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October 21, 2003

Mr. Paul Maltzer

Environmental Review Officer

San Francisco Planning Department
1660 Mission St, Suite 500

San Francisco, CA 94103

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Transfer and Reuse of Naval Station Treasure Island
(Case No. 94-448E)

Dear Mr. Maltzer:

Thank you for extending the comment period for this document. I have needed every moment of
the additional time. The NSTI Reuse DEIR has been difficult to review,- I think in part because
it has had so many authors and has been prepared over such a long period of time.

When I submitted comments on the Notice of Preparation seven years ago, I thought we would
be receiving a combined DEIS/DEIR on conveyance and the Reuse Plan. In contrast, this DEIR
has been published as an independent document, and it is intended to provide programmatic
environmental review of a future TI/YBI redevelopment plan, and project level review of the
Marina Project.

THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN

At the October 2™ public hearing, I testified that this EIR should not be put to such use. The
DEIR cannot adequately inform approval of the redevelopment plan because assumptions in the
DEIR - e.g., that all Reuse Plan goals and objectives will be fully implemented — will not be
applicable to the redevelopment plan. Some of those goals and objectives require implementation
by other agencies — such as bus service to the East Bay and expanded ferry service. Other
assumptions are infeasible — for example, that no child will travel to school by automobile, or
that there will be no automobile use for trips internal to TI/BI, or that all construction traffic will
be limited to off-peak hours, which in the Bay Area now extend from 5 to 10 a.m., and 3 to 7
p.m. Even if these assumptions could be tolerated for the Reuse Plan, which has no legal
authority to influence development decisions, they are completely unacceptable for a
redevelopment plan that will become the sole source of control over land use decisions.

Furthermore, the Reuse Plan sets out a specific development program that would generate an
atypical pattern of trips. A redevelopment plan with the same magnitude of development but
hosting a different mix of activities would not echo the Reuse Plan trip pattern. The assumptions
and development scenarios are fundamental to the architecture of this DEIR and cannot simply
be tweaked to fit a project built on a different foundation.
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I have heard informally that the City has recognized that additional environmental review would
be needed for the redevelopment plan, whose adoption has now been postponed. But I also
understand that the City is still considering use of this DEIR as the base document, off of which
the supplementary analysis would be tiered.

For that reason, our comments must presuppose that this DEIR is creating the environmental
envelope for development decisions that the redevelopment plan will enable, and we must hold
the document to a rigorous standard.

PROJECT-LEVEL REVIEW OF THE PROPOSED MARINA

In our October 2™ comments, I also observed that the information provided in this DEIR about
the Marina Project is insufficient to support project-level review. Although additional review
time has enabled me to ferret out additional information about the Marina scattered throughout
the DEIR, my earlier objection stands.

The problem with using this DEIR to review environmental impacts of the Marina begins with
the Notice of Preparation, which does not provide notice that the document would be used for a
project-level review. The numerous responsible and affected agencies involved in the Marina
Project have not had a chance to tell you what factors they need the EIR to consider. Nor has the
public. Substantive discussion of project-level issues concerning Marina is also absent from the
Executive Summary and Project Objectives (needed in order to determine the environmentally
superior alternative, and to provide the basis for findings of overriding considerations).
Substantive information about the Marina Project is buried in the programmatic analysis, making
it practically impossible for the reader to understand impacts specific to this approval.. Since
mitigation measures are not proposed specifically for the Marina Project, their applicability is not
clear, and monitoring them will be a nightmare.

The omission of basic information about the Marina makes it impossible to know whether the

conclusions of the DEIR are reasonable. An example of the problem is that there are no elevation

drawings of the landside buildings even though they are in the vicinity of two historic buildings.

When I inspected the project file on October 3™, T found a more complete description of the

Marina Project’ project and although it appears to be out of date, it reinforced rather than

resolved concerns about the adequacy of review provided by the DEIR.

e Toxics - The project abuts an IR site. The DEIR does not address whether the risk level at

the end of the cleanup will be consistent with residential use shown in the TIE plan (an
apartment for the Harbormaster)or if the Marina intends to provide for live-aboards.

e Dredging — This site has not undergone deep dredging for decades, which would increase
damage to wildlife when the dredging for this project occurs . How much material will
initially be dredged from this site? What toxics are likely to be present in the dredge
material? How often will dredging be necessary once the Marina is in operation? The

! Treasure Island Enterprises, Treasure Island Marina Final Development Plan, February 14, 2002
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necessity for this part of the Marina to receive an ACE permit does not obviate the
obligation of the DEIR to review these issues.

e Historic Preservation — How will the glass fagade of the new restaurant affect the historic
integrity of nearby historic buildings?

e Alternative Project — Although each of the Reuse Project alternatives includes a variation
of the Marina Project, these alternatives are not compared and evaluated. The alternatives
(each with 500 slips) appear to be more, rather than less intensive, suggesting that they fail
to provide an option with a lower level of impacts.

e Description in the Development Program - The detailed land use programs for the
alternatives that are the basis of trip generation rates do not take Marina landside
development into account.” The land uses shown for Traffic Analysis Zone 1 do not
include the restaurant and yacht club — just the 403 slips. It would seem that a significant
share of Marina traffic impacts have not been evaluated in the DEIR.

e Temporary parking lot - The triangular area shown as temporary parking for the Marina
Project is also designated as a helipad to be used for medical emergencies®.

