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Please respond to dshuman@slip.net

To: Mara Melandry/D04/Caltrans/CAGov
cc: ba-bridge-access@cycling.org
Subject SFOBB EAST SPAN COMMMENTS

Derek Shuman

1442A Walnut St.
apt #240

Berkeley, CA 94709

November 25, 1998
Ms. Mara Melandry

SFOBE Seismic Safety Project
DEIS/SE public comments receiver

Dear Ms. Melandry:

These are my comments concerning the SFOBB East Span Seismic Safety
Project DEIS/Statutory Exemption (DEIS/SE). They are several days late because
insufficient time was allotted for the public to read the DEIS, think about
what is missing, what needs to be studied, to perform research regarding the
comments, and to write a clear and unambiguous set of comments. The 45 days
plus 2 week extension is a miniscule amount of time compared to overall
project life of 150 years, and the environmental effects would be felt perhaps
even longer than that. This is because the stated purpose of the East Span
Seismic Safety Project is entirely too narrow to account for its true
environmental impact, that of a facility that will define Bay Area
transportation patterns for the next 150 years and perhaps beyond. A project
of such scope would have a public comment period much longer than the current
59 days. Members of the public do not get paid to spend the time necessary to
make informed comments, and must integrate the doing of this into their
already busy lives. The 59 day comment period is entirely insufficient for
the study of such a significant project, and I found I could not finish in
time. This is easily a violation of NEPA which is a process intended to
guarantee the public's full participation in assessing the environmental
impacts of significant actions. As such, I am asking that these comments be
entered into the record of public comments for the SFOBB East Span Seismic
Safety Project DEIS/SE. Furthermore, I wish to make additional comments and
may do so in the near future, and I wish these to be entered into the public
record as well. Thank you for your consideration.

-Derek Shuman

BEGIN COMMENTS:

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Statutory Exemption (DEIS/SE) for the
Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project is insufficient for the following
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1. THE PROJECT PURPOSE OF PROVIDING A LIFELINE TRANSPORTATION CONNECTION IS
TOO LIMITED IN SCOPE TO AVOID THE POSSIBILITY OF SIGNIFICANT AND SUBSTANTIAL
ENVIRONMENTAL DEGRADATION THAT WOULD OTHERWISE BE AVOIDED BY ADOPTING THE MORE
COMPREHENSIVE SCOPE OF DESIGNING THE REPLACEMENT OR POSSIBLY RETROFIT BRIDGE
IN ACCORDANCE WITH A LONG RANGE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN THAT WOULD
ATTEMPT TO MAKE PREDICTIONS AS FAR INTO THE FUTURE AS THE BRIDGE IS DESIGNED
TO SURVIVE.

The East Span replacement is being built to last 150 years. Over one
billion dollars will be spent to retrofit or replace it for the purpose of
sustaining and being usable immediately after a maximum credible earthguake.
The project purpose is too narrow in scope to avoid significant and
substantial environmental degradation that would otherwise be avoided by
having a more comprehensive scope. The East Span is an integral link in the
transbay transportation corridor which includes Interstate 580, the West Span
of the Bay Bridge, the Transbay Terminal, and cannot be considered as a
separate entity.

