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STATEMENT BY WEI ZHANG

MS. ZHANG: Dr. Youling Zhang is my
father, and he is an earthquake engineer in China,
because in the '30s he went to Manchester to gst a
Ph.D. there and he developed a formula in '37. So
that formula is very, very famous in Japan.

So just after the Xobe earthquake, the
Japan engineers committee invited him to visit
Japan, you know, visit Kobe, Tokyo and several
places.

So now he is retired and living in
Oakland. But he is very concerned about the Bay
Bridge design, how they can, you know, prevent for
the earthquake. So now has some, you know,
suggestions according to his experience.

I think that he works in that field for
more than -- at least 30 years,; you know, with --
you know, the Tan Shen in '79, in China, the very
big one and some earthquake in another province in

China. So he experienced those two very miserable

_earthquakes in China. So he wants .to.say now what

kind ideas he has.
STATEMENT BY DR. YOULING ZHANG

DR. ZHANG: ' What I would like to say is

two points. Two points. First point is that I
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don't think there is any difference of magnitude

between the two floating faults, Hayward fault and
the San Andreas fault, but there will be some
difference that will be according to earthqguake
itself. If the earthquake has a higher magnitude,
of course the response of the ground will be bigger,
wili be stronger. And if the earthquake is not high
magnitude, then the needle of the machine will be
different. You see, every faulting line can

10

(i}

produce, so I don't think there is any difference i

11| an earthquake happened to the bridge from Hayward o

(8

12 from San Andreas.

13 But there is difference between the

14| earthquake in itself. Has nothing to do with the

15| two earthquakes faulting, one bigger or one smaller.

16 I don't think that's the real case.

17 The second point, as I understand the west

18| bay anchor, there will be anchor for the suspended

19| bridge there. We call it anchor. Actually, it's

20| just foundation there. It's a foundation.

23

design must be higher. According to my idea, should

24

be designed with a magnitude 8.5. 8.5.

25 one for the

But the other two foundations,
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”central tower, another for the east anchor, both are

2| on the island, Treasure Island. Both are on the
3| jisland. The island has got a very nice foundation,
4| very strong foundation. I don't think you need to
5| design these two foundations with‘a higher
6| magnitude. Probably now they are topped 7.25. But
7| 1 still think that's not good enough. I propose to
8! raise it to magnitude 8. That's all.
9 MS. ZHANG: I think his idea is, ny
10| understanding, is for the Oakland side should be,
11| you know, for design for 8.5. But the other two
12| should be just design for 8.
13 So three acre not the same, for the same
14| grade. You know, the north part is highexr. The
15| two -- the other two need to be the lower.
16 DR. ZHANG: My reasonings are based on my
17) experience on two earthquakes, one the San Francisco
18 earthquake occurred in 1906, and the Loma Prieta
19| earthquake occurred in 1989. What my basis are on
20| these two earthquakes. I have my reasons, Yyou see.
21 MS. ZHANG: You can fax to my fax number.
22 ] 415-750-5001. Just to me now. I can, you know,
23| give it to him. Then I can show him anything if
24} from Caltrans. |

25¢
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w1 STATEMENT BY KURT FARRY

é MR. FARRY: I'm a sixth and fifth

3| generation Californian. And my grandparents have

4| both survived an earthquake.

5 And my point 1is, being‘that there is a

6| structure that is already there, still has utility,

7| the current crossing structure could better be used

8| by mass transit or light rail, could be used for

9] transportation to San Francisco or, as an

10| alternative, for even pedestrian or bike traffic if
11| reinforced on a slower rate.

12 I know the current plan is to use the --
13| and fast track the brand new replacement bridge and
14| then to tear out the existing one. I think the

15| money spent for tearing out -- which I'm sure is

16 | some considerable amount -- would better be used to
17| reinforce on a slower basis, possibly using some of
18| the tolls from the current or the newer bridge, to
19| be used also to reinforce and maybe light rail and
20| pedestrian and bike traffic on the top, therefore
21| leaving the other span for automobile and commuter
22| use only. Basically, the uses of that are mul;iple.
23| But the fact of spending money to tear something

24| down, that already still has utility, makes no sense
25| to -me.
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I was talking to some of the other
Eonsultants here about the safety hazard, and I'm
well aware that in an event of catastrophic quake,
the current bridge does present a safety hazard.
However, if it is not something that has to be done
gquickly, that it could even languish for several
years while it is being reinforced, I think it might
even be reinforced through private funds.

