as the
~ west span bike path, are two prlmary examples of prOJects which should be considered in conjunction

o w1th this project.

Building a new bm'dge is the likely conclusion of this process to-date. Because a rebuild is a rare and
-massive project with the potential to provide additional needs fora "lifeline bridge", any rebuild should
be undertaken to provide for future travel needs with minimum environmental impact. Indeed, this is

'the ideal time to accomphsh such goals, rather than requiring that a second new bridge be built in the
near future :

- DOUBLE-DECK VERSUS DOUBLE-SPAN

Sectlon S.3.8 (page S-5) claims that an options consxdered but withdrawn included allgnments "w1th
two side-by-side decks and a double-deck structure for either a northern or a southern alignment".
However, examining section 2-7, "Alternative Considered And Withdrawn", there is no option present
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re-striped to accomodate a bicycle lane, and still have motor lanes which are significantly wider than
the width of lanes on the Golden Gate Bridge while providing at least an Antioch-bridge-styled
shoulder for bicycles. The recent feasibility study. of public.access to the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge
(thanks to BCDC) found that such access to freeways is statistically safer than city streets (RSR Study).
Narrower lanes would help discourage speeding, which would make for more efficient traffic flow,
safer traffic flow, and better fuel economy. ' '

- Why were alternative loading specifications not studied? How much less expensive would a path be if
designed only for equal access? Please do not respond that the live load of a path is greater for
pedestrians than for motor vehicles because that is a deceptive simplification. Please consider
alternative materials such as steel and aluminum for the construction of the path.

With regards to (A), the DEIS reports that extreme noise levels will be suffered by pathway users
which are well into the unacceptable range. Given the importance of this facility as the only reliable
congestion-release valve available on this corridor, why is CalTrans insisting on a path which will
clearly discourage rather than encourage use? Why have no mitigations been proposed for this noise?

EXISTING ACCESS:

In studying , it is imf)ortant to realize how much of a discouragement that existing access is. Just as the
* bridge was built originally to replace ferries, so the path will replace methods of shuttling a bicycle

which are redundant and inconvenient. A bicycle is comparable to a motor vehicle for trayel in a city.

Why would a bicyclist wish to pack his or her vehicle of transportation into another vehicle any more

than a motor vehicle driver would want to pack his or her car, motorcycle, or truck into another Vehlcle
to travel? :

Why was it not mentioned that the CalTrans bicycle shuttle (p. 33 of Bicycle and Pedestrian Study) was
;recently curtailed by CalTrans without notice, and that that shuttle was often at *double* capacity,
requlrlng a second shuttle and tow trucks to attend to the overflow? Why was it not mentioned that -
since that curtailment, many bicyclists have stopped using the shuttle because it is so unretiable? I
was personally told by a number of frequent shuttle users that they were going to "go back to driving"
because of the curtailment. Most bicyclists of driving age own cars. How many bicyclists lost their

* jobs or suffered in their work, school, or other obligations because of the loss of a reliable way across
the bay? What is the env1r0nmental impact of their suffering? :

Relatedly, why was it not mermoned that AC Transit buses have a similar capamty problem and are
therefore unreliable?

-To what extent is this unreliability, combined with all the other costs and inconveniences of transit use,
a discouragement to bicycling? To what extent does a dedicated path solve those problems‘7 What are
the environmental harms then of each poten’ual path user who is lost?

DISTRIBUTION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT:

* (Appendix, page E-4) How does CalTrans make the determination that groups who became involved
after "bicycle enthusiasts" became involved-included "several more established and ad-hoc" groups.
‘One dictionary defines "ad hoc" as "for a special purpose”. How would an ad-hoc group differ from an
"established" group? What groups were "ad-hoc"? Were they treated differently than other groups or

individuals? In what way? Was there prejudice against any organizations and if so, was the "ad-hoc"
versus "more established" determination a factor in that prejudice?
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The reason we ask is because there have been repeated problems with CalTrans excluding our
organization, and with CalTrans representatives appearing prejudiced against this organization.

The mission of the Bike the Bridge! Coalition (BTB'C) is to champion equal access for nonmotorized
travelers (mcludmg bicyclists, pedestrians and wheel-chair riders (including electric wheel-chair |
riders)) to all transbay corridors including trains and buses. We have a mailing list of over 10 ,000
supporters. Would CalTrans consider us “ad-hoc”?

* The BTB!C is a pnmary informer of the public with regards to the issue of equal access to San

Francisco Bay Bridges and has been in active contact with CalTrans in that capacity smce the fall of
1996. - )

Although the BTBIC has repeatcdly asked CalTrans in writing to be included on the most interested

parties list for all San Francisco Bay Area bridge projects, we were not included on the d1str1but10n list.
for the DEIS. '

However, other regional organ1zat10ns such as the "Bay Bridge Coahtlon" did receive a copy. What
criteria was used in assembhng the distribution list?

In addltlon regarding page E-4 of the DEIS, how can CalTrans fairly and adequately "select
individuals to represent the interest of the numerous groups”'?

If the intention was to exclude certain representanves then how can the DEIS be considered a fair and
complete document?

CALTRANS’ ADVISORY COMMITTEE

In the bicycle/pedestrian study, why was there no investigation of a "below deck" location for the
pathway?  For purposes of this discussion, "below deck” will include any design which provides

~ physical separation (such as a solid barrier) between the path user and freeway traffic in order to
~mitigate such harms as noise, headlight glare, pollution, harassment and assault from motorists, and
flying debris as well as collected debris. A "below deck path" could include a path suspended
underneath the structure or adjacent to one side of the structure.