Automobile congestion is at an unacceptable level presently and is
projected to increase 250% in the next 20 years, according to MTC. The BART
Transbay Tube is near capacity. Ferries are not time effective commute
alternatives for the majority of travelers. There is a significant and highly
likely chance that the proposed opticn will not meet the transportation needs
of the growing Bay Area in the near future. If and when it becomes clear that
this is the case, there will be a several year period before a new bridge or
other transportation structure or system, such as another BART Transbay tube
can be funded and built. During this period, massive automobile and BART
congestion is likely to occur with a significant negative environmental
impact. Secondly, when the above said transportation structure/system which
would address the region's transportation problems is built, it is highly
likely that there will be significant and unavoidable environmental costs with
its construction. Building two bridges would obviously have more negative
environmental consequences than building a single bridge. Therefore, it is
highly likely that the above-mentioned environmental degradation can be
minimized by designing the currently proposed new East Span, or if possible,
retrofitting the existing East Span in a manner to be capable of addressing
the long term future transportation needs of the region. The cost for this
expansion of scope could be the delay of the completion of the full retrofit
or replacement to lifeline standards. The probable impact of this delay should
be estimated in order to ascertain whether or not the here suggested expansion
of project purpose and scope is warranted. USGS has predicted a 28% chance
that an MCE would occur in the next 20-30 years on the Hayward fault. A San
Andreas fault MCE has the much lower occurrance probability of 2% over the
next 30 years. These being the only two major earthquake producing faults that
would affect the areas around the Bay Bridge, it is obvious that only an MCE
on the Hayward fault might necessitate a reduced project scope in order to
achieve seismic safety. The 28% chance within 20-30 years of an Hayward based
MCE occurring is approximately 1-1.5% per year at this time, though of course
the chances go up as time goes on without the occurrence of a major event. It
is a combination of this probability and resulting severity of impact on the
Bay Area due to loss of lifeline status, both environmentally, socially, and
economically, which must be weighed against the probability of significant
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[image: image3.png]10. THE DEIS/SE IS INSUFFICIENT IN THAT NO CAPACITY OR LEVEL-OF-SERVICE (LOS)
ESTIMATIONS ARE GIVEN FOR THE PROPOSED BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PATHWAY

Given that no estimates for path users are given in the DEIS/SE that
project future bicycle/pedestrian usage over the life of the bridge, and that
the usage estimates given in the bicycle/pedestrian fail to quantitatively
estimate path usage, no level-of-service estimates can be made for the path
with such limited data. For the bicycle/pedestrian path to fulfill its
potential to attract large percentages of transbay travel, and to be
considered a cost effective use of public money, level of service estimates
projected over time must be made, using the best available science. Such a
method for level of service has been formulated (Botma, Method to Determine
Level of service for Bicycle Paths and Pedestrian-Bicycle Paths,
Transportation Research Record #1506) and should be used unless better methods
have supplanted it.

11. GIVEN THE ABOVE ARGUMENTS, THE LEVEL (WITH RESPECT TO THE ROADWAY) AND THE
WIDTH OF THE BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PATH SHOULD BE LISTED IN THE DEIS/SE UNDER
SECTION 6, UNRESCLVED ISSUES AND CONTROVERSY.

12. The DEIS/SE IS IN VIOLATION OF NEPA SECTION 404, INTEGRATION PROCESS, AS THE BBBPAC
WAS NOT CONSULTED IN DETERMINING -SUFFICIENCY OF THE PROJECT PURPOSE.

The BBBPAC shouid have been invited to take part in the NEPA/404- Integration: Process, the initial process in
which official bodies comment on whether the "project purpose™and ‘declaration of need" are adequate. The
bicycle/pedestrian path has the potential to make significant reductions in congestion and air poliution over many
years, as such it can be argued that it is an essential feature of the bridge, not just-an "amenity”. The Integration
Process would provide the opportunity for consideration of this argument.
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[image: image4.png]environmental, social, and economic damage occurring by not designing the
bridge to meet the transportation needs of the long-term future.

2. THE DEIS/SE IS INSUFFICIENT IN THAT NO SUBSTANTIAL STUDIES OF HOW THE
BRIDGE WOULD PERFORM AS A LIFELINE LINK, AND HOW IMPORTANT A LIFELINE LINK IS
FOR AN MCE THAT HAS A SIGNIFICANT CHANCE OF OCCURRING IN THE NEXT 20-30 YEARS

