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To: SFOBB Dist04/D04/Caltrans/CAGov
cc:
Subject Bay Bridge Draft EIS comments

T
Dear Friends,

Below, please find some comments on two sections (2.5.2 and 4.2.2) of the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Bay Bridge East Span
Seismic Safety Project.

These comments are keyed to section numbers in the DEIS. Relevant text from
the DEIS itself is quoted with leading ">" characters, and omitted text is
indicated by "...":

>like this,
P
>and like this.

So, here are my comments for your consideration:

>2.5.2 Operational Issues

>,

>HOV Lane

>

>An HOV lane on the SFOBB is likely to adversely impact mobility in the
>Transbay Corridor, compared to the SFOBB facility without an HOV lane.
>During the morning peak period, the existing HOV lanes and metering signals
»at the toll plaza operate together as a system to ensure that the capacity
>0f the five westbound lanes on the SFOBB is maximized.

The preceding two sentences are barely comprehensible. They apparently
assert that the existing combination of lanes and metering signals
"maximizes" capacity. This may be sound -- but an asserted "maximum” is a
strong assertion that demands support. If the authors have supported this
assertion with detailed (notably, statistical) analysis, I did not find
that analysis in the DEIS.

>Rail

>...

>BART-type trains could not be accommodated on the existing East Span
>structure due to the combined length and weight of vehicles. The design for
>the replacement structure would support lighter types of rail systems. It
>would not, however, be able to support heavier rail such as BART- or
>AMTRAK-type trains.

Caltrans should therefore seriously consider modifying the new East Span's
design to accommodate such rail! Such accommodations were requested by
strong majorities of the electorate in four adjacent cities in November,
1998. The Bay Bridge is being rebuilt to provide 150 years of service
across a mationally vital transportation corridor. Building in capacity for
heavy rail would offer many desirable net environmental benefits, which
have not been adequately analyzed in the DEIS. It would be much more
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[image: image2.png]prudent to thoroughly evaluate these options now than to lock ourselves
into the current bridge's lack of heavy-rail capacity.

>...The LRT [light-rail transit] westbound system could be
saccommodated within one lane and one shoulder, or both shoulders, of a
>replacement East Span.

>

>However, it would need to occupy two travel lanes on the existing West
>Approach, West Span, YBI viaducts and tunnel, reducing the vehicular
scapacity of the West Span by 40 percent.

Is it really a foregone conclusion that light rail would require the
displacement of more than one lane of vehicle traffic? Could the
displacement be limited to a single lame, through restriping of the
remaining lanes? Has this been evaluated?

>...To maintain or increase the person throughput capacity of the SFOBB due to
sthe loss of vehicle capacity, the LRT system must attract all of the
>displaced person trips (about 33,400 morning peak-period, westbound person
strips (*2) :

N

>(*2) A Transbay Corridor LRT system with a passenger capacity of 6,500-7,500
>passengers per hour per direction could offset the displaced person trips if
s>all train cars were filled to capacity'.

Could a survey of potential users {(i.e., current vehicle commuters) be
conducted to estimate how many would choose to ride LRT? If so, the results
could be used to evaluate the likelihood of attracting the 33,400 displaced
person trips [or fewer, with less lane displacement] .

>...the LRT system ... must also not duplicate service already
>provided by either AC Transit, BART, or ferries.

The above assumption is patently false. Depending on routing, a new LRT
system could offer vastly more convenient branching and connections than do
ferries or BART. (Ferries' terminals are limited to bayfront locations that
are relatively far from most East Bay residents' homes. BART is limited by
the system's existing layout and by the very high cogt-per-mile of any
extensions.) More convenient branching/connections could convince many
current vehicle commuters to switch to public transit.

>Future improvements on the other existing modes would also affect new rail
>system ridership by providing capacity increases in the corridor. The
>implementation of BART'S Advanced Automatic Train Control (AATC) will allow
SBART lo increase its capacity to 21.000 passengers during the peak hour.

The scope for improvements in all existing modes is limited:

* AC Transit improvements are limited by worsening congestion on both
freeways and surface roads leading to the Bay Bridge.

* BART headways are ultimately limited by tunnel capacity, by off-boarding
times required in downtown San Francisco, and by the persistent
underperformance (with respect to design specifications) of its successive
AATC systems.

* Ferries' attractiveness is limited by the substantial distance between
bayfront terminals and East Bay population centers. For most prospective
riders, this distance will always imply an additional connection on the
East Bay side -- meaning additional travel time, cost, and inconvenience.

>4.2.2 Non-Motorized Traffic: Pedestrians and Bicycles
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>Replacement Alternatives N-2, N-6, and S-4.

>

>Path Accommodation.

>A pedestrian and bicycle path has been incorporated into each replacement
>alternative (see Figure 2-8 in Appendix A). A path on the replacement
>alternatives would be constructed on the south side of the eastbound
structure.

>The path would be 4.7 meters (15.5 feet) wide and 0.3 meter (1 foot)
higher than

>the adjacent travel lanes.

