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Hugh Basset, 879 Milton Street, Oakland,
California 94607.

First, I think this is a politically-
motivated project. I have not been convinced of the
need for the retrofit or to replace the East Bay span.
I don't think that you can build a bridge strong
enough to withstand an act of God. But it seems ag if

the politicians decided that this is the way they want

to spend our tax money.

I'm not that much primarily concerned
with the design, although I would like to see an
aesthetically-pleasing design. I'm more ;oncerned
with the contracts and the work force of who is going
to construct this bridge especially considering the
fact that the Cyprus Freeway project provided very few
jobs ang very few contracts to Oaklaﬁd—based
companies. And we would not like to see this happen
on this project since this is a billion and a half

dollar project.

I'm somewhat disappointed that what was

called a public hearing is not actually a public

hearing. The public does not have an opportunity to

speak except to the court reporter.

I don't consgider
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REPORTER'S CERTIFICATION OF CERTIFIED COPY

I, JAN W. SERRA, CSR No. 8207, Certified
Shorthand Reporter in the state of California certify
that the foregoing pages 1 through 12 constitute a
true and correct copy of the original transcript of
the Public Hearing, taken on OCTOBER 14, 1998 in
Oakland, California.

I declare under penalty of perjury under
the laws of the state of California that the foregoing

is true and correct.

Dated this OCTOBER 15, 1998.

JAN W. SERRA,” C.S.R. No. 8207
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that a public hearing. But I do plan to bring this

issue up at jobs, at contracts and every available

opportunity.

Frank Neu, 18210 Carmel Drive in Castro
Valley, California 94546.

I am a commuter and I would like to see
the retrofitted or new safe bridge built quickly. I
worry a great deal with the Sierra Club et al. In the
past they have pulled dirty tricks and negotiated in
bad faith. They have dcone all kinds of things to
stall any kind of infrastructure improvement. And
their effectiveness in the past has caused huge delays
and great increases in price.

I know they seem to be exempt from
financial responsibility, unlike everyone else. But I
would hope the people involved in this project would
be aware of the things they have done in the past and

would be very aware of their often secret agenda and

disruptive tactics. I hope to see a new, very safe

Bay Bridge in the near future.

Gerald A. Hill, 4030 Panama Countvy,

No. 305, Oakland California 94611-4914.

If they haven't made up their mind or
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haven't been pre—decided, I would like to suggest an
even mix of Orientals, Africans, South Americans and
what we call Northern Europeans on the employment.

And even mix, divided into four; one fourth Asian, one
fourth African American -- if you want to call them
that -- one fourth South Americans -- come to our
country from Mexico and Argentina -- and what we call
Northern Europeans -- what we call Angle-Saxons. I
hate all those terms, but we are stuck with them.

What are they going to do about the
safety of this bridge? This new bridge in a real
nice, big earthquake like we had in 1989, what are
they going to do about better public transportation
for people like me who are too poorly visioned and too

elderly to drive a car? Will AC Transit be given bus

access to bus routes over the new bridge? Which I

favor entirely. I use A/C completely and BART

occasionally.

I can't see to drive and I'm '72. Who

would give me a driver's license at 727

On behalf of all senior citizens in my
building I request most wholeheartedly that we have

public transportation across the bridge. FEither rail

like they took off in the '50s when they made way for

AC Transit to take over and they killed the trains,
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which were very successful over the bridge in the '40s

and '50s and in the '30S when they built this bridge.
I came out here in March of '44. I
heard well of the Bay Bridge at that time, the Key
trains that ran over it for a while. Then AC Transit
took the train off. It was even done before the
company was bought out by AC. Key Systems, that was

controlled by the tire companies and General Motors

when they took the train off the bridge, which I think

was stupid.

Brilliant San Francisco said, quote "We
can run street cars across the bridge if'they leave

the tracts," but they didn't leave the tracts.

There was'é measure on our ballet for
putting trains and cutting down pollution because the
trains would cut down pollution as opposed to decent
buses or gasoline cars.

And furthermore, there is an electric
bus on the AC Transit they are trying out and it's

working fine and it looks beautiful. Why not electric

Caltrans or electric buses? Who says we have to have

gasoline engines or diesel?

Bob Chioino; Robert C., 435 Spruce

Street, Berkeley, California 94708.

- -
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I support the right lane for use by
Caltrans maintenance vehicles. If they were on
Cushman vehicles in the bike lane they could be off
the roadway, that would increase capacity, reduce
congestion, reduce accidents and when they get the
bike lane to the west of Yerba Buena Island, they can
look in the 1948 Parallel Bridge Report and see how to
cantilever a lane for bikes and Cushmans.