The East Span replacement options are being designed to 1500 year ground
motion occurrences, which is sound design philosophy. Thus, replacement
options would have a high likelihood of meeting lifeline status. The lifeline
status may well be necessary to preserve over the life of the bridge, in order
to withstand seismic events on the San Andreas or other faults which will
highly impact San Francisco and the Peninsula. However, An MCE on the San
Andreas or other nearby faults have very low probabilities over the next 20-30
years. These events, not being imminent, mean there is time to consider
rescoping the project purpose to meet the transportation needs of the long
term future without putting these areas at significant risk. What is not clear
is how important lifeline status is for an MCE on the Hayward fault which is
the only major seismic event possibility that has an immediate need to be
prepared for, with regards to the Bay Bridge. With regards to the above need
for probability estimates to be made in order to ascertain whether orx not an
expanded project purpose is warranted, an emergency plan showing the degree of
functionality and importance a lifeline connection between San Francisco and
Oakland would be needs to be performed. The DEIS/SE states that no detailed
studies were performed, and presents no simplified scenarios that support the
need for lifeline status maintenance with regards to an Hayward MCE. Without
knowing the both the annual probabilities for worst-case scenarios of the
various options to occur withstand an MCE with predicted loss of lifeline
status, and the degreee to which the Bay Area would be affected, a
cost/benefit analysis cannot be adequately performed.

3. ENVIRONMENTAL DEGRADATION RESULTING FROM THE ELiMINATION OF HEAVY RAIL
CAPACITY OF THE CURRENT BAY BRIDGE IS NOT ADDRESSED

The existing East Span has the capability of accommodating heavy
passenger rail, such as BAMTRAK Superliners, as these cars are not
significantly heavier than those that used to run on the East Span. In
addition, high speed rail car/track systems are not projected to weigh more
than Superliners, making them a possible addition to the East Span. Without
knowing the estimated probabilities as mentioned in argument 1, it cannoct be
discounted that there may be a significant probability that the current East
Span will be fully functional until the end of its useful life.

The SFOBB East Span Seismic Safety Project purpose is insufficient in
that the replacement options for the Bridge do not include the rail capability
that now exists on the current East Span. The current East Span is still
capable of carrying the 145,000 lb rail cars that formerly traveled across the
Span as part of the Key System. AMTRAK Superliners weigh a similar amount and
passenger rail and could travel across the existing Span, if rails were
reinstalled. The Bay Bridge carried more passengers across the Bay that is
currently capable, by a large percentage. Key System trains were capable of
headways less than 60 seconds. The Bay Area is increasing in population and
will continue to do so in the near and far future. Over 100,000 pecople commute
into the Bay Area from the Central Valley, a long and wasteful automobile
commute. Passenger rail would serve this population well and could
significantly reduce congestion, and air pollution which ironically blows
eastward back into the Central Valley. The need for increased transbay
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[image: image5.png]transportation capacity over that which is currently possible with the
existing Bay Bridge or with the replacement options proposed for this Seismic
Safety Project is highly likely, and cannot be discounted. The Bay Bridge East
Span could be refitted with rails to provide this additional capability. The
replacement spans will not have this capability and thus rail retrofits to
accommodate light rail will not have the ability to provide the substantial
additional passenger capacity. Light rail trains must be kept short and cannot
be built substantially strong enouch to run at high speeds. They are not
likely to present commuters with a time advantage over such a distance. The
attraction of rail versus other transportation mode will depend on its ability
to move people across the Bay at a speed sufficient to keep travel times
comfortably short.

4. THE STATED PURPOSE OF MAINTAINING LIFELINE STATUS FOLLOWING A MAXIMUM
CREDIBLE EARTHQUAKE HAS NOT BEEN JUSTIFIED ON ENVIRONMENTAL GROUNDS

The existing bridge can be retrofitted to withstand an MCE without
catastrophic failure. This will prevent major loss of life in an MCE. The loss
of lifeline status will have negative economic impact on the Bay Area and may
involve further loss of life. However, a bridge which does not meet the
transportation needs of the region also has a negative economic impact, and
loss of life associated with it. Congestion, lack of efficient non-polluting
transportation means, lost time, and other effects all take their toll on
people with the result that shorter lifespans, higher incidences of
respiratory diseases result in loss of life over time. Time spent in
congestion has a negative effect on the productivity of the region with
resulting economic impact. The DEIS/SE is insufficient in that makes no
attempt to quantify and compare loss of life and economic impact from loss of
lifeline status versus insufficient capacity bridge design.