If this EIR is still expected to provide project-level review of the Marina Project, that analysis
must be rewritten and recirculated.

I am providing additional comments on transportation issues in the attached material. Those
comments come to the conclusion that the transportation analysis is so deeply flawed that it too

needs to be recirculated.

Please keep in mind that in my comments when I refer to the Project, I mean the Maximum
Alternative.

Finally I would like to thank Rick Cooper for his cheerful assistance to me when I reviewed the
files. Please let me know if I can answer any questions.

Yours truly,

Eve Bach
Staff Economist/Planner

? Page E-27
3 Page 3-53



Attachment:

Cc:

Comments on Transportation

Anne Marie Conroy

Treasure Island Citizens Advisory Board
Treasure Island Development Authority
Planning Commission

Jay Wallace

Arc Ecology
October 21, 2003

Page 4



Arc Ecology
October 21, 2003

Page 5

COMMENTS ON TRANSPORTATION

There are two major deficiencies in the analysis of transportation impacts: (1) the analysis of
freeway and other regional impacts is systematically structured to avoid a serious discussion of
actual impacts to the freeway system, including feeder arterials, and (2) trip generation
calculations are based on unwarranted assumptions. An overview discussion of both deficiencies
precedes our page-by-page comments.

These deficiencies are serious enough to require redrafting and recirculation of the DEIR.

Overview of Impacts on the Regional Transportation System

The DEIR concludes that the Project will have both direct and cumulative impact on the Bridge
segment of [-80. It finds that the direct impacts can be fully mitigated and the cumulative
impacts are unavoidable. The same deferred mitigations, without performance standards are
proposed for both the direct and the cumulative impacts.

Although there are numerous obvious flaws in the analysis that recognized these impacts, defects
in the analysis of freeway and regional traffic impacts in this DEIR that are most damaging to the
integrity of the DEIR. The most serious problem is that the DEIR has been structured to ignore
Project impacts on freeway segments beyond the Bridge in San Francisco, Alameda, and Contra
Costa Counties and on the arterials that serve this part of the freeway system. In its selective
focus on the comparatively minor impacts of the Project on the small section of I-80 between
Fremont Street and the Toll Plaza, the DEIR deflects attention away from the more serious
impacts that will make an increasing number of San Francisco streets impassable during peak
hours, and that will expand the radius of congestion that peak hour Bridge traffic causes in the
regional freeway system. In refusing to acknowledge these far flung impacts, the DEIR also
evades responsibility for proposing effective mitigations. It is an approach that is both cynical
and ultimately counter-productive in its disregard for the environment.

Flaws in the Anaysis of Significant Impact on the Bridge Itself

First let us focus briefly on the analysis that concludes that impacts on the Bridge are limited to
westbound peak traffic on the western segment of the Bridge. This analysis fails in its own terms,
irrespective of impacts beyond this overly-narrow focus on volume increases on the Bridge
itself.. The analysis leading to the conclusion that there will be a significant mitigable impact of
the Project on Bridge operations is depicted inconsistently, varying with the section of the DEIR.
See Attachment D.

The impact is mostly presented as an increase in volume — which is the measure embedded in the
sole Criterion of Significance applicable to freeway impacts. The discussion of increased volume
mostly contends that the Bridge is and has been operating at capacity during peak hours so that
no additional volume can be added”.

* Page 4-64
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In contrast, the analysis of the impact of Bridge operations’ concludes that there will be an
impact based on the deterioration of LOS for westbound traffic traveling between TI/YBI and
Fremont Street during both peak periods. The data that supports this conclusion is based on
consultant data® that is not consistent with San Francisco data. No data is presented to support
the conclusion that there will be no impacts on the segment east of TI/YBI~. The DEIR does not
explain what mix of volume and speed is embedded in the consultant’s calculation of LOS,
which is different from the definition (based on average speed) used by the San Francisco
Transportation Authority (which was not consulted in the preparation of this DEIR® or provided
with a copy as part of the review process’).

Attachment E provides LOS data from the San Francisco Transportation Authority that suggests
that additional volume generated by the Project could trigger the Criterion of Significance
because their data shows that the LOS was not at F in 1993, as opposed to calculations provided
by transportation consultant Korve in their unexplained, undocumented definition of LOS in
Table E-19.

The DEIR does not identify impacts on the Bridge segment east of TI/YBI despite LOS data on
the peak hour speeds in the document itself. Table E-17 suggests that LOS on this segment could
significantly deteriorate since it is not already at LOS F. However the table has obvious errors
and needs to be revised. The DEIR should provide data on this segment collected by the
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency which is responsible for this segment. The
DEIR must provide a verifiable source for this data, beyond identifying the consultant who
generated the error-ridden table.'