The official CalTrans Bicycle/Pedestrian Adv1sory Comm1ttee(BPAC or BBBPAC) requested that this

option be studied in early 1998, as did individual members at each subsequent meeting of the BBBPAC
~with the designers and CalTrans.

In conversatlons issues such as emergency access, . bomb threats and "personal securlty" have been

raised in a very vague fashion. CalTrans has not answered formal requests from the BTB!C for an
explanatlon

For a list of refutations to these issues please see the attached document,-"BTB!C arguments for a
protected path".

In addition, members of BBBPAC have asked that a "Brooklyn Bridge" or "above deck center" (ADC)
path location be considered. For the purposes of this discussion, an ADC path loecation shall consist of
any multiuse path located over the roadway and either between the spans or above a single span. Such
a design was presented to EDAP for the signature bridge cable-stayed design option C.
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Why was this not con51dered at BBBPAC's request‘7 In conversations with CalTrans staff T was
informed that this was probably infeasible because of cost, related to the fact that the proposed design

calls for two spans. Would a single-span double-decked bridge allow for more options including this
one to be more feasible? (See questions regarding this issue above).

| Many. prbponents of the path have argued for the importance of a dedicated class-I multiuse path on
. both sides of the bridge for numerous reasons, including the separation (for safety and for travel
efficiency) of fast bicycle trafhc from unpredlctable pedestrian trafﬁc

Of interest, the DEIS claims in $.3.9 that "bicycle/pede‘strian path options were considered by a
Caltrans-hosted" committee (BPAC), and that "the committee considered...design variations including
a single path on one structure and dual paths." Why are the other designs which the BPAC and
members/participants of the BPAC asked CalTrans to study not listed? Why is the fact that the dual-
path design was the preferred design recommended by the BPAC? This wording would lead some
people to believe. that the BPAC was in control of the investigation. In fact, it was very difficult for the

-BPAC to get any information from CalTrans and indeed, members of this primarily voluntary -
committee were forced to hire a consultant in order to get answers to many questions. There was a
budget allocatwn of zero for this CalTrans committee.

To what extent was the design therefore pre-detérrnined by CalTrans? How can a true environmental
review be given td' a design which is thusly pre-determined?

;

ALTERNATIVE DESIGN OF THE BRIDGE

It is presumed that to meet the criteria of providing a true "lifeline bridge connection” with the

* minimum environmental impact, that the bridge must be re-designed. In addition, there are many

- claims which I am sure you are aware of which suggest that a better, more uniquely successful bridge
would be possible and potentially more economical to build in addition to being more environmentally
sound. Thereis a w1despread belief that such a redesign can only be successful if an international open:
design competition is employed. Why was an open design competition not employed? What would it
take t0 begin one? With the overwhelming public support for the features requmng redesign (an
appropriate path, rail capacity, minimizing the impacts on.and of the Bay and 1sland etc.) which has
been demonstrated through polls and the passage of the four ballot measures, will a redesign be

. commencing? 1fnot, how can CalTrans continue to make the claim that CalTrans has made throughout
this project: "We will build what the Bay Area wants us to build."

Sincerqu;

ACEES
East Bay Coordinator p
Bike the Bridge! Coalition
CC: Bay Area Toll Authority, MTC and EDAP, Director, CalTrans District 4
BCDC Staff, Commissioners, Alternates and Design Review Board
" Bay Area Leglslators

ATTACHED BTB!C ARGUMENTS FOR A PROTECTED PATHWAY

Printed on 100% Post-Consumer Content, Re-cycled paper.
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blcycle/pedestrlan pathway whlch would have 51gn1ﬁcant separatlon from the harms of an adJ acent
freeway

Please study the environmental impaeté of demolishing this structure which Wouid clearly cost more
than one Billion dollars to replace should it be needed in the future. The bridge is a historic and unique
structure and a resource which will undoubtedly prove vitally important to the Bay Area in the future.

If'your response to this is that the span is seismically unsafe, then why is it int use today as the most
heavily-used toll crossing in the United States of America? Also, it has been stated by one engineer
that to remove one deck of the bridge would greatly increase the seismic safety of the existing bridge. ‘
‘With only one deck, the bridge would still allow for use as a wonderful class-I multiuse facility as well
as preserving one potential for future rail. For the projected fiscal cost of the proposed blkeway on the
new span, CalTrans is proposing to demolish what is essentially 4 zero-dollar structure. Precedent for
conversion of a motor bridge to be used for bicycle access exists in this country already. Maintenance
concerns would be relative]y minimal (I say this following a discussion with Project Manager
Mulligan). How many environmental harms would be avoided by allowing for rail and by providing a
more hospitable path; thereby encouraging use? '

Please consider preserving the existing span for these environmentally beneficial uses. If you refuse to

do so and your reason for refusing to consider the preservation of the existing bridge for a path and

possible rail use is that of preserving motorists' views (the claim being that the existing span blocks

those views), how do you éxplain that pathway users would have an even better view than previously

- possible, and that the view of the historic bridge would not be lost? How does the view from a motor--
only structure compare to the importance of preserving max1mum ultimate capa01ty at the Bay

~Conservation and. Development Commission (BCDC)?

No one is certain what would happen in a Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE). The existing East
Span might survive in instances where the new bridge fails.

What would be the impact if in thefuture, a MCE strikes and the new bridge faii_s and there is no
alternative because for close to 50 million dollars, the old bridge has been dismantled?