5. THE DEIS/STATU?ORY EXEMPTION PROJECT PURPOSE STATES THAT SIGNIFICANT
HUMAN LIFE AND ECONOMIC LOSSES WILL OCCUR IF THE BRIDGE IS NOT USABLE
IMMEDIATELY AFTER AN MCE. THE DEIS/SE DOES NOT CONTAIN SUPPORTING ARGUMENTS
FOR THIS. PROBABILITIES FOR VARIOUS EARTHQUAKE SCENARIOS AND PLANS TO PROVIDE
RELIEF AND ALTERNATIVE

According to USGS, there is a 28% chance of the Hayward fault rupturing
to produce an MCE in the next 20-30 years. By contrast, there is only a 2%
chance the San Andreas fault will rupture in the next 30 years. An MCE on the
Hayward fault is expected to cause mainly moderate shaking in San Francisco
and the Peninsula, with only a small amount of violent shaking near San
Francisco's east shore. Correspondingly, only moderate shaking is predicted
east of the East Bay Hills. Thus it is the East Bay which is most in need of
immediate seismic safety for the next half century. There are major hospitals
and emergency relief supply centers east of the East Bay Hills, which are
connected by land routes that can be opened quickly in emergencies. There are
air ambulances for those special cases of injuries that could require
time-critical patient transfer across the Bay in order to preserve life and
limb. There are alternative land routes for supplies and heavy egquipment to
and from affected sites with the main. Public access can be limited to these
alternative land routes, making longer transit time to affected sites their
only drawback. In the event of an MCE, a seismically strengthened bridge would
remain operable immediately afterward, and a determination of unsuitability
for travel would not be possible without inspection. This inspection cannot be
conducted immediately and thus allows time to clear the bridge in an orderly
and safe fashion, with negligible loss of life. Thus, major loss of life
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[image: image6.png]associated with loss of lifeline status in a next Hayward MCE is not expected
to occur, only with immediate bridge failure. This failure can be avoided with
the retrofit option. The DEIS/SE claims that large loss of life from loss of
lifeline status will occur, yet it does not provide supporting data.

6. THE REPLACEMENT SPAN OPTIONS PRESENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR CREATING ADDTIONAL
VEHICLE TRAVEL LANES, AT LOW COST. THE DEIS/SE MUST ADDRESS THE EFFECT OF
POTENTIAL USE CHANGE OF THE SHOULDERS TO VEHICLE TRAVEL LANES. The proposed
replacement options have the of potentially increasing vehicular capacity over
the five lanes proposed. This is because there is no mandate in either the
Streets and Highways Code nor in the Vehicle Code to bring the bridge up to
current highway design standards. Thus the travel lanes could be narrowed and
the two shoulders on each deck could be converted to additional motor vehicle
lanes. It is less likely they would be converted to light rail (due to light
rail's speed disadvantage) or to additional bicycle/pedestrian travel, due to
high noise levels. The DEIS/SE is insufficient is that it does not study the
environmental effects of shoulder conversion to additional motor vehicle use.
In addition, the wider lane width proposed may serve to increase the speed of
traffic on the Bridge with the possible result that more traffic congestion at
the Central Freeway bottleneck may result. This should also be studied.

7. THE BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN STUDY IS INSUFFICIENT IN THAT NO LONG RANGE
PROJECTIONS FOR POTENTIAL USAGE OVER THE LIFE TO THE BRIDGE ARE GIVEN.