The unfortunate result of the impact analysis of Bridge traffic is a discussion that acknowledges
some, though clearly not all of the Project impacts on Bridge conditions. The damage that results
from ignoring some of the impacts on the Bridge is that there is no attempt to mitigate them.

Focusing narrowly on the volume that the Project would add only to Bridge segments of
the regional transportation system disregards more important impacts.

> page 4-79

6 Table E-19, page E-50

" The Alameda County Congestion Management Agency which has jurisdiction over the Bridge segment between TI
and the Toll Plaza was not consulted during preparation, nor provided a copy during the review period for this
DEIR. See Page 6-2 and Chapter 9.

¥ Page 6-2

° Chapter 9

1 Eastbound weekday traffic between the tunnel and some unspecified point to the east is projected to remain
unchanged from its claimed 1993/94 level of 57 m/hr for all alternatives at some unspecified date in the future. The
speed of comparable westbound traffic is projected to decrease from 45 m/hr to 3 m/hr for all alternatives except the
preferred Maximum alternative, for which no numbers are provided. Furthermore the table ranks 45 m/hr as LOS F,
even though the Highway Capacity Manual, and the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency, in whose
jurisdiction this segment falls, designates it as LOS E
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The conclusion that direct Project impacts on the freeway and regional impacts occur only on the
western portion of the bridge, and only for westbound traffic, was engineered by the structure of
the analysis:

1. aregion of influence (ROI) too small to capture the Project’s impacts;
an indicator of traffic conditions that is insensitive to actual impacts of concern;
an inconsistent baseline;
criteria of significance that are not triggered if conditions are already badly impacted;
disregard of safety problems within the ROL;
token analysis of cumulative impacts and mitigations; and
vague commitment to ineffectual mitigation measures.

Nowkwbd

The DEIR analysis of the Project’s impacts on the freeway system is comparable to studying the
impacts of running water for twenty years into an already-full bathtub by measuring the amount
of water inside the tub. Such a study would find no impacts because the amount of water inside
the tub would not increase, but this conclusion would be beside the point to those concerned
about damage caused by the overflow A study that limits itself to looking for impacts inside the
tub diverts attention from the need to turn off the water.

Likewise, the same kinds of errors in the of TI/YBI transportation issues work in tandem to
obscure the most severe impacts of the Project on the freeway and regional transportation
system. The analysis is unacceptable for at least the following reasons:

1. Too Small ROI: The ROI for regional and freeway traffic impacts of the Project extends
only as far as Fremont and First Streets to the west and the Toll Plaza to the east. It does not
capture backups that extend throughout much of the San Francisco freeway system and adjoining
arterials, or through portions of the Alameda and Contra Costa freeway systems.

2. Insensitive Impact Measure: Traffic impacts are primarily experienced as delay. The
number of cars on the road is related to delay but the correlation breaks down under very
congested conditions. When congestion traffic flow is impeded, fewer cars can pass through a
given freeway segment. Determining impacts by measuring additions to volume results in an
incomplete, and sometimes misleading measure of traffic impacts.

In fact, the spiking of traffic volume on the Bay Bridge in 1993 (the baseline year) is associated
with traffic moving at a faster, not slower speed than in 2001 when both volume and speed were
lower. The average speed between TI and Fremont Street (both directions) during both peak
hours in 1992/93 was 36.8 miles per hour (LOS E); by 2001 average speed had declined to 29.6
miles per hour (LOS F), a reduction of 19%. During this same period, the peak volume on this
segment (a.m. and p.m., both directions) fell from 22,800 vehicles to 18,600 — an 18.2%
decrease. See Attachment E. The association of lower speed with higher traffic volume illustrates
why volume should not be used as a single indicator of congestion.

Average speed is a better measure of freeway conditions because it is more directly related to the
actual impact. The problem of traffic congestion is the delay it causes for travelers and goods to
reach their destinations. That is why congestion management agencies track average speed
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and/or delay. Although speed may not be a perfect indicator, (since it blends the slower speed in
merging lanes with the faster speed of less affected lanes - a major issue for TI/YBI traffic
entering Bridge traffic), it is better at discerning traffic impacts than volume.

Using speed rather than traffic volume to analyze Project impacts on the Bridge dramatically
changes the analysis of Bridge traffic because it negates the DEIR argument, based on traffic
volume, that conditions cannot get any worse when volume is at capacity. As shown in
Attachment E, the 2001 San Francisco Congestion Management Program has determined that
X During the morning peak hour, vehicles traveled in 1993 from Fremont (actually
First) Street at 32.2 miles per hour (LOS E), and from TI to Fremont Street at 50.8
miles per hour (LOS D);
%X During the evening peak, vehicles traveled from TI to First Street at 37.7 miles per
hour (LOS E);
* The only trip on this segment that was that was at LOS F was during the evening
peak hour for vehicles traveling from Fremont Street to T1.