EQUITY

Given that the seismic retrofitis in part being funded through a general bond measure (Proposition
192), and therefore is being paid for by all, including those who would prefer to use rail, bicycles, or
other alternatives to the private automobile, and also including those who do not wish to suffer the
harms of private automobile use and abuse, to what extent has equity been assured for thesg taxpayers?
How are they being represented fairly in this project? What mitigations are being provided directly to
those who are being forced to pay for this project when for many it serves to exclude them to their
detriment? (A novel angle on this: two elected officials from Contra Costa were heard considering that
business improves locally when the Bay Bridge is not funtioning, which is roughly related to this idea
that a structure of this costliness and significance should provide for the needs of those who pay for it).

BICYCLE ACCESS

The foremost problem with the bicycle/pedestrian study is that it fails to analyse the environmental
impacts and benefits of nonmotorized (equal) access as a function of use, and furthermore fails to

project useage for both the possible designs and the correspondlng environmental impacts of those
designs.
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" There should be no question that the existing barrier to nonmotorized travel has a significant -
- environmental impact on the entire Bay Area, and that the provision of direct nonmotorized access
across the Bay Bridge greatly alleviate that environmental impact. Does CalTrans disagree that
encouraging use will help m1t1gate the harms of the automobile in a vast array of ways"

The premiere problem that has been raised with regards to the issue of nonmotorized access ("equal
access") in this project is that the proposed path is hostile to path users and "designed to be taken v
away". The two primary reasons for those statements -are that (A) the proposed path is directly adjacent
to freeway traffic, which is very harsh, and (B) that the proposed path has been designed to the
specifications of a motor vehicle lane. CalTrans staff have corroborated that the path has been
designed to carry motor vehicles at additional expense. The pathway width, at almost 16 feet, is
perfectly designed to become a vehicular travel lane even with the barriers on both sides (2-foot 4
shoulders, 11.5-foot traffic lane). Is there an intention to "steal the path" in the same way that .
shoulders have been taken over for motor traffic on Bay Area bridges i in the past? Why would such an
important transportation facility be designed in a way that it could be taken away? The path has the

. potential to-double the capacity of the Bay Bridge for less than 4% of the total cest of the proposed
rebuild. v

That this is of great concern to the general pubhc should be evident in that approxxmately 500 or more
communications have been received by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (not including

_ phone calls) with regards to thisissue. Of these (by my recent investigation) only one was in support
of the current de51gn, and all the rest -were opposed. "Please do not place the path directly adjacent to-
freeway traffic" was seen again and again. Many of these communications were hand-written and
personal letters. In particular, there were women concerned that a path directly adjacent to freeway
traffic would invite harassment and sexual assault from motorists. The idea that a well-used path is a
safer path due to people-presence was espoused by a number of members of the public. One electronic
mail message (signed with name and address), which was seen on the order of one-hundred times
stated simply: "that protests might follow such a revelation should not be surprising."

If the bridge is designed with a path which discourages use, what will be the overall environmental .
impact? Factors to investigate include: How much more motor vehicle driving will ensue? What will
be the overall harms of increased motor vehicle use? How will land use patterns change (it is expected
that people will live closer to work if they can bicycle there)? How will the land use patterns lead to
more car driving and more congestion? How much more likely will someone who drives instead of
bicycling experience heart disease, cancer or other diseases, or be involved in a fatal motor vehicle
.crash? Note that a well-designed bicycle path affords protection from fatal crashes with motor vehicle
-not provided to the driver of a motor vehicle. - Note that bicycles are much less dangerous to the
- traveling public at large than motor vehicles are. Note also that the sedentary lifestyle of most
Americans is considered the leading cause of death, and bicycling clearly mitigates that. Note that
toxic fumes can be much higher inside a motor vehicle than outside. How will children suffer from
lack of involvement from their families? How will society and the economy, the arts, education,
 literature, the country’s work ethic, and the nation’s ethics in general suffer if parents are spending -
more and more time in automobiles, if children have no safe place to play (a leading cause of death
amongst children is the automobile) and children do not have enough control over their own
- transportation options as a result of automobile dependency? ’

How will CalTrans mitigate the env1ronmental damage of permanent, 1ncremental hearlng loss which -
~ cannot be corrected with a hearing aid, Whrch will result from the proposed path?

~





38 Cont.
39
40
41
42
[image: image9.png]5

How does the impact on brcycle of each design help the reglon attain the Federal Government’s goal of
10% of all trips by bicycle within ten years? -

Obviously, to answer the above questions, you will have to do a detailed study of many things, the not 7
the least of which would be useage patterns given different designs of the bridge. '

Please study the potential of the path. We realize that CalTrans is at a disadvantage in this arena and
that the Metropolitan Transportation Commission has no formal method of modehng this 1 issue.
“Therefore we offer for your consideration the followmg facts:

a) Bicycling would be the most reliable method of transbay travel.
b) Bicycling would be the fastest overall method for point-to-point transbay travel available to”
hundreds of thousands of people (automobiles regularly experience on the order of a 45-minute
delay at the toll plaza (as per CalTrans statistics) before crossing at oftentimes reduced speeds,
and other modes have many variables.
¢) The 1990 Census found more than 20 times as many blcycle commuters near the Bay Bridge
as near the Golden Gate Bridge (GGB). :
d) The Golden Gate Bridge is a much more difficult cornmute by bicycle than a Bay Bridge

- commute could and should be, yet enjoys peak counts in the 3,500- and-up range. This fact that
a GGB trip is harder/less attractive is in part because a Golden Gate Bridge bicycle commute

. (as opposed to a Bay Bridge bicycle commute on a well-designed path) requires more climbing;

more time on dangerous-and inhospitable city streets to get to downtown San Francisco; more,
wind; more noise; more headlight glare; more obstructions; more user conflicts; more '
unreliability/closures; and much less time on the bridge path, which is ideal in that it separates
bicyclists from motor vehicles (most crashes occur at intersections. Over ten cyclists per week
suffer a reported dooring incident in San Francisco, which can be fatal. The number one reason
people say they aren't bicycling more is fear of the automoblle)
e) Volunteers have collected more than 1,000 signatures in a "Pledges to Bike the Bay Bndge if
access is provided" survey. These consist of a signed statement of intent to regularly use the
Bay Bridge if access is provided. Approximately 40% of those surveyed say they would be
bicycling instead of driving. The pledges came from existing bicyclists and do not represent the
potential new bicyclists. We offer them for your use in studying .
f) Bicycling across the Bay Bridge will take less than 15 minutes fora fast cychst and Just over
20 minutes for an average cyclist (it is only 4.5 miles).