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Study is correct in making assumptions that the
path will eventually span the entire bridge and that projections for usage
should be based on this assumption. Considering that in only 30 years,
bicycle usage in Europe has undergone a dramatic increase, there is a
significant possibility that in the next 150 years, bicycle usage will
parallel that of Germany, Netherlands, and Denmark. This is because the Bay
Area has urban population densities that are approaching the urban areas in
these countries, the weather for cycling is better than these areas, air
pollution is becoming more visible and there is an increasing trend of
non-attainment for minimum air quality standards. Given that 30% of all trips
are made by bicycle in the Netherlands , 20% in Denmark, and 12% in Germany,
(source: Pucher, J., Bicycling Boom in Germany, Transportation Quarterly, vol.
51, num. 4 Full 1997) it is not unlikely that this type of usage can occur
here in the Bay Area, in a time frame well within the useful life of a
replacement span. The majority of bicycle trips made for commuting, shopping
and recreation are of a length substantially shorter than a typical transbay
bicycle trip would be, yet, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Study fails to
recognize that the attraction of directly viewing and experiencing the Bay
would be a major attraction to both bicycle commuters and recreational riders
alike. Given this attraction, it is likely that a significant percentage of
transbay trips, perhaps over 10% would eventually be made by bicycle. Assuming
500,000 people crossing the Bay each day this would result in 50,000 bicycle
trips pexr day, or more. Given that auto congestion is projected to increase by
250% and the Bay Area continues to grow in population by 700,000 people per
year, it is likely these bicycle trip percentages will occur in the next 20-30
years. Thus, if this magnitude of bicycle transbay trips is to be encouraged,
as is desired by the California State Legislature according to the California
Vehicle Code section 30112 section d, the replacement options must include
bicycle capacity which will accommodate this usage, or be designed to allow
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[image: image7.png]easy retrofit. The most cost effective and productive way would be to design
it into the East Span at this time.

8. THE DEIS/STATUTORY EXEMPTION IS INADEQUATE IN THAT IT DOES NOT CONSIDER
ALTERNATIVE DESIGNS FOR THE BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PATH THAT WOULD MITIGATE THE
HIGH NOISE LEVELS FROM AUTO AND TRUCK TRAFFIC ADJACENT TO THE PROPOSED PATH.
The proposed path design calls for a path to be located one foot higher
than the roadway deck, with path users in fully exposed to passing motorists,
similar to the Golden Gate Bridge sidewalks. An alternative design was
proposed to BBBPAC which located the pathway level several feet lower than the
roadway deck, far enough to allow the impact barrier to block the line-of
sight from path users eyes to the headlights of motor vehicles. This
below-deck design promised substantial reductions in noise levels to path
users. In addition, it would eliminate headlight glare in westbound path
users eyes, and could also promise reduced levels of pollution. It also
presented less obstruction of motorist's views of the Bay, by locating path
users and the edge railing out of gsight from passing motorists. The
Engineering Design and Advisoxry Panel (EDAP) recognized these merits and
recommended to MTC on June 9,1998 that MTC choose a path width and vertical
level (with respect to the roadway) that would assure the safety and comfort
of the path users. As such, The Bicycle and Pedestrian Study performed for
this DEIS is in error when it states that EDAP endofsed the proposed path
design calling for a path located one foot above the roadway level. EDAP did
not make this recommendation. It was made by CALTRANS and MTC at a joint staff
meeting on June 17,1998. The choice was made to recommend a path one foot
above the roadway deck design, 15.5 £t wide which would "assure the safety and
convenience" of the path users. Comfort was not addressed by this
recommendation, although the BBBPAC also called for a comfortable path design
in its statement of design goals. It is the CALTRANS/MTC design which was
approved by BATA, not EDAP's recommendation. The DEIS/Statutory Exemption is
deficient in that it does not state why the below-deck alternative was not
fully considered as an alternative design for the path. The alternative was
presented to BBBPAC scon after the January 17, 1997 BBBPAC meeting by myself,
after showing at that meeting cross-sectional drawings showing the
insufficiency of at-deck and 2 ft below deck options in providing motorist
view of the pathway for percieved security reasons. These drawings also showed
headlight glare would be present in path users eyes, should the path have
counterflow traffic. In early March, a scale drawing of such a below deck path
that would mitigate noise, headlight glare, and preserve motorist views was
placed on my website: http://www.slip.net/~“dshuman and everyone involved was
informed of this. The drawings remain at this site. CALTRANS refused to
perform a preliminary design and cost study to determine its cost relative to
a design located level with the roadway deck. CALTRANS did perform noise
studies, including a "shadow zone measurement that might simulate the noise
reduction a below-deck path would offer, in response to requests from the
BBBPAC, yet these noise levels were not shared with the committee until after
it made its recommendations for path design and location. Instead, a CALTRANS
environmental engineer, Victor Zeuzum made a rough estimate of 65-70 dBA
expected noise levels for the path and this estimate was given to the BBBPAC.
The noise levels measured by CALTRANS and cited in the DEIS/Statutory
Exemption as being representative of expected noise levels on the proposed
path are 90-91 dBA. They are far in excess of the estimate that was given to
the BBBPAC. The Noise and Vibration Study for this DEIS/SE, released Sept
21,1998, on page 4-17 says: "A noise level of this magnitude (approximately 90
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[image: image8.png]dBA Leg) i1s the OSHA criteria threshold for permanent hearing damage for long
exposure periods. Conversation at this noise level is difficult, and the
typical person's reaction to this noise level is to try to avoid the noise".
On page 6-13 of this report, under Abatement of Noise to Non-Motorists on the
SFOBB the report states: "Measurements indicate that noise levels immediately
adjacent to the traveled lanes of the SFOBB are far above acceptable levels
for conversation and a feeling of well-being". Thus the BBBPAC was misinformed
as to the true magnitude of the expected noise on the proposed path and could
not make a sufficiently informed decision. CALTRANS's initial reaction to the
below deck path option was that it would cost substantially more than an
equivalent path at deck level, and that they would not build it (from: an
email correspondence of 11/2/1998 from Victoria Eisen, BBBPAC chair). There
was at this time, no preliminary design for such a depressed path. Without
formulating a design that can be costed, this claim of substantially higher
cost cannot be justified. CALTRANS's refusal to perform a preliminary design
for the below deck path that could be costed thus left the BBBPAC and EDAP
with insufficient information to make a fully informed decision.