Beyond reasons why speed or delay is normally a superior measure of congestion, the additional
traffic merging that this Project will generate makes volume a particularly inappropriate
measure, especially in the TI-Toll Plaza segment. TI/YBI traffic must merge with eastbound
traffic that is controlled during peak hours by meters. The purpose of metering is to enable traffic
to flow smoothly downstream by creating and managing upstream delays. TI/YBI traffic has the
advantage of joining the free flow, in effect without have to suffer the delays that made it
possible. The unmetered entry of a large number of Project vehicles into otherwise freely
flowing Bridge traffic will deprive vehicles that were previously delayed by upstream metering
to be delayed again. Many East Bay commuters will be impacted by Project traffic that
undermines the effectiveness of metering as a traffic management policy. The resulting impact of
TI/YBI vehicles on Bridge LOS will be substantially worse than if the same number of vehicles
had been added upstream of the metering lights.

There is a similar conflict with the highly successful HOV traffic management policies for the
Bridge.'!. There are strong and effective Caltrans policies that prioritize HOVs on the Bridge,
including dedicated lanes at the Toll Plaza and exemption from tolls. When TI/YBI vehicles
merge into Bridge traffic, HOVs forfeit a portion of their advantage over SOVs because they
have no advantage in dealing with this obstruction. Allowing Project vehicles unmetered access
to the Bridge conflicts with the priority that current Bridge policies give to peak hour HOVs.
(Bridge HOV lanes operate on weekdays between Sa.m. (not 6 a.m. as stated on page 3-54) and
10a.m; and between 3p.m. and 7p.m (not 6p.m.).

The weakening of the Caltrans HOV program should be considered an impact in itself since
Appendix G of CEQA Guidelines state flags “conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation.”

' Caltrans District 4 HOV Report for 2002 states that 67% of the people traveling on the Bridge from Oakland tin
the a.m. peak are in high occupancy vehicles — a proportion higher than anywhere else in the Bay Area.
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3. Inconsistent Baseline of Comparison: The choice of 1993 as the baseline for analysis is not
a problem in and of itself. The City complied with most of the conditions that CEQA imposes on
agencies that choose to use the date that the decision to close a base became final instead of the
only other option, the date of the NOP(September 24, 1996). The notice of the public hearing on
this decision should be included in the DEIR, as well the response from Caltrans.

However, the decision to use of a mix of baselines, including those not authorized by CEQA is a
problem. It undermines the consistent comparison of conditions that CEQA intends to inform the
public and actions of decisionmakers. At the time the City notified other agencies and the public
about the earlier baseline it was intending to use, the range of dates was not more than a couple
of years. By publication of the DEIR, a decade separated the 1993 baseline from actual existing
conditions. DEIR use of virtually any date in between (and in some cases even earlier than 1993)
created problems that did not exist at the time of the Notice.

The discussion of Public Services and population illustrates the problem. A description of Navy
services in1993 is combined with a description of City services that is “the most recent
available.” Population information dates back to 1990 (as a proxy for 1993). What is missing
from the DEIR is any information about the ratio of service providers to services and population
— the conventional measure of adequacy. The mix of baselines does not allow for such a
comparison, which is in fact not provided by the DEIR.

The most serious problem, however is that the DEIR does not make the necessary adjustments
that an obsolete baseline imposes. The analysis needs to be clear in its identification of impacts
by comparing conditions at buildout of the Project (or buildout of phases) to those at the baseline
date. Changes to condition occurring between those dates should be part of the cumulative
analysis, not part of the determination of impacts.

This DEIR creates hopeless confusion when it discusses impacts in the context of “updated” of
“existing” conditions, especially when it is not clear whether “existing” means 1997, 2000, or
2002. It then becomes unclear what conditions the Project is being compared to. In the analysis
of freeway impacts, for example, the critical comparison of the Project to 1993 conditions is
buried in Table E-19, which primarily focuses on sections of the freeway between the ramps.
This data is not discussed in the text and does not match up with the analysis; it records
conditions in only part of the ROI. It does not match data provided by the San Francisco’s
congestion management agency, the San Francisco Transportation Authority (which did not
receive a copy of this DEIR).Yet it is the critical comparison with 1993 baseline conditions.

4. The Criterion of Significance writes off already impacted conditions: There are at least
three serious problems with the sole Criterion of Significance listed by the DEIR for freeway
impacts: causing a substantial increase in traffic volumes that previously operated at acceptable
levels of service.

The first problem with the DEIR Criterion of Significance for the regional transportation system
is that it precludes any effect of the Project - no matter how damaging to the environment - from
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qualifying as an impact if traffic is already at LOS F. This problem is compounded by an ROI
that is too small to capture Project impacts.

The second problem is that impacts other than increases in volume — such as an increase in
accidents — are screened out of consideration.

The third problem is that this threshold for freeway impacts focuses specifically on traffic
volume. Using volume results is a threshold that is inconsistently related to the problem, which is
delay. Volume is particularly unsuited to serving as a threshold because the relationship between
delay and volume is non-linear; i.e., an increase in volume under highly congested conditions is
likely to be associate with an improved LOS based on speed or delay.