The proposed vertical location 0.3 meter (1 foot) higher than vehicle lanes
is an excellent choice. It offers a good compromise among several criteria:
path users' views (provided in both directions through this configuration);
path users' personal safety and security (provided through visibility from
the vehicle lanes); path users' clearance from road debris (provided
through the 10-foot shoulder); and path users' reasonable separation from
noise and headlight glare.

>This configuration was reguested by the advisory committee and the MTC.

This statement is not quite accurate. The Bay Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian
Advisory Committee's (BBBPAC's) first-choice recommendations was for dual
paths -- with one path on the outside edge of each eastern spén, and with
each path 1 foot higher than the vehicle lanes. The committee felt that

dual paths would offer more and better options for user separation. The
single-path, south-side configuration was actually the advisory committee's
second choice, and the record should reflect this in the interest of accuracy.

>Provision of pedestrian/bicycle access on the East Span would be a
beneficial

>effect.

Absolutely true!

Thank .you very much for considering these comments.

Sincerely yours,

Michael Katz

2835 Buena Vista Way

Berkeley, CA 94708

Tel. (510) 845-6717
<katzjam@earthlink.net>
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Michael Katz Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1

The definition of maximum capacity on the SFOBB is the maximum number of vehicles that can be accommodated, as determined by the number of lanes, driving speeds, and driving conditions (e.g., the presence of accidents).  Given these factors, the metering lights regulate the flow of vehicles onto the SFOBB to ensure that free-flow conditions are maintained.  

Vehicular use (AM peak hour, westbound) of the SFOBB is constrained by the metering lights and the existing high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes at the toll plaza.  The metering rate is adjusted to meet HOV demand.  The remaining capacity is allocated to mixed-flow use.  During the peak hour, HOV demand is higher than the capacity of the existing HOV lane.  Before and after the peak hour, HOV use is less than the capacity of the lane.  Because a future lane would be designated as HOV use only, the unused capacity could not be used by mixed-flow traffic.  Therefore, the excess mixed-flow demand would result in additional congestion on the approaches to the SFOBB.

Comment 2

Implementation and funding of a rail system on the SFOBB are not part of the East Span Project.  The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (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.  

As part of the feasibility study, a working paper on structural issues of placing rail on the SFOBB was prepared in October 1999.  The four rail vehicle types analyzed in the working paper were BART, light rail transit (LRT), commuter rail, and high-speed rail.  The working paper found that rail could be implemented on the SFOBB with structural modifications to the East Span and major structural changes to the West Span and the YBI tunnel.  As they are currently being designed by Caltrans, the East Span replacement alternatives would have the structural capacity to accommodate one railroad track for LRT or BART on the inside of each deck (north side of eastbound deck and south side of westbound deck) and four travel lanes with no shoulders.  Additional strengthening beyond the established design criteria would be required if five travel lanes or rail types with higher live loads are desired.  Given the high cost of making these necessary modifications to the SFOBB (approximately $3 billion) and the age of the existing West Span, it was decided that other options for a high-capacity transbay crossing should be evaluated and compared to implementing rail on the SFOBB.  Please see Section 2.5 — Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies for additional details of the studies completed or currently being conducted by MTC.

Comment 3

Please see response to Comment 2 above regarding the ability to maintain five lanes on the East Span.  Currently, there are five 3.5-meter (11.7-foot) travel lanes on both decks of the West Span.  There are no shoulders.  The cross section of a single track for a standard LRT system requires more than 3.5 meters (11.7 feet) of width.  Due to travel speeds and daily traffic volumes on the SFOBB, it is not possible to restripe the travel lanes to less than 3.5 meters (11.7 feet); therefore, two lanes of traffic on both decks would have to be displaced to provide LRT on the existing bridge, leaving three lanes for vehicular traffic in each travel direction on the West Span.  Other options would be to suspend or cantilever rail from the traffic decks.  These options would require significant modifications to the bridge (see Section 2.5 — Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies for more details).
Comment 4

A study of rail ridership is beyond the scope of the East Span Project.  As part of its feasibility studies, MTC could choose to conduct such a survey if deemed necessary.

Comment 5

A new LRT system would be just one element of the public transit system.  LRT service could potentially provide more convenient access to public transit within the East Bay and San Francisco; however, a transbay crossing could be redundant with services already existing in the corridor, such as BART.  In order for the public transit system as a whole to be successful, the new rail system would need to attract new transit users and not just lure existing transit users away from their current mode of transit.  To optimize the number of new transit riders, the LRT system must not provide redundant service to existing systems.

Comment 6

Comment noted.  The solution to congestion in the corridor cannot rely on one mode of transit due to some of the concerns addressed in the comment as well as limited resources.  The local and regional planning processes seek to identify the combination of projects that would bring the most benefit to the movement of goods and people.
Comment 7

Comment noted.  The items mentioned were among the issues factored into bicycle/pedestrian path design.

Comment 8

The discussion in the FEIS has been revised to mention the two recommendations of the BPAC (single path on the south side of the eastbound structure and two paths) and why MTC chose the single path option over the two path design.

Comment 9

Comment noted.
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