The effect of high noise levels on the path are clearly stated in the
DEIS/Statutory Exemption, Noise and Vibration Study, rev 3. as guoted above.
Though the special noise measurements made for the purpose of evaluating the
noise levels pedestrians and bicyclists may encounter on a replacement span
path suffer from being made closer to traffic than the path will be located,
and reflected sound from the upper bridge deck contributes to the overall
high noise levels, these are still the best measurements that exist for
predicting noise levels on a replacement span path. They are consistent with
measurements made by myself using a Radio Shack sound level meter along
Interstate I-80 near the University Ave. exit. At this location, a better
simulation of freeway noise exists (better than the current east span) on a
path located to the side of a replacement span can be found, according to
Brian Maroney, CALTRANS project head for the East Span replacement. These
measurements were made approximately 12 £t from the right travel lane edge.
The lack of reflective or other noise sources more accurately simulates the
conditions that will be found on a replacement span. Measurements showed an
arithmetic average of 86 dBA. The concrete impact barrier present at this
location allows simulation of ‘'shadow zone" measurements as made in the noise
study to evaluate the potential noise reduction a below deck path location
would offer. Noise measured at a point 1.5-2 ft below the top of the concrete
barrier showed and average noise level of 69 dBA. This 17 dBA reduction is
well over a difference of 12 dBA" that the Noise and Vibration Report terms a
"gubstantial difference". The smooth asphalt surface on I-80 at this location,
however reduces noise by 3-5 dBA compared to the concrete deck that is
proposed for the replacement span, so the noise levels cited in the Noise and
Vibration study, though of different character on a replacement span, would
not be significantly different in average noise level (Leqg = 90 dBA)

9. THE DEIS/SE IS INSUFFICIENT IN THAT OTHER NOISE CHARACTERISTICS OTHER THAN
Leq ARE NOT EVALUATED WITH REGARD TO TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS ON THE
BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PATH Average noise level is not appropriate measure of
psychological annoyance when noise levels have a significant degree of level
variance over short periocds of time. Noise impulsiveness generated by closely
passing vehicles moving at high speed has a significant adverse effect on
comfort for users, along with high average noise levels. Thils impulsiveness
should be measured and estimated and the effects on path user's comfort
assessed.
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Derek Shuman Letter dated 11/29/1998

Comment 1

Your comments have been entered in the public record and responded to.  40 CFR 1506.10 establishes a period of not less than 45 days for the return of comments on a draft EIS.  As noted, the circulation period exceeded this requirement.