Conspicuously missing from the Significance Criteria for regional and freeway traffic is the
standard suggested by CEQA Guidelines, that a Project would cause changes that “Exceed, either
individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways.” Unlike the standard in this DEIR, the
CEQA standard accounts for the impacts of adding more traffic to regional roadways, including
those that are operating at unacceptable levels. It does not make the irresponsible assumption
implied by the DEIR criterion that a project that makes a bad situation worse has no impacts, and
hence does not need to be modified with mitigations.

Also missing are criteria addressing longer queues at the Toll Plaza and San Francisco on-ramps
and an increase in the peak period — mentioned in the text,'* but omitted from consideration as a
impact.

5. No Analysis of Traffic Safety on the Bridge: The failure to include hazardous conditions
among the Criteria of Significance is mirrored by the failure of the DEIR to address the potential
for accidents throughout the ROL. It is astonishing that the DEIR does not examine the issue of
rear-end collision on the Bridge itself. The DEIR examines safety problems only on the ramps
connecting TI and YBI to the Bridge, further reducing the ROI for this impact, in effect, to
exclude even the Bridge. This is inexcusable for a Project whose traffic must enter a free-flowing
segment of the freeway system via seriously substandard ramps. The DEIR must include the
results of a full safety analysis in order to gain an understanding of and to propose effective
mitigations of the hazard impacts.

6. Token analysis of cumulative impacts: The DEIR concludes that there will be cumulative
impacts because increased East Bay-San Francisco trips will increase peak hour volume on the
Bridge'’. The cumulative analysis also acknowledges — but does not quantify the cumulative
impacts of increased Bridge traffic would include longer queues at the Toll Plaza and San
Francisco on-ramps (unspecified) and an expanded peak period.

The analysis of cumulative impacts is perfunctory. The 2-paragraph discussion of cumulative
impacts does not include a quantitative analysis of these impacts. Since longer queues and the

12 Page 4-63, page 4-69
" Page 5-11
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spreading of the peak period were not analyzed as a Project impact, it is not possible to glean
from this EIR the extent to which the Project contributes to the cumulative impacts.

Table ES-1, the Summary of Impacts omits mention of this unmitigable cumulative impact on
regional traffic systems The DEIR includes no serious effort to mitigate the Project’s cumulative
impacts, but simply refers to the vague measures proposed to mitigate the Project’s direct
impacts.

The DEIR’s disinterest in cumulative freeway impacts is especially egregious in the case of this
DEIR because of its 10-year old baseline. In a more typical EIR, cumulative impacts have to take
into account changes between a time close to existing conditions through Project buildout. Since
the baseline for this Project is 1993, cumulative changes include those occurring over the past
decade as well. Deterioration some of the LOS on freeway segments and arterials that serve the
Bridge during this period has been severe, but the direction of change has not been consistent.
Conditions on some sections of the freeway system have improved while they have worsened on
others. See Attachments F —M. The cumulative impact analysis of the Project should have two
components: first, an accounting of changes since 1993 to the present. This should be the
platform for estimating impacts at Project buildout (2020). .

The cavalier treatment of the cumulative impact on the freeway system is also of special concern
because this DEIR is a Program EIR that the City intends to use as the platform for
environmental review of the future Redevelopment Plan, as well as for tiered review of
subsequent development projects.. Certifying the cursory treatment of cumulative Bridge impacts
provided by this program EIR, and adopting findings of overriding need could dispose of this
issue for all time and obviate the need for serious efforts to mitigate impacts that will affect
people throughout the region. See Attachment A.

7. Vague and ineffectual mitigation measures: The absence of a quantitative analysis of
cumulative impacts on the regional transportation system is mirrored by mitigation measures that
are uncertain commitments because (i)they are non-specific, (ii) they defer the selection of
actions to the future, (iii)do not set performance standards, or (iv)call for commitments by parties
over whom the Lead Agency has no control.

The mitigation measure for impacts to Bridge operations'® gives the appearance of a
performance standard but key concepts are left undefined. The mitigation appears to make a
commitment to increase TDM and transit if the Project contributes to increasing congestion on
the bridge. Does this mean if traffic volumes increase? If LOS deteriorates? How will the
Project’s share of the problem be determined? What is meant by linking implementation to the
development program? That the developer will pay for program enhancements? Or that
development will go on hold until commitments are in place to provide transit?

" page 4-79
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Trip Generation Data

The trip generation totals presented in the DEIR are closely tied to specific features and
assumptions about the Reuse Plan that cannot be incorporated into the redevelopment plan, and
that do not govern the Marina Project. The assumptions used to calculated the Project’s trip
generation rate would systematically undercount vehicle trips if the mix of land uses varies to
any degree from the development program for the Maximum Alternative and Reuse Plan goals
and objectives are not fully implemented. Since the redevelopment plan will not resemble the
Reuse Plan, and since it is highly unrealistic to assume that the transportation goals and
objectives will all be achieved, environmental review of the redevelopment plan must not rely on
these trip generation rates.