"g) Even if only 1% of all transbay trips per day on the Bay Bridge corridor (including BART)
are made by blcycle how many thousands would that be?

Ple\ase also identify the maximum ultimate capacity of each possible design as a function of width and
both with and without pedestrrans A rough guideline for this calculation is that bicycles are generally
at least six times as space efficient as motor vehicles on the roadways, sometimes much more efficient.

However, pedestrian traffic can severely limit that capac1ty by providing erratic obstructrons that
mterrupt smooth flow.

When considering the ability of each potential path design's projected levels, please be sure to evaluate
the overall effect of the factors which would tend to discourage pathway use, including but not limited -
to: noise; headlight glare; glare from bridge lighting; pollution; conflicts with pedestrians; danger due
to high speed and path constriction; harassment and assault from motorists (the number-two most
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Bike the Bridge! Coalition Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1

The project’s purpose is to provide a seismically upgraded vehicular crossing for current and future users.  The East Span Project is designated as a specific action necessary to prevent or mitigate an emergency as defined in the Streets and Highways Code Section 180.2.  The East Span Project is being implemented to prevent a catastrophic failure of the bridge and provide a lifeline connection.
Comment 2

Caltrans' focus on seismic safety to the exclusion of congestion relief 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.

The East Span Project is not intended to solve the congestion problems of the Bay Area since it is a seismic safety project.  MTC is currently evaluating ways to improve transbay service, especially the possibility of rail on the SFOBB (see Section 2.5 — Accommodation of Multi-modal Strategies for more details).  The replacement alternatives would not preclude items such as rail or the use of HOV lanes should decision-makers choose to fund and construct a rail system or designate HOV lanes as a separate future project on the East Span.  The selection of any replacement alternative would include a bicycle/pedestrian path, which would benefit future users.

Comment 3

The East Span Project is one of a number of independent seismic safety projects being implemented for the SFOBB (please see Section 1.3.6 — Other SFOBB Seismic Safety Projects).  The East Span Project would result in a lifeline structure for vehicular and non-motorized traffic.  This lifeline link between YBI and the Oakland Touchdown area would not conflict with proposed improvements, including provision of a bike path on the SFOBB West Span or any improvements or changes to the Transbay Transit Terminal.  The provision of any of these projects would neither require nor preclude any of the other projects; they each have independent utility.  Section 4.15 ( Cumulative Impacts of the EIS evaluates the cumulative impacts on resources from present and planned projects in the area, including other SFOBB Seismic Safety Projects.  
The Transit Terminal Project is an independent project for which the CCSF is conducting environmental review.  The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is conducting a study to evaluate potential allocation of toll surcharge funds to the terminal project.  Results of the CCSF and MTC analyses do not influence the need to provide a lifeline crossing on the East Span.  The East Span replacement alternatives would provide a lifeline vehicular access across the East Span.  Vehicles, including buses that use the current terminal, would be provided a seismically safe East Span crossing.

Comment 4

A double-deck option (i.e., one deck positioned over another) was considered.  The discussion can be found in Section 2.7.8 — Double-deck Alternative.

Comment 5

The reasons why a single-structure option was withdrawn and the replacement alternatives were designed with two parallel structures are explained in Section 2.7.8 — Double-deck Alternative.  A double-deck structure would have higher costs.  There is also the possibility of less seismic reliability compared to two parallel structures.  Finally, limited panoramic views for bridge users would also make a double-deck structure far less desirable and would reduce aesthetic value compared to two parallel structures.

Comment 6

Please see response to Comment 4 above.

Comment 7

The volume of solid fill for piles and pile caps would be about the same for a double-deck structure as compared to two parallel structures.  The area of high-level suspended fill for bridge decks would be less for a double-deck structure.  However, the high-level suspended fill associated with two parallel structures would be placed at a substantial height above the water surface.  Such fill generally would not result in adverse environmental impacts to Bay resources; therefore, there is not a substantial difference between a double-decked structure and side-by-side decks in relation to Bay fill impacts as defined by the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission.

Construction impacts would be similar for both types of bridge structures.  Construction costs and potential for delays in schedule would be greater for a double-deck structure due to an increase in the complexity of construction.

Comment 8

A double-deck structure would not reduce the amount of materials needed.  Both a double-deck structure and two parallel structures would require two decks of concrete to provide for travel lanes.  In addition, a double-deck structure would require similar mass for expanded columns and footings to support having one deck above another to be as seismically reliable as two parallel structures,.

Comment 9

Concerns about seismic reliability with a double-deck structure contributed to its withdrawal from consideration as an alternative.  Please see Section 2.7.8 — Double-deck Alternative. 

Comment 10

An above-deck bicycle/pedestrian path was not analyzed as part of the double-deck alternative.  It would be more expensive to construct and, while it would slightly decrease the size of the bridge footprint, it would make the cross-section more obtrusive due to its thickness.  An above-deck path on a double-deck structure would effectively result in a triple-deck bridge with even greater problems than a double-deck structure.