Comment 2

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 Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  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.  
Comment 3

Please see Section 1.2.1 — Lifeline Connection for more details regarding the connection.

On the basis of research conducted since the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and other scientists conclude that there is a seventy percent probability of at least one magnitude 6.7 or greater quake, capable of causing widespread damage, striking the San Francisco Bay region before 2030.
  An MCE on either the San Andreas or Hayward fault would be expected to inflict far greater damage to the SFOBB than the bridge experienced from the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.  This is due to the potential for the epicenter of an event on either the San Andreas or Hayward fault to be nearer the bridge, as well as the expected greater magnitude of the MCE compared with that of the Loma Prieta earthquake (magnitude 7.1).  

The lifeline designation represents Caltrans’ intention to use the SFOBB to provide a high level of post-earthquake transportation service.  An actual plan for lifeline post-earthquake use of the bridge has not been developed because the use would be determined by the needs created by the specific seismic event.  However, as identified in Section 1.2.1 of the FEIS, the SFOBB would serve several important lifeline functions following an MCE on either the San Andreas or Hayward fault.  It can be anticipated that the structure would be used to transport heavy equipment, such as cranes and bulldozers, to work sites.  The structure would also be used to distribute supplies from the San Francisco and Oakland ports to recovery centers.  Automobile and bus transit traffic would likely be banned from the SFOBB initially so as not to interfere with emergency response.  It would then would be restored on the SFOBB East Span as feasible.  As a lifeline vehicular bridge, the SFOBB East Span would have the flexibility to move equipment and goods during post-earthquake recovery that cannot be accommodated by Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) and ferry service.

Comment 4

Implementation and funding of a rail system on the SFOBB are not part of the East Span Project.  Please see response to Comment 2 regarding why congestion relief is not part of the project purpose and need.  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 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 5

As stated in the comment, the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative could withstand an MCE, but would not provide a lifeline connection consistent with the project purpose.  The existing structure would require post-earthquake repair that could result in the bridge being closed for a lengthy period of time.  As a result, the bridge would not be able to provide emergency relief access and could result in significant economic impacts on the Bay Area.  The project purpose calls for the provision of a lifeline connection between YBI and the Oakland Touchdown area.

The SFOBB is and will remain a critical link in the transportation system.  This is recognized in the regional transportation planning process conducted by MTC.  MTC recently updated its 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 long-range land use planning.  The East Span is included in and is consistent with the RTP.

MTC will address the need for and feasibility of additional transportation capacity in the Transbay Corridor as part of its Bay Crossing Study.  This study will address non-transbay crossings, including new tubes for rail or BART, additional or expanded auto bridges and enhancements to existing transbay transit services, including BART, transbay buses, and ferries (please see Section 2.5.2 — MTC SFOBB Rail Feasibility Study).  The Bay Crossing Study, in combination with the East Span Project, will allow for both consideration of a lifeline connection and future traffic congestion reductions.

Comment 6

The retrofitted bridge would probably experience substantial damage and could result in the loss of life.  The potential for loss of life to occur is stated in Section 1.2.1 — Lifeline Connection.  The comment assumes that people on the bridge would not be impacted by the potential collapse of the existing span in the event of a design earthquake.  Partial collapse in 1989 of the existing East Span resulted in the loss of life.  Collapse of the East Span as a result of an earthquake could result in considerable loss of life, particularly if it occurred during peak commute hours when approximately 12,500 people are using the bridge per hour.

