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To: sfobb@trmx3.dot.ca.gov
cc: SFOBB Dist04/D04/Caitrans/CAGov
Subject Comments on Draft EIS

Richard Stowe

27979 Baker Lane

Los Altos Hills, CA 94022
(650) 949-1014
r_stowe@yahoo.com

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

P.0. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Comments on Draft EIS ? East Span Seismic Safety Study
Summary Section ? Accommodation 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 revolve around staff?s unwillingness to
design the Eastern Span in conformance with the original design
parameters of the San Francisco- Oakland Bay Bridge, hereinafter
referred to as the SFOBB or to accommodate the public?s desire to
ensure that the Eastern Span?s structural capacity is strong enough to
accommedate electrified intercity rail. Unfortunately, the Multi
Modal Strategy section does not objectively review Multi Modal Project
alternatives. It instead presents frontal attacks, negative diatribes
and affronting arguments as to why these projects should not be
pursued at this time.

The original design as described in Section 2.5.1 (Historical
Background) included integrating infrastructure to accommodate
passenger rail service. The Key System ocutlasted its competitors
Sacramento Northern and Interurban Electric by seventeen years. But
even in 1957 when the Interstate Highway System was being touted as
great leap forward, the Key System, in the year before its demise,
carried more passengers (17,000) across the SFOBB on a daily basis
than the system that replaced it, AC Transit, does today (13,000-
section 3.2.2). If one assumes that AC Transit?s recent announcement
to increase service by twenty-five percent garners a corresponding
increase in passengers (13,000 plus 3250) AC Transit bus service over
the SFOBB will still not equal the Key System?s ridership in 1957.
Section 2.5.1 does not provide an annual chart with average rail
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[image: image2.png]remember the Key System, believe it was a mistake to remove rail
passenger service from the SFOBB in the first place. One of the
themes Governor-elect Gray Davis campaigned on was protecting
California?s environment. His opponent, who was soundly defeated,
California?s Attorney General Dan Lungren showed little concern for
the environment in his campaign themes. California?s reliance and
dependence on the automobile has adversely affected the air quality of
our State?s great cities, polluted our precious waters (wait to the
next drought- it will arrive once again), allowed for developers to
produce housing tracts and other development that have maimed
productive farmlands and devastated our indigenous wildlife.
Californians, especially Bay Area residents, value the quality of our
environment. Many of us would be happy not to view the automobile as
an appendage of our citizenry. Building a convenient rail transit
system and redirecting growth along those rail corridors is the most
realistic method to disconnect our dependence to the automobile and
still provide our citizenry with reasonable mobility. Inclusion of
standard gauge rail project that connects the Peninsula and Capitol
corridors on the SFOBB between the two most densely populated counties
in Northern California is a pragmatic and logical transportation
investment that will be attuned to the enlightened instincts of Bay
Area citizens and prominent elected officials.

Sincerely

Richard Stowe

DO YOU YAHOO!?
Get your free @yahoo.com address at http://mail.yahoo.com
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[image: image3.png]ridership on the Bay Bridge. It also does not provide information as
to what the Key System (as well as the other two rail operators) hours
of operation were.

Section 2.5.2 does not have a substantive comparative analysis of the
environmental impacts or the passenger potential of the two
alternatives covered, HOV lanes and rail or the
no-change-in-capacity-project being aggressively pursued by MTC staff.

In other words, what are the relative potential cost and benefits of
these two project alternatives? For example, increases in AC Transit
fleet utilizing the SFOBB will be accompanied by increases in diesel
particulates (PM 10). The California Environmental Protection Agency
has recognized these particulates as carcindgenic and increased
particulate run off will adversely effect the health of the Bay.
Increases in diesel-operated ferry service will have the same effect.
The no-change-in-capacity-project will create no change in Methyl
Tertiary Butyl Ether levels that are encumber the health of our Bay
and other Bay Area water resources. The environmental benefits of
electrified rail alternative over the SFOBB are also not discussed.
Each car and bus, and their attendant carcinogenic emissions, that no
longer crosses the SFOBB is a major benefit of implementing
electrified passenger rail service over the SFOBB. Rail
electrification is a desirable and feasible goal and it is certainly
more practical than electrifying other transport modes. Furthermore,

electrified rail is a method of abating noise levels. Increasing
capacity and electrification of our rail corridors need to be top
priorities of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission.

In Section 2.5.3 as in Section 2.5.2 the conclusion drawn is that "the
East Span project does not create any additional obstacles to
implementing a rail project?in the Transbay Corridor in the future.
As discussed in Section 3.2.2 BART already has an established corridor
acress the Bay - the Transbay Tube. Muni operates a light rail system
within the City, but not outside the City. -There is no light rail
system in the East Bay. However, the Peninsula and the Capitol Rail
Corridors are proximate to both ends of the SFOBB. This fact is an
egregious omission in this rail alternative discussion because the
East Span is not being structurally designed to accommedate any sort
of use of these highly underutilized rail corridors. In fact, for the
past couple of years the Peninsula Joint Powers Board has been
struggling to establish a vision for the direction Caltrain?s future
growth. Last year the Peninsula Joint Powers Board aspired to
terminate its operation in the basement of the Transbay Terminal.

This year they are considering undertaking maintenance projects plus a
generalized facelift and possible electrification of their 76-mile
corridor. Utilizing the upper deck of the Transbay Terminal and the
SFOBB to allow the Peninsula Corridor to reach Emeryville and Jack
London Square on the Capitol Corridor would greatly enhance the
opportunity for increased levels of ridership in excess of the
Peninsula Joint Powers Board?s most optimistic future passenger
projections for Caltrain.

The Multi Modal Strategy section does not examine the potential
environmental and financial impacts of future alternatives to
returning rail to the SFOBB such as building a second Transbay Tube.