Comment 11

The Purpose and Need for the project calls for maintaining the existing number of lanes.  Although detailed studies were not undertaken to determine feasibility of placing rail on a double-deck alternative, it is anticipated that installing a fixed guideway on each deck would require converting one shoulder and one travel lane for both directions of travel and would not be easier to construct.

Comment 12

The Retrofit Existing Structure and all replacement alternatives would require construction activities on YBI, using land beyond that required for the existing bridge.  Although the double-deck structure might have a narrower footprint on the eastern portion of YBI, temporary construction easements would still be required on both the north and south of the existing East Span to construct the permanent structure.  Temporary detours would be required to the north and south of the replacement structure.  Construction scenarios, including the need for staging areas on the eastern end of the island, the need for barge and truck access, vegetation removal, and other temporary impacts during construction would be similar for any of the build alternatives.

As for permanent land use impacts on YBI, a double-deck structure would not solve the land use issues as the impacts are the result of the alignment and not the configuration of the structure.
Comment 13

The replacement alternatives are considered a single bridge because together they accommodate both directions of travel.

Comment 14

At this stage, it is not possible to determine how portions of a replacement alternative would be used in a post-earthquake response situation.  Based on proposed structure designs, it is expected that neither structure would fail in a major seismic event and the bicycle/pedestrian path would be as operational as the rest of the structure.  The bicycle/pedestrian path would not be converted to a traffic lane because it is being designed to accommodate bicycles and pedestrians, not motor vehicles.

Comment 15

In accordance with current design standards, any new highway is required to have 3-meter (10-foot) shoulders on both sides of a roadway.  This project does not include increased capacity on the bridge because the shoulders would not be used for normal vehicle traffic.  The standard vehicle lane is 3.6 meters (12 feet) wide.  The purpose of the shoulders is to provide access for emergency and maintenance vehicles and to provide areas for disabled vehicles, so they do not block the travel lanes.  They would not be used as passing lanes.  It is a violation of the California Vehicle Code for a vehicle to pass another vehicle by using the shoulders.
Comment 16 

The USCG requires that any part of bridges that are replaced (except those incorporated into a new bridge) be removed down to the Bay bottom (please see letter from the U.S. Coast Guard dated August 12, 1998 in Appendix G — Agency Consultation Letters).  

Even if this requirement were not in place, the existing structure would still require retrofitting to prevent seismic failure.  During a major earthquake, the existing unretrofitted bridge may experience multiple-span failure, and the resulting collapse could damage a replacement bridge.  Caltrans is responsible for safety on its transportation facilities.  Leaving the existing bridge in use, which could lead to possible loss of life in an MCE, would be contrary to Caltrans' obligation to the public.

Retrofitting the existing bridge would cost approximately $0.9 billion.  Funding does not currently exist to retrofit and also replace the existing bridge.  Retrofitting to handle bicycles or rail would not be cheaper than retrofitting for motor vehicles.  The issue is not what kind of traffic would use the bridge, but how to control for the potential failure of the numerous elements that make up the bridge.

There would also be conflicts between the existing bridge and a replacement bridge where both bridges meet on land.

Overall, it would be better to construct new bicycle and/or rail crossings to current seismic standards rather than try to use the existing bridge after a replacement bridge is constructed.

Comment 17

See response to Comment 16.  It should be noted that the existing bridge is in use because there is currently no practicable alternative in place to serve its functions.
Comment 18

The seismic retrofit program for those state-owned toll bridges needing retrofitting is funded by a variety of public sources.  The equity issue raised in the comment may also be stated in terms of the funding of various transportation modes with vehicle tolls.  A portion of the bridge tolls paid by vehicle users funds various transit and traffic-relief projects, including ferry operations and the San Francisco Bay Trail which also accommodate bicycle users.  The replacement alternatives for the East Span Project provide for both non-motorized and vehicular access by including a bicycle/pedestrian path and vehicular lanes which would be available for use by high occupancy vehicles (carpools, vanpools, and buses).  All replacement alternatives can accommodate light rail, should taxpayers choose at some future date to fund the installation of rail transit on the SFOBB East Span by converting one vehicle lane and one shoulder in each direction to light rail.
The Loma Prieta earthquake closed the East Span for four weeks while damage was repaired.  The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) conducted an assessment of the regional macroeconomic impacts of the Loma Prieta earthquake.  ABAG concluded that the maximum loss to the Gross Regional Product was in the range of $181 to $725 million.  ABAG noted that San Francisco suffered a significant loss ($73 million) in taxable sales activity, and that “a major portion of the loss in economic activity in San Francisco may have been due to a loss in transportation access."

Comment 19

The purpose of the bicycle/pedestrian technical study was to determine the potential for the East Span Project to be consistent with established plans, programs, or policies related to provision of pathway or bicycle lane facilities within the project area.  Because the Bay Trail Plan included a future Bay connection on the SFOBB, the study evaluated the ability of project alternatives to implement the proposed Bay Trail extension.  The bike path configuration addressed in the study and included as a component of the replacement alternatives was developed in consultation with the BPAC.  A study of bicycle usage in the Bay Area is beyond the scope of the East Span Project.
Comment 20

Bicycle/pedestrian facility designs were evaluated as part of a collaborative effort involving Caltrans, MTC and BPAC.  Alternative configurations and features for the facility were discussed and analyzed based on user preferences and technical input though a series of public workshops.  The configuration adopted by MTC was the second choice of the BPAC.  BPAC’s initial recommendation of a two-path design was not selected by EDAP.  One of the reasons was the issue of security.  On days when the number of path users is moderate, it would be better to have users on one path than on two, for security reasons.