The following exemplify some of the unrealistic assumptions:

e 50% of daily person-trips to be made by ferry'® - This number appears to reflect the
DEIR assumptions that more than 40% of weekday person trips will be generated by
the “themed attraction™.'® Even so it appears to be unrealistic, given that there are no
plans for some of the terminals projected and there is, as yet, no guarantee that ferry
service will serve Treasure Island.

e The vehicle occupancy rate projected by Table 4-8 (See Attachment B) does not
correspond to the realities of the Bay Area. Occupancy rates higher than 2 are
unrealistic under Project conditions where there are no incentives for trips originating
at TI, such as HOV lanes or toll exemption, and considering that most of the visitors
are expected to travel by ferry. Vehicle occupancy rates for the Project are out of scale
with occupancy rates on freeway segments with HOV incentives as Attachment C
illustrates.

Truck Traffic

The DEIR lacks a serious discussion of truck traffic. The expectation that construction traffic can
be limited to hours before 5 a.m., between 10 a.m. and 3 p.m., and after 7 p.m. is realistic. The
cumulative impact of truck traffic caused by the combined effects of Bridge construction and
environmental cleanup need to be analyzed.

" page 4-70
1 pages 4-65 and E-35
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Attachment A

Critique of Transportation Mitigation Measures
as Applied to Regional Transportation System Impacts

Page | Mitigation Critique/Questions

4-75; | Implement TDM measures to encourage TDM measures lack concrete targets or

4-61 | transit including limits on parking and road | performance standards; i.e., what limits on

pricing; also establish ferry ridership parking? What ridership targets? Reduce
targets for new users; require employers to | vehicular demand by how much?
provide incentives to reduce vehicular
demand
Are all of the TDM measures on page 4-61
(See TDM assumptions... specifically required actions that would be
tracked by the mitigation monitoring
programs.
4-75 | Implement additional TDM measures such | No commitment to specific action
as...
4-75- | Work with appropriate transite authorities | No outcome specified; Lead Agency lacks
6 to ensure that planned services are authority to ensure transit service;
implemented;
Does this mean that transit must be in
“insure that development will occur with place prior to approval of all development?
adequate transit service...”
4-79 | Construct new westbound ramp on east This mitigation is not feasible.
side of YBI — Not in Caltrans plans, no
funds available

4-79; | “Implementation of Reuse Plan The goals and objectives for regional

4-67 | transportation goals and objectives will access and transit system are not within the

ensure that impacts are reduced to a less- authority of the Lead Agency to

than-significant level” implement; o

Link transit service to development Does this mean all development would be
delayed if there are no transit
commitments, or just public uses?

4-80 | Re-establish transit service with East Bay | Not within the authority of Lead Agency to
implement; no agreement from
implementing agencies; infeasible

4-85 | Expand ferry service between East Bay Not within the authority of Lead Agency to

and SF

implement; no agreement from
implementing agencies; infeasible




Occupancy Rates Assumed in Table 4-8

daily
person trips occup
auto 19570 2.1
vanpool/other/ 5890 5.9
bus 9600 30.0
ferry 34635

internal 48285

vehicle trips

auto 9210
vanpool/other/ 995

bus 320
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Attachment B
a.m. p.m.
occup occup
1645 1.9 2660 1.9
310 52 610 51
700 28.0 1280 28.4
1530 3900
2835 4830
875 1390
60 120
25 45
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Attachment C

Occupancy Rate: Comparison of HOV,
Mixed, and Overall

ALAMEDA-80 Westbound P.M. Peak Period

Contra Costa County Line to Powell Street Typical data for 2002
®)

HOV Lane

occupancy rate 2.2 persons/veh
Mixed Flow

occupancy rate 1.2 persons/veh

Overall occupancy
(incl. buses) 1.3 persons/veh

ALAMEDA-80 Eastbound P.M. Peak Period

Powell Street to Contra Costa County Line Typical data for 2002
(®)

HOV Lane

occupancy rate 3.7 persons/veh
Mixed Flow

occupancy rate 1.2 persons/veh

Overall occupancy
(incl. buses) 1.6 persons/veh

source: California Department of Transportation,District 4 Oakland, Office of Highway Operations, HOV
Lanes in the Bay Area, 2002
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Attachment D

Characterization of Project Impact on San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge Traffic
(Non-Cumulative)

Page Descriptive
Section Variable Text
. The conclusion that the Project would have a
ES 11- Env1r0p .me‘?tal Impacts significant impact on Bridge traffic conditions is
and Mitigation (Chapter None . o
12 4) not mentioned in this summary. The summary
focuses on impacts on ramps.
The table lists “SFOBB/I-80 operations™ as an
impact issue and designates it as a significant and
ES 27 | Table ES-1 None mitigable impact for all alternatives except the No
Action. No description of what the impact is, just
the location
“...an alternative would have a significant
transportation, circulation, and parking impact if its
4-59 Significance Criteria traffic volume implemeptation would...increase substantially
the traffic volumes along freeway segments or
ramps that previously operated at acceptable levels
of service.”
The table lists “SFOBB/I-80 operations” as an
impact issue and designates it as a significant and
4-62 Table 4-7 None mitigable impact for all of the alternatives except
the No Action. No description of what the impacts
are.
“Under the Maximum Development Alternative,
the increased traffic demand on the SFOBB would
LOS (unclear if | cause the segment of the westbound SFOBB from
479 Impact: SFOBB based on volume | Treasure Island to downtown San Francisco to
operations to capacity or deteriorate from LOSD to LOSF during the last
average speed) hour of the AM peak and from LOS B to LOS E or
LOSF during the PM peak period. This would
result in a significant but mitigable impact.”
T3l 17 Summary o oyl Ersbund el e
SFOBB/I-80 Weekday fﬂ o ti)ve‘;r asciie andfota
E-47 i}nd Weekenq Peak Hour | Sp e.ed (and LOS e Shows Weekday Westbound speed as 45 mi/hr
raffic Conditions (covers | equivalent) .
segment east of the tunnel (E) for 1993/94', 3 m/hr (E) fgr all alternat1v§s
only) except the Maximum, for which no number is
provided.
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Attachment E