The Multi Modal Strategy section does not examine Amtrak?s Emeryville
Station potential as an intermodal transit station because it does not
acknowledge the possibility of joining these two rail corridors via
the SFOBB.
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[image: image4.png]This East Span project is billed as a Seismic Safety Project.

However, there are other types of safety considerations when
evaluating modal alternatives. Absent from the Multi Modal Strategies
section is a modal comparison of accident rates. It is interesting to
note that for the first seventeen years of operation of the Key System
there was not a single rail accident on the SFOBB (compare this to the
automobile crash that recently shut down the entire lower deck for
over two hours) .

The Multi Modal Strategy section does not address the potential
increases of capacity on the SFOBB by introducing modal alternatives.
Unknown to the reader is how many extra people could potentially cross
the SFOBB during peak commute hours as a result of implementing
passenger rail service. Utilizing the upper deck of the Transbay
Terminal for rail and two tracks across the lower deck of the SFOBB
could increase capacity six to nine times over the traffic lanes
removed (depending on whether those tracks used two or three lanes).
The Multi Modal Strategy section instead biases the capacity
discussion by defining the rail alternative in terms of its wvehicular
capacity reduction potential. The reader is led to infer that this is
a negative and therefore the rail alternative appears less attractive.

The Multi Modal Strategy section does not address the potential
benefit passenger rail on the SFOBB could have on the BART system.
Although BART is a highly regarded subway system, compared with other
subway systems BART has a relatively low passenger per track mileage
ratio. New rail riders drawn to the Peninsula and Capitol Corridors
via the SFOBB may also be potential passengers transferring to BART.

The Multi Modal Strategy section also does not address our region?s
aging population and their future need for coherent and seamless
public transit. A SFOBB link of the Peninsula and Capitol Rail
Corridors would be a first step in establishing these corridors as a
trunk line for our many public transit systems stretching from
Monterey County to the Truckee - Lake Tahoe region.

The Multi Modal Strategy section does not address the potential for
cyclists to board rail passenger service on the SFOBB. Section 3.2.2
notes that the Caltrans Bicycle Shuttle carries approximately S50 to 65
cyclists a day across the SFOBB. If the popularity of the Caltrain
bicycle program (which boards over 2000 cyclists daily) is used as a
benchmark, cyclists will be drawn in droves to rail passenger service
on the SFOBB, especially if a "bicyclist first" boarding policy is
established. Bicyclists (and pedestrians not dependent on motorized
transit) whe ingress and egress rail passenger lines have the least
environmental impact of all rail riders.

Finally, the Multi Modal Strategy section does not address the
potential for returning rail onto the SFOBB to serve as a measure to
mitigate the energy consumption impacts of the construction of the new
East Span referred to in the indirect energy analysis (Section 4.13).
The lower energy costs associated with transporting passengers by rail
could offset or "payback" the actual energy consumption costs
associated with the project.

On November 3, 1998 voters overwhelmingly approved initiatives
promoting rail on the SFOBB. Returning rail to the SFOBB is just
plain common sense issue to two-thirds of voters in San Francisco,
Oakland, Berkeley and Emeryville. Most, who are old enough to
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Richard Stowe letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1

Section 2.5 — Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies of the DEIS is a conceptual discussion of the operational, funding, and institutional issues related to rail and high-occupancy vehicles (HOVs) on the SFOBB.  The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is currently studying the feasibility of rail on the bridge, including structural issues.  Please see the response to Comment 1 of your e-mail dated 11/9/1998 and revised Section 2.5 in the FEIS that summarizes the results of the MTC studies.

Comment 2

Section 2.5.1 — Historical Background was limited to a summary description of the Key System rail service to provide historical context for the consideration of future rail service in the Transbay Corridor.
Comment 3

Analysis of a rail system on the SFOBB is not part of the East Span Project.  The purpose of the East Span Project is to provide a lifeline vehicular crossing.  Please see response to Comment 4 of your e-mail dated 11/9/1998 regarding the project purpose and need and congestion relief.  

Comment 4

See response to Comment 1 above.
Comment 5

Please see response to Comment 3 of your e-mail dated 11/9/1998.
Comment 6

Analysis of rail capacity and usage is beyond the scope of the East Span Project.  Please see response to Comment 1 above. 
Comment 7

Estimation of the diversion of passengers from BART to a rail service on the East Span and prediction of corridor-to-corridor transfer rates are beyond the scope of the project’s multi-modal evaluation.  Travel demand forecasting of this type would be the subject of a regional or corridor-wide transportation investment study.  Concerning diversion of trips from BART and other established transit services, the multi-modal evaluation estimates that rail or HOV on the East Span would not contribute to congestion reduction if only riders of existing transit services changed their modal choice.  

Comment 8

MTC prepares a Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) that is used as the planning tool for determining the transportation needs of the nine-county Bay Area region.  The East Span is and will remain a critical link in the regional transportation system.  The East Span Project is consistent with the RTP.

Comment 9

Bicyclists using transit to pass through the Transbay Corridor would continue to have rail access via BART.  AC Transit also provides transbay bicycle transport services.  Operation of possible future rail service, including how bicyclists would use rail, is unknown at this time.

Comment 10
The energy impact assessment did not include the construction of rail in the definition of alternatives.  Cost estimates were not prepared to install and operate a rail system on the East Span replacement alternatives because rail service is not part of the seismic safety project.  It is not known if the additional construction costs for rail facilities and infrastructure and operations costs would change the energy pay-back period.

Comment 11

Request for construction of rail on the SFOBB is noted.  Implementation and funding of a rail system on the SFOBB is not part of the East Span Project.  Please see response to Comment 1 regarding MTC’s efforts to evaluate the feasibility of rail.
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