I can imagine also Southern Pacific and
other entities might be interested in getting in
there as a gquick commuter rail to tie in there or
just as a merchant lane or something like that, big
trucks that might be used on the road. So I think
tearing it down would be a real waste of money.
Thank you.

One more comment. I do believe the
southern crossing has more merit in that much of the
traffic that is currently crossing the San Francisco
Bay bridge goes south of San Francisco to southern
areas, Brisbane, San Mateo, what "have you -- all the

way to San Mateo. And it seems to make sense that

the southern crossing would take the weight off the

northern crossing, and then we can still work on a

retrofit for the existing bridge.
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STATEMENT BY DAVID FAVELLO

MR. FAVELLO: Well, I talked with a number
of the representatives here from Caltrans, and one
of them, when I asked what the purpdse of the bridge
is, I was told it's to carry peop;e from one side to
the other.

Through the many hearings that I have
attended with respect to the design of the bridge,
one of the major considerations for the MTC was
motorists' views. How people driving a car are
supposed to look at the sights, I'm not sure.

But by MTC's own figures, 68 percent of
the motorists commuting to and from -- 68 percent of
commuters are motorists in single occupancy
vehicles. And by the year 2018 there should be 1.1
million more cars in the Bay Area. And this bridge
is being built with virtually the same capacity as
the one it's replacing.

And this disturbs me when I'm looking at
the braft Environmental Impact Statement, it lists

air quality -- no long term impacts. But in the

22

23

24

same report it says that the Bay Area does not meet
federal and state ozone standards and that we are

mandated to meet them by the year 2000.

25, .phmevisw, And this bridge doesn't include any
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fyeduce pollution such as rail lines, or it doesn't

7; ~jpnelude a path that would encourage use by making it
‘; pleasant to ride something that isn't subjected to
§| car exhaust directly, or something that would be
6| quiet and pleasant to ride.
7 In the noise section of the Environmental
8| Impact Statement there was a special seismic
9| measurement done by Highway 80, measuring 90 and 91
10| decibels. And what they talk is acceptable in a
11| developed area, the highest I saw in the report was
12| 72 decibels. Somebody suggested I wear ear plugs.
13| California Vehicle‘Code states I can't wear ear
14| plugs or headphones while riding my bicycle or
15| driving a car.
16 And in the design process for the bike
111 path, people are concerned with the ndise. And the
;lq way to help mitigate the effects was to lower the
;fq path below deck so that the noise would go over our

heads. But that was not a plan that was approved.

~ In another report, the Visual Impact .
Assessment, I noticed that fewer types from the
‘“bridge were highway users, recreationalists,
‘jtéurists in motor vehicles, and I saw no mention of

ggg%views from the bridge from the path of

10
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[image: image12.png];ﬁﬁ g&ggsfrians, bike pedestrians or bicyclists. And
that some of the criteria used was perceived safety
j;nd not actual safety in ways to mitigate any
perceived unsafe condition did not seem to be
addressed in the below deck path option in the way
of call boxes or cameras. And I still don't
understand motorists views are included, why that's
an important.
Having attended the bike pedestrian

10| advisory committee meeting comprised of key members

11| from the ad hoc bicycle alternative transit and

12| public access groups, I was appalled at the way

13| these were run. Anybody off the street could walk

14| in and vote, whether they followed the process from

15| the beginning or they didn't know a thing about it.

16 | They could vote. To me it didn't seem

17| representative of the bicycling community.

(Ending time: 8:00 p.m.)

11
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Youling Zhang
Comment 1

Please see Appendix K — Seismic Design for a discussion of seismic design factors.

Comment 2

The Engineering Design Advisory Panel (EDAP) concluded that the replacement alternative designs met and exceeded the seismic design criteria established for the project.

Kurt Farry
Comment 1

The USCG requires that bridges that are replaced (except those elements which are incorporated into a new bridge) be removed down to the Bay bottom (please see letter from the U.S. Coast Guard dated August 12, 1998 in Appendix G — Agency Consultation Letters).  

Even if this requirement were not in place, the existing structure would still require retrofitting to prevent seismic failure.  Retrofitting the existing bridge would cost approximately $0.9 billion.  Funding does not currently exist to retrofit and also replace the existing bridge.  During a major earthquake, the existing unretrofitted bridge may experience multiple-span failure.  If this bridge were used for bicycle/pedestrian traffic or rail, there could be loss of life or serious injury in an earthquake.  

There would also be the issue of where the existing bridge would connect to land.  The new bridge would have to tie into existing roadways which currently connect to the existing bridge.  Therefore, new ramps and/or connections would have to be designed and constructed for the existing bridge.  This would not be part of the East Span Project.