Comparative Changes in Traffic Volume and LOS 1993 - 2001
Fremont Street - Treasure Island Segment

92/93 Average 2001 Average Speed:
Segment between TI and 92/93 Speed 2001 Speed 2001
Fremont Street LOS | (m/hrbasedon || LOS | (m/hr based on | compared to
travel time) travel time) 1993
A.M.
Eastbound: E 32.2 F 28.8 12% slower
Westbound: D 50.8 E 36.5 39% slower
P.M.
Eastbound: F 26.3 E 31.6 17% faster
Westbound: E 37.7 F 21.6 75% slower
AVERAGE E 36.8 F 29.6 19% slower

Source: San Francisco Transportation Authority, Congestion Management Program, 2001

Traffic Volume Change 1993-2001

Segment between TI and 1993 2001 Change In Traffic Volume between
Fremont Street (vehicles) (vehicles) 1993 And 2001
Both directions, a.m. and 22,800 18,600 18.2% decrease
p.m. peaks

Source:Caltrans Traffic Counts: 1993, 2001
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Attachment F

Excerpts from SF Congestion Management Plan comparing Segments serving the
Bridge 1993-2001
AM.

Table |l
Results of Roadway Level of Service (LOS) Monitoring - A.M. 1991-2001
Tiawel  Lengin Avep  LOG ivg Tor Teep oS Bep  LoT . heep Lon ] femp o DeTioe
Name From To Class Dir. i 81 81 2213 2273 25 25 a7 ar 28 &9 2001 Z0o1 Changes.
e — e ————
FREEWAY SEGMENTS INBOUND
I-260 C&CLimk us 101 E 414 29 F 430 E 73 F 433 ] FilaD
Us 101 ElfBrannan HE 3.38 saclion dosed 29.1 F 30.5 E FloE
US 104 C&CLime 1280 [ 18 109 F 47.2 ] 3.0 E 301 E BT E 44.3 ] EleD
=280 180 M 23 .4 F 2.2 F 281 F
|-E0 Fell'Laguna [0 16 167 F 454 E 443 E ITE E B0 E seclion closed
1-80 Treasure | Framari [ 175 F 322 E 285 F 283 F
Fnefrar Us 101 S 43.1 ] 33.3 E 379 E 327 E 40.4 E 25.8 F EloF
— — —
FREEWAY SEGMENTS OUTBOUND
e ] & MNan 101 W E) seclion closed | 518 ] = D S48 [+ 453 [+
Us 101 C&CLimt S 4.1 5.7 C 578 B 51.3 [+ BloC
US 101 FallLagura I-80 5 13 135 F 17.8 F saclion closed
180 1-280 L= 23 45.8 E 538 ] 364 E 423 E 447 H] 401 E DE
|-280 C&C Limk 5 2.1 53.3 o #5.6 E 363 E 341 E 38.0 E 333 E
130 U 1 Fremari N 13 14.6 F 536 =] ot E d24 E 205 F %] F
D Fremaril Treasure . HE 213 506 0| sos o |389 E 403 E 30.5 F 35,5 E FloE
ROTE: Average Speed (AvSp) is an indealion af the average travel time. All sample limes for sheh segment were pveraged to ablain he AvSg.
* indicaies he Lewel of Service "Cor batler for thal particular segment
~ indicates an overlag’ in sagrments because of changes in he sagrmentalion beundaries from 1691
Table Il
Results of Roadway Level of Service (LOS) Monitoring - P.M. 1991-2001
————————
Travel Length AvSp LOS [AvSp LOS[ AvSp LOS AvEp LOS  AvS) LOS 2001 LOS
Name Fram To Class  Dir. { i) a1 91 | 923 93 a5 a5 a7 47 9.0 88 2001 2001 Changes
FREEWAY SEGMENTS INEOUND —
I- 250 C & C Limit UEI E 4.14 549 [+ 581 B 0.0 45.0 [5] BioD
U.S. 1 ElniBrannen NE 336 section closed | 453 1] 510 1] 8.6 o 386 E 388 E
LIS 101 C & C Limit 1280 L 181 208 F V24 A 432 o Ao D
1-260 1600 N e} 26 F 458 E 3B E 0.8 E 6.2 F 240 F
80 FelliLaguns W 1.64 122 F 1535 F seclion  closed
160 Treasure | Framort 5 A F 263 F 36 E Fio E
Fremant Us10 S 185 F 21.5 F 249 F
—
FREEWAY SEGMENTS OUTBOUND
e — —
I- 250 GithiGrannar US10 E ¥ seclion closed | 229 F 308 E Fio E
Us 1 C&C Limit S 414 518 [»] 566 E 445 ] BioD
LIS 101 FelllLagura |-ED 5 132 188 F 154 F seclion  closed
80 1-280 =) e ] e E 483 o 472 o 5.5 E 24 E 444 o Eto D
1260 C&CLimit 5 213 451 D_|511 (1] 308 E 3932 E 42.0 ] 416 (1]
150 U5 101 Framort N 213 T80 F FaE] F 148 F
Fremant Treasure | HE 213 283 F 377 E 34 6 E 45.6 E Z31 F gl F
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EXCERPTS FROM ALAMEDA COUNTY CONGESTION MANAGEMENT 8
PLAN -SEGMENTS SERVING THE BRIDGE 1993 AND 2000 Attachment G

