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Thank you for making the East Span DEIS available over the World Wide Web.
What follows are changes that should be made in the final document.

The current EIS/Statutory Exemption fails to address the most pressing
environmental concerns of the bicycling community. It also misrepresents
the project's purpose, reframing the retrofit as a specifically vehicular
project.

An EIS ig meant to:

inform the public,

inform decisionmakers, and
coordinate agencies.

This EIS fails to inform the public about the environmental impacts of the
design decisions regarding the path. It failed to inform BPAC, the MTC,
and BCDC, all of which made crucial decisions before the Statement was
released. It failed to cooxrdinate agencies, in that MTC, BCDC, Caltrans,
and BPAC have had inadequate knowledge of one another's process.

It is distressing that the entire public process on the nature of the new
East Span took place in an information vacuum. With respect to
bicycle/pedestrian issues, there was inadequate knowledge of feasibility,
financing, and the environmental impacts of the road upon the path. The
currently accepted bike/ped path design should not be considered 100%
final until adequate environmental review 1s complete. Adequate review
would include: a study of the impacts of the roadway on path users; a
study of relative travel use of various path options; and a study of the
cost-effectiveness of improvements to the path in terms of air quality,
noise, and weather (among other possible improvements) .

Problem with the overall statement of project purpose:

The failure to address the environmental concerns of bicyclists and
pedestrians is likely the result of the overly limited statement of the
project purpose:

The purpose of the East Span Project is to provide a
gseismically upgraded vehicular crossing for current and
future users between YBI and Oakland.

By calling the bridge a "vehicular crossing" only, this sentence ignores
the real reason for retrofitting the Bay Bridge. That is, to provide
transportation security for the Bay Area. Transportation security requires
not only high capacity, but also redundant design and a diversity of
travel modes. Bicycle and pedestrian access was included in the original
law, and has continued to be considered. The bike path helps vehicles
some, but it is far more important for its utility as a redundant system:
a way to cxoss the Bay when car crashes, a collapsed YBI tunnel, flooding,
or another catastrophe strikes the bridge.

Please add to the project purpose, "The bridge can help provide redundant
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[image: image2.png]systems and a diverse transportation mix in the Bay Area."
Concerns about the bicycle/pedestrian path(s):

There is an ongoing debate within the cycling community over the design
for the bicycle/pedestrian path on the new bridge. These concerns focus on
noise, air quality, view qualities, traffic safety, and traffic flow on
the path. All of these concerns should have been addressed in the EIS.
Unfortunately, where they are addressed at all, the alternatives,
analysis, and mitigations all are weak.

1) In the Summary, Section 6 is about “Unresolved Issues and Areas of
Controversy." One unresolved issue that continues to attract more
attention from the public than any other issue related to the bridge
(except rail) is the type of bike path supplied. In particular, many
members of the public are concerned about potentially significant
environmental impacts on the path, and have offered variocus suggested
alternatives that may mitigate these impacts. Please consider this an
"Unresolved Issue."

Another "Unresolved issue" that has been hilariously left cut of the
report is the fate of the Transbay Terminal. It has been by far the most
contentious issue in the entire Bay Bridge debate.

2) Alternative path designs should be considered in the environmental
analysis. The path should be re-analyzed, comparing the preferred
alternative with some of the alternatives that have been suggested: a path
suspended above the north span, like the Brooklyn Bridge and a path
depressed at least 5 feet below the roadway deck level off the south side
of the south span.

Indeed, BPAC came up with several alternative designs and presented them
to EDAP and BATA. These designs, at least, should have been analyzed. The
"preferred alternative" presented by BPAC was the result of dead
reckoning, not careful analysis. We had only a cursory, unprofessiomnal
analysis of noise, safety, wind, traffic flow, and traffic safety. Our
design was based as much on speculation as on data. We were unaware that
environmental analysts were even then being paid to analyze the very
factors about which we were concerned: air guality, noise, traffic safety,
traffic flow, and view qualities. It is hugely disappointing that a $50
million bike project would be designed with less professional
environmental analysis than is usually provided for a $50,000 stop-light.

3) Specific environmental impacts to path users should be analyzed. The
potentially significant environmental issues that should be addressed, but
are not, are air quality, view qualities, traffic safety, and traffic
flow. Noise is addressed in the analysis, but has no suggested mitigations
or alternatives. All of these potentially significant impacts should be
analyzed under various environmental conditions, including various regimes
of traffic, weather, daylight, and wind.

4) The envirommental setting inadequately addresses the catchment area of
cyclists, pedestrians, and wheelchair users who will be using the path.
With rapidly expanding bike route networks and fast growth in cycling as a
transportation mode on both sides of the bay, we can expect significant
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[image: image3.png]use of the bridge path. The transportation setting should include the
extensive bike route network and the increasing use of non-motorized
transportation.