The bicycle/pedestrian path is not “designed to be taken away” for use as a traffic lane. The width of the path was determined to provide bicycle traffic in two directions as well as foot traffic according to transportation standards for bicycle facilities.  The path is designed to accommodate maintenance and emergency vehicles to service the path and its users; it would not be used by normal vehicle traffic.  The bicycle/pedestrian structure has been designed according to bicycle facility standards to carry only bicycle and pedestrian traffic.  It has not been analyzed, designed, or checked for highway traffic loadings.  To use the path for normal vehicular traffic would be dangerous and illegal.  The path is designed to be about 0.3 meter (1 foot) above the vehicular travelway as requested by the BPAC.  There is also a separation of 0.5 meter (1.5 feet) between the path structure and the bridge, including a barrier and a railing, that physically separates users from motorists.  The design of the path precludes its conversion to a traffic lane at any time in the future.
Comment 21

The DEIS presents potential impacts and benefits of the bicycle/pedestrian path recommended by BPAC to the MTC Task Force.  Based on the feasibility of including a bicycle/pedestrian path and the availability of funding to include the path as a component of the structure design, the path was included in all replacement alternatives.  The path design identified is one of the designs recommended by BPAC.  As mentioned in response to Comment 1, a bicycle/pedestrian path is a design variation and not a stand-alone alternative for the East Span Project; accordingly, a build/no-build comparison of this single component of the structure design was not conducted.  Consideration of national lifestyles, family patterns, and ethics is beyond the scope of this project.

Comment 22

Noise levels for bicycle/pedestrian path users under the replacement alternatives were estimated by Caltrans to be 82-84 dBA Leq.  This noise level is typical of being in a busy restaurant or in the kitchen with a garbage disposal running and requires shouting to be heard at 1 meter (3.3 feet); most people would perceive the noise as being loud.  Two cyclists riding single-file would have difficulty communicating by shouting.  The U.S. Occupational Safety & Health Administration (OSHA) has established a health-based criteria of exposure for eight hours to noise levels of 90 dBA.  This level was selected to prevent hearing damage in most individuals who are subjected to the noise level for a 40-hour work week over ten years.  Because noise levels on the bridge would be lower than the OSHA standard and people would be subjected to it for a period much shorter than the eight-hour period assumed for the standard, exposure to typical noise levels on the bridge would not cause permanent incremental hearing damage.

Comment 23

The single, south side path is the only recommended bicycle/pedestrian path variation included in the design of the East Span replacement alternatives.  Other designs were considered and eventually withdrawn by the MTC Task Force.  The proposed path would increase bicycle mode share of person trips in the Bay Area by providing a non-motorized facility between the East Bay and YBI.  It cannot be determined at this time how provision for and use of the bicycle/pedestrian path would contribute to the federal government’s goal.
Comment 24

The possible benefits of using the bicycle/pedestrian path are noted.  As stated by the commenter, no formal methods to predict future path usage are in place.

Comment 25

The capacity of walkways is based on the relationship between speed and volume of pedestrians.  Most pedestrians would have their walking speed restricted if the combination of pedestrian volumes and walkway geometrics offered less than 0.56 square meter/pedestrian (6 square feet/pedestrian).  In this situation, the flow rate would be less than 82 pedestrians/minute/meter of width (25 pedestrians/minute/foot of width).
  Therefore, the maximum flow rate for the proposed East Span bicycle/pedestrian facility, with all pedestrian traffic, is about 375 pedestrians/minute.

There is a limited amount of information regarding the capacity of bicycle facilities.  The Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) reported two-way high volumes for a two-lane bicycle facility as 500-2,000 bicycles per hour.
  The capacity of the East Span bicycle/pedestrian facility would also be impacted by environmental conditions, skill and familiarity of cyclists, and specific geometric features of the facility.

The capacity of the East Span bicycle/pedestrian facility when used simultaneously by pedestrians, bicyclists and other non-motorized users would vary depending on the mix of users.  It is important to note that the capacity of the facility does not indicate what level of demand the facility would likely generate, although the HCM notes that the facility should “provide sufficient capacity to allow good-to-excellent operating conditions if they are to be successful in encouraging bike use.”
Comment 26

The bicycle/pedestrian facility designs were evaluated as part of a collaborative effort involving Caltrans, MTC, and BPAC.  Alternative configurations and features for the facility were discussed and analyzed based on user preferences and technical input though a series of public workshops.  A final recommendation to Caltrans that the single path on the south side, the second choice of the BPAC, should be included in the replacement bridge designs was made by MTC.  Section 2.7.9 — Design Variations Considered of the FEIS describes its features.  Other design variations have been withdrawn from further consideration, and the replacement alternatives include only the single, south-side plan.  
Please see response to Comment 25 in regard to path capacity.

Comment 27

The East Span Project is not responsible for BART’s operation or lack thereof.  Nevertheless, it has been the practice of transportation providers in the Bay Area to provide mutual assistance in the event of disruption to the transportation system.
Comment 28

See response to Comment 26 above.  
Comment 29

The bicycle/pedestrian path proposed for the replacement alternatives would terminate on the east side of YBI.  The East Span path could accommodate connections to a possible path on the West Span.

Caltrans and MTC are currently preparing a feasibility study for a possible bicycle/pedestrian/maintenance path on the West Span and a YBI connection to the path on a replacement East Span.  The study is expected to the completed by May 2001.  The preliminary design locates the potential path along both sides of the West Span and connecting 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.  See Section 4.2.2 — Non-Motorized Traffic:  Bicycles and Pedestrians for more details.   Suspending a path from the top of the existing tunnel is not being considered due to design issues, including insufficient vertical clearance.