Comment 7

In accordance with current safety standards, new highway structures are designed to have 3.0-meter (10-foot) inside and outside shoulders for facilities with three or more lanes per direction and 3.6-meter (12-foot) travel lanes.  See Section 1.2.3 — Current Roadway Design Standards for further information.  Caltrans does not intend to convert shoulders to additional travel lanes in the future.  The number of lanes proposed for the replacement alternatives is consistent with the existing cross section and provides for a logical transition to the YBI tunnel.  Existing speed limits would be maintained, and vehicle speed is not expected to increase.

Should any future reconfiguration of the East Span cross section be proposed (e.g., to install light-rail transit), MTC would need to program funds for the conversion in the Transportation Improvement Program and a separate environmental review would need to be conducted.  

Comment 8

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.

The replacement alternatives include a 4.7-meter (15.5-foot) bicycle/pedestrian path on the south side of the eastbound structure.  Any future widening of the path to provide additional pathway capacity would need to be undertaken by MTC and would require separate funding and environmental review.
Comment 9

The bicycle/pedestrian facility designs were evaluated as part of a collaborative effort between Caltrans, MTC, and BPAC.  The bicycle/pedestrian path design included in the replacement alternatives was one of the recommendations made by the BPAC.  The BPAC screened path design variations in developing its recommendations.  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.  Although differences among members of the cycling community concerning the design of the bicycle/pedestrian path have been stated, and complete consensus may not have been achieved within the BPAC, its recommendations have not changed. 

Issues considered by the BPAC in making its recommendations to the EDAP and Task Force included trade-offs of noise and visual screening by a lowered path compared to the security concern that path users be visible to motorists and accessible to emergency vehicles using the roadway shoulders.

In addition, an air quality analysis consistent with the Clean Air Act and its amendments was conducted for the proposed bicycle path.  The analysis showed that there would be no violation of federal or state carbon monoxide (a localized pollutant) standards with the elevated path.

Comment 10

See response to Comment 9 in regard to path selection.

Comment 11

 Noise levels for bicycle/pedestrian path users were estimated by Caltrans at 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.

Also, Caltrans performed a noise study of the bicycle path adjacent to 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. 

Comment 12

Comment noted.  A summary of the information from the FEIS is presented in Comment 11 above.  

Comment 13

For the purpose of evaluating traffic noise, the Leq noise metric is a good indicator of the level of annoyance likely to be experienced by non-motorist users of the SFOBB.  The level of annoyance adjacent to the travel lanes of the SFOBB would be high; traffic noise would interfere with speech and, as stated in the Noise and Vibration Study, would not be conducive to a feeling of well-being.
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.

Comment 14

The capacity of walkways is based on the relationship among speed, density, 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 meters/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 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 15

The replacement alternatives include the bicycle/pedestrian path approved by MTC based on input from the BPAC.  Although consensus may not have been achieved within the BPAC, its recommendations have not changed.  For this reason, the issue of path width and level is not considered an unresolved issue.

Comment 16
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.  As part of the NEPA/404 process, concurrence is required from only the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  Other federal, state, and regional agencies are invited to participate in meetings if they have regulatory and permitting obligations for the project.  This process was developed to integrate and comply with NEPA and Clean Water Act requirements.  It is implemented pursuant to a regional Memorandum of Understanding among transportation and resource agencies.  It is not intended to replace the public scoping process required by NEPA.  The NEPA/404 process was formally initiated following publication in the Federal Register of a Notice of Intent to prepare an environmental impact statement, pursuant to NEPA, public scoping meetings conducted jointly with the Task Force, and numerous meetings of the Task Force and EDAP.  Each of these events provided opportunities for public input concerning the project purpose and need.  







� U.S. Geological Survey, Major Quake Likely to Strike Between 2000 and 2030, U.S. Geological Survey Fact Sheet 152-99, 1999. 


� Highway Capacity Manual — Third Edition, Transportation Research Board, 1994.





� ibid.








San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS
Page 1-422

