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P.O. Box 371

Lagunitas, CA 94938
Phone: 417.289.2249
Email: debliub@skbike.org

November 23, 1998

Ms. Mara Melandry
Caltrans District 4

111 Grand Avenue

P.O. Box 23660

Qakland, CA 94623-0660

RE: Comments for the SFOBB East Span Seismic Safety Project
Dear Ms. Melandry: |

1 appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the East Span Seismic Safety Project for the San Francisco
Oakland Bay Bridge (SFOBB). Thank you in advance for your careful
consideration of my concerns.

The need for greater seismic safety on the SFOBB has created a golden
opportunity for Caltrans to build a visionary new bridge that will serve the Bay
Area’s transportation security needs for the next 150 years. Alarmingly, the draft
EIS does not rise to this occasion.

The myriad of problems pursuant in your report stem from the stated purpose of
the Project which reads "to provide a seismically upgraded vehicular crossing
for current and future users between Yerba Buena Island and Oakland." This
purpose has three fundamental problems:

1) BREAKING THE PROJECT INTO PARTS IS DANGEROUS: The stated
purpose and the draft EIS separate the East Span from other integrated and
essential aspects of the SFOBB Project such as the West Span and the location
of the Transbay Terminal. Breaking the project into parts leads to decision
making that takes place in a vacuum. The location of the Transbay Terminal
and the fate of the Terminal's East Ramp are still undecided, but are essential
to the success of this Project.
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[image: image2.png]2) THE EMPHASIS ON VEHICULAR CROSSING IS TOO LIMITING: Stating
that the purpose of the Project is to provide a "vehicular crossing" ignores the
need to move people, not just vehicles. This misrepresentation in the Project
purpose is probably one reason why the location of the bicycle/pedestrian
path (adjacent to traffic and one foot above the deck) does not adequately
address the need to create a path that will encourage maximum use and
comfort. While the bicycle/pedestrian path costs only 4% of the overall East
Span design, it has the potential to increase the number of trips by 100% or
more of the current bridge. This potential will only be realized with a good
path design. A bike/ped path directly adjacent to traffic will deter its use.
Please reconsider the placement location of the bicycle/pedestrian path.

3) THE PROJECT MUST COVER MORE THAN SEISMIC SAFETY: Seismic
safety initiated this important Project; however, the scope of its redesign
should not be limited to seismic safety alone. The project must also consider:
transportation planning on local streets throughout the region, traffic
congestion, the need for increased capacity, long-range land use
considerations, multi-modal alternatives, and environmental quality.

In addition to its limited purpose statement, a fatal flaw of the draft EIS is that it
does not present adequate design alternatives. It merely describes variations on
the same redesign option - five lanes of vehicle traffic in each direction and a
bicycle/pedestrian path directly adjacent to the traffic.

The November 3rd landslide victories in San Francisco, Oakland, Berkeley and
Emeryville, calling for Caltrans and the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission to study passenger rail service as part of the East Span redesign,
should send a clear message to your agency that the public wants and needs
more transportation alternatives. The lack of identified funding for rail should
not be used as an excuse for ignoring the need to study multi-modal alternatives
for this $1.5 Billion dollar project. With BART currently at capacity during some
peak hours, we need other options right now. We will certainly need additional
options in 50 years. Please study multi-modal alternatives, including rail, for the EIS.

The Bay Area is already designated as a "non-attainment" air quality region and
was recently ranked 5th in the nation for having the worst traffic. In addition,
one million more people are expected to move here over the next 20 years. If the
design of the new Bridge does not include multi-modal transportation options,
we can certainly expect even more traffic and air pollution.

The draft EIS discusses local land-use, but does not consider that the design of
the Bay Bridge will largely govern future building patterns in the Central Valley.
There are already an estimated 100,000 Central Valley commuters who drive
over the SFOBB each day. A Bridge that mainly focuses on moving single
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[image: image3.png]occupancy vehicles will certainly encourage more sprawl. On the other hand,
passenger rail, coupled with urban growth boundaries initiated by local cities
and counties in the Central Valley, would allow for clustering future
developments and preserving agriculture. Transportation and land-use cannot
be separated, and are also tied to food security and the overall quality of life in
the region. Please study long-range land-use in the draft EIS.

As a concerned citizen, I am calling on Caltrans to please lead the way and build
the Bay Bridge that California needs and deserves. Moving forward with the
emergency seismic retrofit of the existing East Span will buy the time needed to
do a thorough alternatives analysis of entirely new East Span bridge designs. In
my opinion, these designs must include multi-modal transportation options and
a world class bicycle and pedestrian path.

The new San Francisco Oakland Bay Bridge is the most important transportation
infrastructure project now facing the Bay Area. I's time to go back to the
drawing board. Isuggest an international design competition, public polls, and a
thorough alternatives analysis of the resulting suggestions. This type of open process
will generate competition and bring forth new options and configurations that
could greatly decrease construction costs while also increasing capacity and
transportation security.