Would you have a bike lane all the way
to San Francisco for use by maintenance as a first
priority? Failing the use of the bike lane by
maintenance vehicles, then I oppose the bike lane.
Thanks.

Since the tower isn't necessary and the
webbing for the tower clutters up the overhead for the
driver, why build it unless it's less expensive than

ordinary freeway on stilts concept? Thanks.

Since the bridge's location cannot be
seen by anyone unless they are in a boat or out on the
end of one of the fills, the appearance of the bridge

doesn't seem to be a factor for most people in the BRay

Area because they are too far away to see any detail.

Arthur Feinstein, Golden Gate Audubon

Society, 2530 San Pablo Avenue, Suite G, Berkelevy,
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94702. I intend to write a letter.

This concerns the mitigation that is
proposed for the shore birds and there is supposed to
be a new park that is being created on the mole area
that will be restricted from public access to allow
shore birds to be undisturbed. But I have just heard
that Caltrans 1is not actually creating that park and
so I'm concerned about the completion of this
mitigation.

And if it is going to be mitigation,
Caltrans needs to obligate some funds for the creation
of this part of the park. At least if they are not
doing the whole park, they obvicusly need to fund the
mitigation component or else it wouldn't be

mitigation.

But I would 1like to congratulate them

for including this in the document. And we are very,

very appreciative that it was included. We just want

to make sure it actually comes to fruition. That will

require some financial dedication on Caltran's part.

Hunter Kohl, P.O. Box 947, Berkeley,

California 94701.

The single tower cable suspension

asymmetrical free-floating design has a potential of
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being a battering ram in the earthguake, severe

earthquake situation. And this design has some, at
least two critical points. They are both at the end
of the bridge. They interface between the free-

floating part and the causeway and the anchoring part
to Yerba Buena Island.

Nowhere in this nine and a half inch
Environmental Impact Statement that is now available
for the public to see does it address this issue. In
fact, a few months past I asked Caltran engineers
during one of these hearings about whether critical
single point failure analysis has been done on this
design. And my, I was assured that it was done and
available in Caltran's office.

When I went there to follow up on that,
such an analysis was nowhere to be located.

The next public hearing I brought up
this is§ue again and the chief engineer told me that
they don't have it in one place, its scattered all
over. But when they gather it together, I will be
getting one copy for sure.

One would think that since they include
so much stuff in this nine and a half inch document
including designs that were already rejected a long

time back, that they should have in place a study to
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deal with this very important issue.

My observation of the whole process is
that this design is not an optimal design being
offered to the Bay Area residents. Not optimal in
safety, not optimal in cost effectiveness, not optimal
in material usage, in cost.

It might be optimal for someone's
aesthetics that reflects the western side Oakland Bay
Bridge in its usage of cable suspensions or signature,

so-called signature design. Other than that, it falls

far short.

The cable suspension design has no
redeeming features as far as producing security in
that each parallel cable in effect is a very elongated
parallelogram, when the bridge is being deformed
through, by earthquake impact. That's just one

example of how this is ill considered, ill conceived.

If there is a God fearing person of

wisdom to run affairs and not be involved with
politics and personalities and so on forth, this whole
process should be open up for, in the form of a
competition for people to bring in ideas. Ko bring
about the best results. That's proven to be in free

market economy as opposed to a dictatorship and

command economy, which doesn't give good results in
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the long run. It only benefits some people's egos and
some segments, some small interest groups.

So that's of course a very far-fetched
wish to have such sanity embraced.

We should learn from past experiences.
And what comes to mind is the Tacoma straight bridge
collapse. And shuttle O-ring failure. And not to

have this kind of scenario to repeat itself again.

A. Sherwood Parker. My phone number's
(510)841-2012, 520 Dwight Place, Berkeley 94704.

There is a difficulty with putting
trains back on the bridge not realized by most
proponents. When the Key system ran on the bridge its
top allowed speed was 35 miles per hour set by the
maximum allowed force on the suspension spans from a
train making an emergency stop. You can see this
recorde@ in the book The Key Route by Harre Demoro on
pages 84, 97 and 98 -- modern trains are actually not
very much lighter in weight per seat but they can
break much more rapidly and are typically longer than
the Key system trains.

Thus when thus they break emergency
mode, they will put far greater forces on the bridge

and for safety then the top speed will probably have

10
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to be even lower than 35 miles per hour. Furthermore,
there would be a several-year construction period on
the suspension span where lanes would be removed but
no additional rail service yet available, making
enemies out of tens of thousands of motorists for any

such plan.

It would be better to build another

tunnel for BART with capacity per unit.