Comment 30

As mentioned in response to Comment 29, Caltrans and MTC are currently preparing a feasibility study regarding a path on the West Span. 
Comment 31

Decreasing lane width on the existing bridge to provide a shoulder/bicycle path would reduce safety.  Current roadway design standards require lanes to be 3.6 meters (12 feet) wide, and the lanes on the existing bridge are 3.5 meters (11.7 feet).

Comment 32

Restricting access to pedestrians and bicycles only (excluding maintenance or emergency vehicles) would not decrease the path’s cost.  Restricting maintenance vehicles would also increase the difficulty and cost associated with maintenance.  Restricting emergency vehicles would increase Caltrans’ liability risk.

Alternative loadings are studied only under very rare and special circumstances (e.g., extremely long spans, unusual vehicles, etc.).  Given its function, the new East Span does not require special loading considerations, since it is capable of carrying the loads specified in the Bridge Design Specifications and American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) codes.  

Designing the bicycle/pedestrian facility to less than the current standards is not acceptable to Caltrans.  The materials used would achieve the required functions and standards in the most economically efficient manner.  The path on the skyway and main span would be made of steel with a concrete overlay.  The YBI and Oakland portions of the structure would be concrete.  These materials are the most economical for the functions of the path.

Comment 33

As mentioned in response to Comment 22, bridge path users would not experience hearing damage.  Other potential noise concerns include the potential to be startled by short-duration loud noises.  In a relatively quiet environment where cyclists and pedestrians were not expecting loud traffic noise (such as a truck passing by), these noise levels could startle an individual, resulting in possible loss of balance or control of a bicycle.  Because bridge riders would be constantly experiencing elevated noise levels and trucks frequently passing by, this is not anticipated to be a substantial safety concern to bridge path users.

Based on the fact that path users would not experience hearing damage or safety hazards as a result of the elevated noise levels, Caltrans does not propose noise attenuation measures.  Also, Caltrans performed a noise study of the bicycle path beside Route 24 between Orinda and Lafayette in Contra Costa County.  Noise readings of 82 dBA were measured, approximately the same level that is expected for the path on the East Span.  Therefore, East Span path users should expect to have similar noise conditions to those experienced by bicycle path users on Route 24.  Details about the Route 24 study can be found in Section 4.5.2 — Noise on the Bicycle/Pedestrian Path of the EIS.

Comment 34

Preference for a bicycle/pedestrian path compared to the bike shuttle is noted.

Comment 35

Caltrans has not curtailed the bicycle shuttle service.  The bicycle shuttle currently operates four trips in the peak direction and three in the non-peak during both the morning and afternoon.  The construction of a new East Span would improve Caltrans bicycle shuttle service and AC Transit service by improving traffic operations on the SFOBB.  With the improvement in traffic operations, AC Transit and/or Caltrans may be able to improve the frequency or reliability of its service.  If so, this would be a benefit of the East Span Project. 

The East Span bicycle/pedestrian path would be a new connection for bicyclists, pedestrians, and other users to travel between the East Bay and YBI/TI without a car.  This connection does not currently exist and, therefore, would provide additional access.

Comment 36

The East Span Project alternatives would not impact the capacity of AC Transit buses for bicyclists and other users.  An evaluation of the reliability of AC Transit bicycle facilities is beyond the scope of the EIS.  The FEIS does report AC Transit's plans to upgrade its bus fleet to provide bicycle racks on all its buses (see Section 3.2.3 — Non-Motorized Traffic:  Bicycles and Pedestrians).

Comment 37

See response to Comment 36 above.
Comment 38

To avoid confusion, the words “established and ad hoc” have been deleted from the document.

Any group or individual that requested Caltrans to add its name to the DEIS distribution list should have received a copy of the document.  If the Bike the Bridge! Coalition requested to be on this list and did not receive a copy of the report, it was an accidental oversight.  The Bike the Bridge! Coalition is on the distribution list for the FEIS.

Comment 39

As mentioned in Appendix E — Consultation and Coordination of the FEIS, the members of the BPAC were selected by the various groups interested in advocating a bicycle/pedestrian path on the SFOBB.  Caltrans did not participate in any selection process within these organizations, nor did Caltrans advocate for any selection process or outcome.  

Comment 40

The possibility of a below-deck bicycle and pedestrian path was evaluated by the BPAC, but was not one of the two recommendations it submitted to MTC.  Issues of maintenance access, security of users, lighting, emergency vehicle access, access to and from the roadway in an emergency situation, integration with overall bridge design, and cost were all important factors that contributed to the withdrawal of a below-deck bicycle/pedestrian path as an option.
Comment 41
Caltrans seeks to deter activities by members of the public that pose a potential threat to their own safety or the safety of others.  Such activities are less likely to occur on public facilities that are visible from other vantage points.  The path is being designed so that path users would be visible to motorists.  The path is also being designed so that emergency response personnel would have easier access to the path.  Gates in the railing would be provided to facilitate emergency personnel access from the shoulders.
Comment 42

Please see response to Comment 26 above regarding the path design selection.  A number of design variations were assessed by the BPAC, including an above-deck option, but this option was not recommended to MTC by the BPAC.  Please see response to Comment 10 regarding an above-deck path on a double-deck structure. 

Comment 43

The discussion of bicycle/pedestrian design variations in Section 2.7.9 — Design Variations Considered has been revised to address the issues listed in this comment.
Comment 44

MTC has conducted an open process to consider design of the replacement alternatives.  A three-day public workshop was conducted in May 1997 at which individuals and design firms presented design concepts for a replacement bridge.  The MTC Task Force, through its EDAP, has continued to oversee design refinements.  Once a basic design program was defined, two structure types, cable-stayed suspension and self-anchored suspension main span, were carried through a competitive design process.  Both of these variations have been addressed in the EIS.