Overall, it would be better to construct a new rail crossing to current seismic standards rather than try to use the existing bridge after a replacement bridge is constructed.

Comment 2

The purpose of the East Span Project is to provide a lifeline crossing between YBI and the Oakland Touchdown area.  Consideration of additional Bay crossings is beyond the scope of the project.  Construction of an additional crossing instead of providing a lifeline East Span structure would be inconsistent with project purpose and need and outside the scope of this project.    The existing East Span of the SFOBB would still need to be retrofitted or replaced to prevent collapse in the event of a maximum credible earthquake (MCE).  Caltrans is responsible for safety on its transportation facilities.  Leaving the existing bridge in use, which could lead to possible loss of life in an MCE, would be contrary to Caltrans' obligation to the public.
MTC will address the need for and feasibility of additional Bay crossings as part of its Bay Crossing Study 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.

David Favello
Comment 1

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 Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) conducts the regional transportation planning process and prepares the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), which addresses the transportation needs of the nine-county Bay Area region.

The East Span Project is a component of MTC’s RTP.  The RTP has been tested and found to conform to federal and regional air quality mandates.  Please see Section 4.4.3 — Air Quality Conformity for a description of the project’s air quality conformity determination.

In response to requests for a study of passenger rail options in the Bay Bridge corridor, 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 in fall 2002.  The East Span replacement alternatives would not preclude rail should these studies find rail feasible and decision-makers choose to fund and construct a rail system as a separate future project on the SFOBB East Span.  See Section 2.5 — Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies in the FEIS for additional details of the studies completed or currently being conducted by MTC.

Bicycle/pedestrian facility designs were evaluated as part of a collaborative effort involving Caltrans, MTC, and BPAC.  Alternative configurations and features for the facility were discussed and analyzed based on user preferences and technical input though a series of workshops.  A final recommendation was made by MTC that the single path on the south side should be included in the replacement bridge designs.  (Section 2.7.9 — Design Variations Considered).  Other design alternatives have been withdrawn from further consideration.  
Comment 2

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 substantially 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 hearing damage. 

Also, Caltrans performed a noise study of the bicycle path beside 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.  Details about the Route 24 study can be found in Section 4.5.2 — Noise on the Bicycle/Pedestrian Path of the FEIS.

Preference for a depressed bicycle/pedestrian path is noted.  Although differences among members of the cycling community concerning the design of the bicycle/pedestrian path have been stated, the FEIS includes one of the path configurations that was recommended by the BPAC.  The BPAC served as the forum for over 40 groups representing the interests of potential path users.  

Comment 3

Visual simulations from the bicycle/pedestrian path were not done as part of the DEIS or Visual Impact Assessment.  The bicycle/pedestrian path that would be constructed as part of the replacement alternatives would be located along the south side of the new bridge.  As a result, the views from the path would be primarily to the south.  The predominant visual images in the viewshed would vary depending on the direction of travel.  In the westbound direction, the predominant visual images would include the Bay, downtown and southern portions of San Francisco, the hills of the Peninsula, and YBI.  In the eastbound direction the predominant visual images would include the Bay, the Port of Oakland, the Oakland Touchdown area, the City of Oakland and downtown skyline, and the East Bay hills.

The views from the path would be unique and spectacular because this vantage point does not currently exist on the East Span and the view from the path would be unobstructed.

Please see response to Comment 2 above regarding the path selection process.  Design refinements to the bicycle/pedestrian path would continue to occur during the final design process if a replacement alternative is approved.  The path design includes lighting, belvederes, and call boxes which would help to improve conditions on the path.

Comment 4

The views of motorists traveling on the bridge were evaluated because motorists represent one of the primary user groups that experience the East Span on a daily basis.  It is important to note that vehicles include passengers as well.  Drivers on the East Span should not be looking at the view, but rather focusing on driving and traffic around them.  This would also be true for bicyclists using the bicycle path on the bridge.  However, because of the beautiful views afforded by the elevated vantage point of the East Span, drivers and especially passengers tend to glance at the views around them while traveling.  Often slow traffic allows more time to take in the views from the East Span.  Since most people experience the East Span by driving across it in a car or truck as either a driver or passenger, simulations depicting the changes that would be seen from this perspective are appropriate.
Comment 5

As mentioned in Appendix E — Consultation and Coordination, the members of the BPAC were selected by the various groups interested in advocating a bicycle/pedestrian path on the SFOBB.  Caltrans did not participate in any selection process within these organizations, nor did Caltrans have any input as to how the group operated or voted.  
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