11









Hugh Basset
Comment 1

As outlined in Chapter 1 of the FEIS, the existing bridge would likely not withstand a major seismic event.  While it would be prohibitively expensive to build a structure that could withstand any earthquake, the proposed replacement alternatives have been designed to withstand a maximum credible earthquake (MCE), which is defined as the largest earthquake reasonably capable of occurring based on current geological knowledge and a Safety Evaluation Event (SEE).  See Appendix K — Seismic Design for more details.  The purpose of this project is to provide a lifeline connection between the cities of Oakland and San Francisco that would provide emergency relief access following an MCE.

Comment 2

The East Span Project has benefited from an extensive public outreach process (please see Appendix E — Consultation and Coordination).  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.  It is through this process that MTC developed their preference for a self-anchored suspension bridge design.

Comment 3

The construction of the retrofit alternative or any of the replacement alternatives would result in the need for a large construction labor force which would be drawn largely from the local Bay Area.  Workers with specialty skills may need to be recruited from outside the region.

Comment 4

A primary purpose of the four public hearings was to obtain verbal and written comments on the information presented in the DEIS.  For that reason, the open house format was implemented to give participants one-on-one access to technical specialists and project designers who contributed to the DEIS.  In addition to the four public hearings, meetings of the Bay Bridge Design Task Force and its EDAP conducted during preparation of the DEIS included public forums.  Privately sponsored forums, such those hosted by the “Commuter Chronicles” televised meeting at the Museum of California in Oakland and design discussions hosted by the San Francisco American Institute of Architects, provided additional opportunities for public discussion.

Frank Neu
Comment 1

Caltrans is making every effort to expediently provide a safe lifeline structure.  Concern over Sierra Club involvement is noted. The Sierra Club provided its comments in the same manner that other persons or groups did in the public involvement process.  Please see the letters from the Sierra Club regarding issues of concern to it. 

Gerald A. Hill
Comment 1

The profile of the labor force would be based on the skills and availability of its workers  rather than their ethnic and racial backgrounds.  However, because fair hiring practices would be followed in recruiting workers from the local labor force, it is anticipated that people from a range of backgrounds would be employed.  Caltrans contract specifications for contractors would include specific nondiscrimination standards and equal employment opportunity policy and obligations.  Under these requirements, contractors would be required to provide equal employment opportunity for all minority groups, both male and female, and all women, both minority and non-minority.  Contractors also shall not discriminate against any person because of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, ancestry, physical handicap, medical condition, marital status, or age over 40.

Comment 2

Replacement alternatives would be designed and constructed to the latest seismic and other safety standards and designed to withstand a maximum credible earthquake on the San Andreas or Hayward faults, a Safety Evaluation Event (SEE), as well as potential events along many other faults present in the Bay Area.  The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would only enhance the seismic performance of the existing bridge.  See Chapter 1 — Purpose of and Need for Project for more information about the purpose of the project and about maximum credible earthquakes.  See Appendix K — Seismic Design for additional information on MCEs and SEEs in regard to design of the replacement alternatives.

Comment 3

The East Span Project would contribute to continued AC Transit corridor bus service by providing a seismically improved vehicular crossing between YBI and the Oakland Touchdown.  AC Transit has plans to expand its service across the bridge as indicated in its Comprehensive Service Plan.  A new East Span would not impact existing levels of BART service.
Comment 4

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. 

Comment 5

Please see Comment 4 above regarding the possibility of rail on the SFOBB.  Provision of alternative fuel buses is under the sole authority of AC Transit and is beyond the scope of this project.  AC Transit is converting a portion of its fleet to low emission buses; however, there are no current plans to make a similar conversion to electrical buses.  For further information, please contact AC Transit’s Long Range Planning Department. 

Bob Chioino
Comment 1

The bike path on the East Span would be used by maintenance and emergency vehicles to service the path and its users.  

Extension of the bicycle/pedestrian path beyond the Preferred Alternative western terminus of the replacement alternatives is not included as part of the East Span Project.  MTC has requested that Caltrans prepare a feasibility study for a bicycle/pedestrian path on the SFOBB West Span.  Caltrans is currently investigating the different design options for a bicycle/pedestrian path on the West Span and a path on the south side of YBI that would connect an East Span path to a possible path on the West Span.  This study is expected to be completed in May 2001.
Comment 2

Preference for a skyway structure is noted.  A number of bridge types were considered and evaluated based on seismic performance, aesthetic consideration, and the ability to construct the bridge within the construction schedule.