I urge you to please correct the Project purpose, pursue public research paths,
and bring forth an entirely new draft EIS that describes viable East Span design
options that will fruly serve this region for the next 150 years.

Sincerely,

" Debbie Hubsmith, representing my own views, but affiliated with:
Marin County Bicycle Coalition, Board Member

GO GERONIMO, Co-Founder and Membership Coordinator

North Bay Environmental Institute, Education Coordinator

Bay Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee, Member

Bike the Bridge! Coalition, Member

Marin Cyclists, Member

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, Member

cc: Governor-elect Gray Davis
Mayors: Jerry Brown, Willie Brown, Ken Bukowski, and Shirley Dean
Congressional Representatives: George Miller, Nancy Pelosi, Anna Eshoo, Barbara Lee,
Tom Lantos, Lynn Woolsey, Peter Stark, Ellen Tauscher, and Tom Campbell
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Bay Conservation Development Commission
Federal Highway Administration ,
Bay Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee
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Debbie Hubsmith Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1

Improvements to the existing SFOBB to provide a lifeline crossing are being implemented as a series of independent projects.  As each of these projects is completed, bridge users would benefit from seismic safety improvements and specific lifeline issues would be resolved at those locations.  Each of these projects can be designed and constructed independent of the other projects and still provide benefits because the design of one project does not determine or preclude design of the other projects.  These independent projects, including improvements to the West Span, are addressed in Section 1.3.6 — Other SFOBB Seismic Safety Projects.

The Transbay 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 or change 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.  Buses that use the current terminal, would be provided a seismically safe East Span crossing.

Comment 2

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 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.  The NEPA/404 process included various alternative selection criteria, including a requirement that alternatives not preclude a bicycle/pedestrian path.  See Section 2.1.1 — Development of Alternative for more details.  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.

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, the recommendation has not changed.  

Comment 3

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 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 SFOBB East Span is and will remain a critical link in the regional transportation system.  This is recognized in the regional transportation planning process conducted by the MTC.  The MTC has recently updated its Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the CEQA environmental impact report prepared for the plan.  The RTP addresses the transportation needs of the nine-county Bay Area region, including regional implications of local street networks and long-range land use planning.  The East Span Project is included in and is consistent with the RTP.  Although the East Span Project is a seismic safety project, the replacement alternatives include multi-modal components such as a bicycle/pedestrian path and provision for light rail or high-occupancy vehicle lanes (HOVs) should the Bay Area choose in the future to fund and/or construct rail or HOV lanes on the East Span.
Comment 4

A reasonable range of alternatives has been addressed in the EIS (please see Chapter 2 — Project Alternatives).  The range of alternatives to be studied was developed under the NEPA/404 Integration MOU and informed by an extensive public outreach process (please see Appendix F — NEPA/404 Integration Process).  

Please see response to Comment 3 in regard to the project's purpose and need.

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.  The East Span replacement alternatives would not preclude transit options should the MTC studies find them feasible and decision-makers choose to fund them as separate future projects on the SFOBB East Span.  Please see Section 2.5 — Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies for information on the studies completed or currently being conducted by MTC.

The project is consistent with regional air quality planning objectives.  The East Span Project is a component of MTC’s RTP and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  The RTP and the TIP have been tested and found to conform to federal regional air quality mandates.  Please see Section 4.4.3 — Air Quality Conformity for a description of the project’s air quality conformity determination.

Comment 5

The East Span Project is consistent with the RTP and would integrate with existing transportation links to the east and west of the project limits.  The East Span replacement alternatives also include the provision for rail should the Bay Area decision-makers choose in the future to fund and construction rail on the East Span.  The projection of land use patterns in the Central Valley is beyond the scope of the East Span Project. 
Comment 6
An emergency seismic retrofit would provide improved seismic safety in the event of a smaller, more likely earthquake; however, it would not ultimately succeed in buying time because the existing East Span would still require a more extensive retrofit or replacement to avoid a collapse in the event of an MCE.  The East Span Project has benefited from an extensive public outreach process (please see Appendix E — Consultation and Coordination).  Through the MTC Bay Bridge Task Force and its EDAP, a multi-day workshop was held in which bridge design proposals were presented and evaluated.  Designs were presented by local and international design proponents.  As design options were narrowed through the public process conducted by the Task Force and its EDAP, public polls sponsored by local newspapers were conducted.  In addition to the Task Force public process, Caltrans distributed newsletters, conducted NEPA scoping meetings, a series of public information open houses, and public hearings when the DEIS was released (see Appendix E).

The evaluation of project alternatives is documented in Chapter 2 — Project Alternatives.  A number of alternatives were considered and evaluated.  The alternatives evaluated included consideration of the design variations consistent with concepts given wide public consideration through the EIS public process and the Task Force’s design deliberations.  

Alternatives carried forward for detailed analysis in the EIS were evaluated using the criteria for selection developed through the NEPA/404 Integration MOU process (see Appendix F for an explanation of the NEPA/404 Integration process).
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