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To: SFOBB Dist04/D04/Caltrans/CAGov
cc: sfobb@trmx3.dot.ca.gov
Subject

Richard Stowe
27979 Baker Lane
Los Altos Hills, CA 94022

Harry Yahata, District 4 Director
Mara Malandry, Environmental Manager
East Span Seismic Safety Project
Caltrans District 4 - SFOBB

P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Comments on Draft EIS - East Span Seismic Safety Study
Summary Section-Accomodation of Multi Modal Services
Sections 2.5/2.5.1/2.5.2/2.5.3

Dear Mr. Yahata and Ms. Malandry:

The sections of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement I have
reviewed are grossly insufficient. These inadequacies are an attempt
to camouflage the obvious inadequacies of the Span Replacement design
itself. These inadequacies center around staff's flouting of a
majority of the Commissioners and the public's will by only designing
the Bridge replacement strong enough to accomodate light rail when
intercity rail exists in close proximity to both sides of the Bay
Bridge. Furthermore, Caltrans has announced its intention to
compromise Transbay Terminal which will diminish potential rail
capacity on the Bay Bridge.

Background

I participated in the NEPA scoping process in the spring and summer of
1997. At this time I and other citizen representatives strongly urged
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission Bay Bridge Design Task
Force to design the Bay Bridge replacement span to be structurally
strong enough to accomodate electrified intercity passenger rail
similar to what Caltrain has recently proposed in its Rapid Rail
Study. The intention of these requests was to create a link via the
Bay Bridge between the Peninsula and Capitol Corridors in order to
create one seamless electrified rail corridor. Investing in our rail
corridors will have significant environmental mitigation benefit.

Missing from this review is the safety benefits that will accrue from
reintroducing rail to the Bay Bridge. Earlier when rail ran on the Bay
Bridge seventeen years passed before there was an accident.
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[image: image2.png]Electrified rail will reduce pollutants into the Bay. This was also
not discussed.

Finally, rail replacement of highway lanes creates at least six times
the capacity on lane per lane basis.

Sincerely,

Richard Stowe

DO YOU YAHOO!?
Get your free @yahoo.com address at http://mail.yahoo.com
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Comment 1

Implementation and funding of a rail system on the SFOBB is 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.  See Section 2.5 — Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies for additional details of the studies being conducted by MTC.  

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. 

The Transbay Transit Terminal Project is an independent project for which the CCSF is conducting environmental review.  Results of the CCSF analyses do not change the need to provide a lifeline vehicular crossing on the East Span.  A future Transbay Transit Terminal does not impact the implementation of the East Span Project.

Comment 2

Please see response to Comment 1 above.

Comment 3

Analysis, implementation, and funding of a rail system on the SFOBB are not part of the East Span Project.

Section 2.5 of the EIS is limited to a conceptual discussion of the operational, funding, and institutional issues related to rail on the SFOBB.  Because operation of rail transit was not part of the description of alternatives, the requested safety analysis and discussion of water quality benefits have not been prepared.  It is likely that a safety analysis would be required as part of consideration by future decision-makers of the benefits of installing rail on the East Span. 
Comment 4

A rail system might increase the passenger throughput of the SFOBB if the system is able to attract all the displaced person trips previously made by car in addition to new passengers; however, an increase in capacity is not part of the East Span Project.

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 rail, was intentional, because Caltrans considers the need for improved seismic safety in this corridor to be paramount.  Because of the project’s size, it 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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