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Comments on Draft EIS
Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project

The proposed plan is aesthetically pleasing and functional to the extent it replaces what we
have now. However, I would like to see the capacity expanded, ie span widened. Capacity
now is insufficient. Bay Area population and demands on its infrastructure is increasing.
Although the West Span is not being rebuilt yet and this will add a pinch-point in the traffic
flow, it is better to take this step now in anticipation of the demand and eventual rebuild of the
West Span than looking at expanding or rebuilding the East Span again a few years from now.
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Meribeth Fisher Comment Sheet from San Francisco Public Hearing

Comment 1

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 increasing capacity, 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.
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