Refinements to the selected alternative would continue through the final design phase of project development.  However, additional design competitions are not foreseen for the East Span Project.  
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reported problem on the Golden Gate Bridge); wind; and both flying debris as well as collected debris.
Please also consider factors which may encourage path use, such as views, sense of autonomy, and sun
exposure. One note regarding view (a highly subjective category): the proposed path is at the low end
of a 2% lateral grade (across the width of the bridge). Therefore the tallest bicyclist likely to be on the
bridge, even when standing on his or her bicycle (8.ft.) would not be able to see below the far edge of
the bridge. In other words, the far edge of the bridge would be at eye level. However, all ten or more
motor traffic lanes would be in view, deflecting additional noise towards the pathway user than if the
bridge were flat. On the other hand, views to the east should be highly similar, independent of whether -

the path user is on the proposed path or on a path below deck, because of the curve and grade of the
bridge.

Another point to consider when studying is the likely sudden increase in ridership in the event of an
earthquake or other cause of failure of BART. BART has become increasingly fallible, and is nearing
its final capacity (without an additional transbay line). In the event of a failure in the Transbay Tube,
(which has become increasingly common over the past year), a transportation crisis will be precipitated
which will inispire many new users of the path. Will the path be able to safely accommodate that need?
This falls under the current scope of the project as a transportation-protecting seismic safety project. If
not, does CalTrans disagree that this project should provide maximum seismic safety for transportatlon :
on the SFOBB corridor (including BART)?

DESIGN TYPES: o ' .

Obviously, CalTrans will need to identify someAdesign types in order to evaluate the extent to which
they encourage or discourage in order to study useage as requested above.

The four des1gn types which we would like you to study include:

a) The proposed path (15.5-feet in width, one-foot above deck south side); : :
b) A "below deck" path which is adjacent to the south side of the bridge but lowered so as to
provide an effective barrier from sound, headlight glare, and other hdrms listed above;

¢) A "beneath deck" path which is suspended below the bridge; \

d) An "above-deck-and-center (ADC) path, which is either between the two spans or above one
of the spans. In addition, please study this as an option for a bridge which has stacked decks
(double-decked as in the case of the existing East Span).

- In addition, please consider the benefits of connecting the path to the west span and the island through
the top portion of the tunnel at Yerba Buena island (YBI). As seen in a recent new bridge in Seattle,
bicycle access can be effectively accomodated in the space reserved by the upper arc of a tunnel. Such
use would be the most direct route, would avoid costly environmental harms of path construction orni
YBI such as potentijal toxic clean-up, removal of trees, and paving natural areas, and would provide the
ideal connection to a Brooklyn-Bridge-style path on the West Span. How can this design connect
through the tunnel? Please leave the option open to do so. If not, why not? (Here again, we have the

serious problem that the pro;ect is not being considered in relat10n to other highly related and
concurrent projects). :

- IMMEDIATE ACCESS

Because equal access is irhperative to provide a true "lifeline bridge connection” (as per the project
purpose), and because equal access clearly mitigates significant environmental impacts; please study
the alternative of immediate direct access for bicyclists and pedestrians. The existing bridge could be
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" which examines a double-decked option. 1 am assuming "double-decked" means a single structure.
- with one deck positioned over another, which I shall refer to as a ”single structure" design.

Why are the replacement Alternatlves bemg designed as two separate structures, with two separate
spans?

Why was a single-’structure replacement span not studied?

Woulda single structure conserve overall bay fill, bay shadow, constructron 1mpacts construction
costs, and construction-delays?

Would a single structure optlon reduce the demand for materials which by their nature involve

‘environmental damage (e.g., concrete steel)? If so, how much would that env1r0nmenta1 damage be
alleviated? , '

Would a single structure option be seismically safer? If not, why not?

‘Would a single structure option allow for placing a bicycle/pedestrian pathway above the deck of the
top span? Would that be a successful mitigation of the harshness of the freeway?

Would a single structure optlon more easily allow for the 1ncorp0rat10n of rail capa01ty without
converting ex1st1ng traffic lanes‘7

Would a single structure option solve for controversial issues on Yerba Buena island?
Can the current bridge design be considered to actually be two bridges? If not, why not?

What would be the impact if, in the event of a Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE), the southern

span of the bridge (assuming a two-span bridge)is lost and with it the proposed path is lost as well?
Would direct bicycle/pedestrian access continue to be facilitated? Would the path be converted to

- motor use? What would happen to the use characteristics of the remaining bridge? Would bicyclists
‘be permitted on the shoulder? Would the speed limit change? Would there be b1 directional traffic?
What would happen to the shoulders? -

‘SHOULDERS:

Without any consultation of the public, the lane capacity of the new structure was increased by at least
40% with the addition of four ten-foot shoulders. These shoulders have been already considered for
.alternate uses. What would those uses potentially be? Is there any intention to increase the number of
motor traffic lanes on the SFOBB as a result of this project? What would be the overall environmental -
_impacts of their conversion? In addition, it is presumed that the shoulders will be used for'passing as
they are (allegedly) used on the Richmond-San Rafael bridge. It seems unfair to provide for those
eventualities without studymg the impacts.

DISMANTLING:

In item 2-2, page 2-3, it is stated that "all three replacement alternatives would require dismantling the
existing East Span". - Surely this is an ovérstatement. The existing East Span would only have to be
partially dismantled, presumably only at the two ends. Preserving the existing East Span makes sense
in that it preserves a land link Wthh can accomodate rail and which could be used asa