5) With respect to environmental justice, the report does not analyze
transportation modal choice for the low-income minority community at the
Oakland end. This community is likely to use the path disproportionately
much, especially because of the expense of automobiles.

Conclusion

Please follow through with a complete environmental review of the
bicycle/pedestrian path, including an adequate project purpose, a complete
environmental setting, proper analysis, and a look at various
alternatives. Such an analysis will allow us, the people of California, to
build the best possible bridge. Without adequate analysis, we risk not
getting our money's worth. The best path means the best transportation
security for the region.

Steven Bodzin

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition

Bike the Bridge! Coalition

Member, Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee
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Steven Eric Bodzin Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1

Responses to specific comments follow.

Comment 2

The EIS addresses the potential environmental impacts that path users might experience (please see Section 4 — Environmental Consequences and Mitigation of the FEIS, in particular Section 4.4 — Air Quality and 4.5 — Noise and Vibration).  The EIS evaluates project alternatives, including replacement alternatives which have a bicycle/pedestrian path.  

At the outset of the environmental analysis process, replacement alternatives included design variations — with and without a bicycle/pedestrian path.  Impacts reported in the EIS are for the path design and location recommended and approved for funding by MTC.  Technical information concerning noise and air quality impacts were discussed with BPAC members at regularly scheduled committee meetings hosted by Caltrans.  

Comment 3

tc \l2 "Comment 3Coordination among MTC, BCDC, Caltrans, and BPAC has taken place throughout the East Span Project.  These agencies have participated in meetings with and provided support to the BPAC by responding to requests for information.  The MTC Bay Bridge Design Task Force and its Engineering Design Advisory Panel (EDAP) were provided path design options and conceptual cost data.  Members of BPAC have participated extensively in public meetings conducted by the Bay Bridge Design Task Force and EDAP.  BCDC representatives sit on the EDAP, Bay Bridge Design Task Force, and MTC Commission.  Meetings of each of these entities were held during the period in which environmental analyses were conducted, ensuring that information-sharing occurred.  See Appendix E for more on agency coordination.

Comment 4

Please see responses to Comments 2 and 3 above regarding the sharing of technical information.  The replacement alternatives include one of the bicycle/pedestrian path recommendations made by the BPAC to the MTC Task Force.  The BPAC, representing over 40 Bay Area organizations with concerns for bicycle/pedestrian access, has not revised its recommendation regarding a 4.7-meter (15.5-foot) wide path on the south side of the eastbound structure.  Although complete consensus may not have been achieved within the BPAC, its recommendation has not changed.  Refinement of the path design is ongoing through meetings with the BPAC whose deliberations are conducted as public meetings.  

Additional cost-effectiveness studies for path improvements in terms of air quality, noise, and weather are not required.  An air quality analysis showed that there would be no violations of federal or state carbon monoxide standards on the proposed bicycle path.  The project is in conformity with air quality regulations; therefore, no other studies are required.  Based on the fact that bridge path users would not experience hearing damage or safety hazards as a result of elevated noise levels, noise attenuation measures are not proposed.  There are no practical means of eliminating path-user exposure to meteorological and environmental conditions.

Comment 5

The project Purpose and Need Statement was drafted following FHWA Technical Advisory T 6640.8, "Guidance Material for the Preparation of Environmental Documents," and more fully developed with public input received at the MTC Bay Bridge Design Task Force and Engineering Design Advisory Panel meetings.  The Purpose and Need Statement was further refined through a collaborative process among federal agencies as outlined in the NEPA/404 Integration Memorandum of Understanding.  Consultations conducted among NEPA/404 signatory federal agencies and participating state and regional agencies included discussion of the potential for project alternatives to accommodate a bicycle/pedestrian path.  The NEPA/404 process included various alternative selection criteria, including that an alternative does not preclude a bicycle/pedestrian path.  See Section 2.1.1 — Development of Alternatives for more details.  The resulting need statement reflects the need to provide a seismically safe vehicular crossing.  The project purpose recognizes the potential for replacement alternatives to include a bicycle/pedestrian path.  MTC (acting as the Bay Area Toll Authority [BATA]) on June 24, 1998, approved BATA Resolution No. 10, which included extending the one dollar toll surcharge for 5.5 months to fund  a bicycle/pedestrian path on a replacement bridge.
Comment 6

Although differences among members of the cycling community concerning the design of the bicycle/pedestrian path have been stated, the EIS includes one of the path configurations that was recommended by the BPAC.  (The MTC Task Force and EDAP rejected the two-path option that was recommended due to limited motorists’ views and safety issues.) 

Based on the decision of the MTC, the replacement alternatives include a bicycle/pedestrian path on the south side of the eastbound structure 4.7 meters (15.5 feet) wide, elevated 0.3 meter (1 foot) above the travel lanes.  Potential benefits and impacts to users of this path are presented in Section 4.0 — Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures of the EIS.  The impact analyses are based on the MTC/BPAC-recommended path configuration and do not address the alternatives not brought forward by the BPAC.  