MTC conducted an open process to consider design of the replacement alternatives.  A three-day public workshop was conducted in May 1997 at which individuals and design firms presented design concepts for a replacement bridge.  The MTC Task Force, through its EDAP, has continued to oversee design refinements.  Once a basic design program was defined, two structure types, cable-stayed suspension and self-anchored suspension main span, were carried through a competitive design process.  Both of these variations were addressed in the DEIS.

Comment 3

The SFOBB East Span is a highly visible structure that can be seen from cities on the west side of the Bay (including San Francisco and Sausalito) as well as from cities in the East Bay (including Alameda, Oakland, Berkeley, Emeryville, Albany, El Cerrito, and Richmond).

The self-anchored suspension design of the main span would result in the most favorable effect upon visual quality regardless of the viewpoint location.  This is based on the simulated appearance of this design from 20 different viewpoints around the Bay.  In contrast, the skyway design variation would result in the greatest reduction in visual quality.  See Figures 4-4 through 4-17c in Appendix A for the photo simulations.

Arthur Feinstein 
Comment 1

The creation of an upland refugia area by Caltrans in the future Gateway Park has been withdrawn from consideration because Caltrans is not the responsible agency for park planning and development.  Any refugia areas included in the Gateway Park would be developed through the park planning process, which is being led by the East Bay Regional Park District. 

The FEIS has revised information on shorebird habitat in the Natural Resource sections (Sections 4.9 and 4.14.8).  All replacement alternatives would temporarily impact shorebird winter roosting habitat. The northern alternatives would permanently impact shorebird feeding habitat.  Sand flats along the northern portion of the Oakland Touchdown area provide foraging and roosting areas.  Approximately 1.36 hectares (3.36 acres) of these sand flats would be permanently impacted by the northern alternatives.  However, the reduction in feeding habitat is not anticipated to adversely impact shorebirds due to the relatively small area affected by the project.  The northern alternatives would also temporarily impact 0.69 hectare (1.70 acre) of sand flats during construction of the westbound roadway and placement of a geotube for dewatering.  Replacement Alternative S-4 would permanently impact approximately 0.21 hectare (0.51 acre) of uplands.  The upland areas occur on the south side of the Oakland Touchdown area and are known to provide shorebird winter and high-tide roosting habitat.  All replacement alternatives would temporarily impact this upland area during construction and would result in the displacement of roosting habitat.  Proposed mitigation for the loss of shorebird roosting habitat includes restoration of portions of the sand flats impacted by the placement of a geotube and off-site creation of a tidal marsh ecosystem, including enhancement or creation of upland shorebird refugia.  See Section 4.9.6 — Natural Resources, Mitigation and Section 4.14.8 — Temporary Impacts During Construction Activities for more on mitigation.

Hunter Kohl

Comment 1

The self-anchored suspension bridge deck is longitudinally and transversely isolated from the main tower by the cables.  The displacement of the decks in a seismic event would be limited and not affected by the main tower because it is connected to the columns at either end.  In addition, the east and west end joints have been sized to prevent the decks from touching.  In effect, the Yerba Buena Island, main span, and skyway structures are isolated from each other to protect them from damaging each other.

Comment 2

MTC has conducted an open process to consider design of the replacement alternatives.  A three-day public workshop was conducted in May 1997 at which individuals and design firms presented design concepts for a replacement bridge.  Once a basic design program was defined, two structure types, cable-stayed suspension and self-anchored suspension main span, were carried through a competitive design process.

Comment 3

As mentioned in response to Comment 2, MTC conducted an open process to consider various design types.  In addition, MTC’s Bay Bridge Design Task Force Engineering and Design Advisory Panel (EDAP) evaluated design type based on a variety of issues, including seismic performance.  The EDAP, which consists of 36 technical experts in structural and civil engineering, determined that a self-anchored suspension design would be seismically safe.

Comment 4

Since MTC held a three-day workshop to listen to design presentations from individuals and design firms, additional design competitions are not foreseen. 
Sherwood Parker 
Comment 1

The East Span Project does not include rail and accordingly a safety analysis related to implementation of rail on the bridge has not been prepared.  This would likely be completed as part of future studies examining the feasibility of rail if decision-makers/taxpayers were to choose at some future date to fund installation of rail transit on the SFOBB East Span.

Comment 2

MTC is currently conducting an analysis to evaluate options for improving transit in the Transbay Corridor.  As part of this analysis, MTC will address the need for and feasibility of additional Bay crossings as part of its Bay Crossing Study, which is expected to be completed by fall 2002 (please see Section 2.5.2 — MTC SFOBB Rail Feasibility Study).  This study will address non-SFOBB transbay rail crossings, including new tubes for BART, additional or expanded auto bridges and enhancements to existing transbay transit sources such as BART, transbay buses, and ferries.
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