Comment 7

Please see response to Comment 4 above.

Comment 8

The East Span Project does not include the Transbay Transit Terminal.  Although Senate Bill 60 references the Transbay Transit Terminal as a project to which funding from the one dollar toll surcharge can be allocated, the terminal is not part of the East Span Project.  The East Span Project has independent utility and would not preclude or limit design or implementation of other projects on the bridge or its vicinity.  The East Span Project would not conflict with any improvements or changes to the Transbay Transit Terminal.  Cumulative impacts from the East Span Project in combination with other projects in the Transbay Corridor along with the possible redesign of the Transbay Transit Terminal have been considered in Section 4.15 — Cumulative Impacts.

Comment 9

Design refinements to the bicycle/pedestrian path would continue to occur during the final design process for the approved alternative.  Reconsideration of the path design variations the BPAC reviewed in developing its recommendations is not being conducted.  

The path variations are not project alternatives; they are design variations.  The BPAC screened path design variations in developing its recommended configurations.  The screening process used environmental technical information available at the time and benefited from the input of technical specialists and potential path users.  The screening process considered the trade-offs of differing effects such as the views, noise levels, user convenience, and potential cost, among other factors in developing a recommendation.  The EIS discloses the potential benefits and impacts of the design variation approved by MTC.

Comment 10

Please see responses to Comments 2 and 9 above and the following:

An air quality analysis consistent with the Clean Air Act and its amendments was performed for the proposed bicycle path.  The analysis showed that there would be no violations of federal or state carbon monoxide standards.  No other studies are required.  

Users of the bicycle/pedestrian path would be exposed to the elements to various degrees, depending on the time of day and season.  Wind speeds up to 130 kilometers per hour (80 miles per hour) have been measured in the Bay Area during heavy storms.  In the winter months, temperatures around 0o C (low 30s o F) have been observed.  Extremely heavy precipitation can occur in relative short periods of time and fog has been known to shut down local airports for extended periods of time.  There are no practical means of eliminating path-user exposure to meteorological and environmental conditions.

The views from the bicycle path would be unique and spectacular because this vantage point does not currently exist on the East Span and the view from the bike lane would be unobstructed.  To enhance views on the path, six or seven viewing areas, referred to as belvederes, would be incorporated into the path along the bridge.  There would be five belvederes on the skyway and one or two belvederes on the main span.
The capacity and traffic flow of the path would vary depending on the mix of users.  It would also be impacted by environmental conditions and the skill and familiarity of path users.  The width of the path has been designed to provide adequate space for bicycle traffic in two directions as well as foot traffic.

Noise levels for bicycle/pedestrian path users were modeled by Caltrans at 84 dBA Leq during the noisiest hour of the day.  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 hearing damage.

Caltrans performed a noise study of the bicycle path beside Route 24 between Orinda and Lafayette in Contra Costs 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.  

Other potential noise concerns regarding safety include the potential to be startled by short-duration loud noises.  In a relatively quiet environment where cyclists and pedestrians are 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 experiencing steady elevated noise levels and trucks frequently passing by, this is not anticipated to be a substantial safety concern to bridge riders.

Based on the fact that bridge path users would not experience hearing damage or safety hazards as a result of elevated noise levels, Caltrans does not propose noise attenuation measures.
Comment 11

Section 1.2.4 of the Pedestrian and Bicycle Study addresses the potential demand for bicycle travel on the East Span.  The evaluation includes a comparison of bicycle use on other Bay Area bridges and a discussion of the factors influencing bicycle use, including distance.  The section states that most bicycle and walking trips are relatively short compared to auto or transit trips.  It also notes that the distance between the East Span bicycle/pedestrian facility and origins/destinations in the East Bay and San Francisco would impact use of the facility by bicyclists/pedestrians of different abilities.
Project alternatives have been assessed for potential to accommodate planned and proposed pathway connections.  Caltrans and MTC are currently preparing a feasibility study for a bicycle/pedestrian path on the West Span and a connection around YBI to a path on a replacement East Span.  The study is expected to be completed by May 2001.  The path on the East Span would be able to accommodate connections to a possible path on the West Span.  The Bay Trail would connect with the East Span structure from West Oakland along a bikeway adjacent to I-80 to be provided by Caltrans under the requirements of BCDC Permit 11-93.

Comment 12

According to the standard definition used in Environmental Justice analyses, the West Oakland census tracts that contain the Oakland Touchdown area meet the criterion of “low income”.  However, the existing corridor does not offer the use of bicycles as a modal choice.  A bike path would provide an additional mode choice to lower-income users; therefore, the bike path would not pose a “disproportionate impact on a high-minority or low-income neighborhood.”  As such, further analysis is not required as part of Environmental Justice requirements.
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