LEVEL-OF-ZERVICE STANDARDS

Table 8 — Level-od-Service Tremds on the CMP-designated System (P.M. Peak Period)

MILES PER HOUR

ROAD DR LIMITS DIST. "N o ‘92 83 'e4 95 98 AT 'S8 ‘00
{mi.} Aug Oct
D [-80 ER Bay Bridae Tollgate fi 23 0 21| 2 mo 2 21 W 27
10 Contra Costa line
> > [-81) WH Contra Costa line 6 2 23 02 2| 23 M 25 15 2R IR
10 Bay Bridge Tollgate
[-53810) EB [-238 1o [-203 3l - A 53 5| 3% 30 35 ma om 1
[-380 WH[-205 e [-238 3l - a7 35 3T M 6l ma pa 33
[-380  FB  [-80 o [-238 1 - 33 5] 49 4 4B 33 4 &0 63
[-380 WH -238 o [-B0 1 - 58 3% S5 31 30 52 54 sl &3
[-680 e Seott Creek Hd. 21 - 58 51 35| 57 535 52 49 51 5K
1o Aleosta Blvd
[-680 &1k} Aleosta Blvd 21 - 549 57| 33 M6 S6 67T 63
1o Seott Creek Rd.
[-830 ME Dixen Landing Rd. 30 42 43 44 47 13 346 40 3R AR
o [-580
[-230 &1k} [-980 b Divon a0 47 43 400 42 3 43 46 43 300 49
Landing Rd
SR13 HWB Mountain Blvd i il 54 5 46 19 51 4% 44 33 51
o Hiller D
SR13 =R Hilles I fi 37 36 50 57 53 947 57 A% a0
1o Bountain Blvd
Z> SR24 EB [-580 b Fish Ranch 3 249 30 2 LTU I E S T I 11 R 33
Ed
SE2 WE  Fish Ranch Rd 1o 3 RE] A4 4 33 M 3R 30 48 &0 37
I-380

ALAMEDA COUNTY CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY
Congesbon Management Program, 2001
PAGE 33

P.M.

LOS Average Speed m/hr !

>60
>55
>49
>41
>30
<30

s NeslwN@Nevii=




San Francisco Arterials Serving the Bridge, 1993 and 2001

AM.
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Table |
Results of Roadway Level of Service (LOS) Monitoring - A.M. 1991-2001
Teavel Lengih Avep  LOE  Avap 0T Avep  Loe Bp  LOF  Ap LoZ | &%p  LoE  =woTios
Mame From To Class _ Dir. fmi} g1 81 sw3 swd 35 85 a7 ar 23 50 2001 2001 _Changes |
u=ia —
Market Washingtan 3 N 0.23 ' 198 B 230 E
Cuace! Marmet Wisson 3 E R ¥ T E X 1] 30 F 38 E 55 F ElF
Civizion Mission Market 3 w 034 X 107 4] 1.7 o 9.4 o} 135 c
Mission 3 E oDE4 88 o 120 o 115 o] 10.4 o 28 o 130 {1 DioC
Puolrera 3 W 0E4 88 [ LA | c i1.3 o CioD
Embercaderc  Town=end Harih Foint 3 [ 3 iz B 145 o BioC
Horih Poinl__ Townsend 3 5 ¥ 15.2 c 13.8 C
Evans . Chavez Toland -1 L5} 14. [+ 124 [+
Taland C. Chavez 3 N 018 121 1] 165 o 10.7 o CloD
Taland 3rd Strest 3 5 053 17.0 c 233 B CwoB
3rd Strest Taland 3 N 053 58 A 217 B AWE
C Chavez  3rd Sireel 3 5 071 16.3 o 20.4 B CloB
Evans Srd Siresl C_Chavez 5 [ 071 [EE] B 7.0 C BioC
F= o =T puki] AR 1] =0 18] T T =5} E ) E
Gough Laguna 3 o020 .7 A 1.3 o AtoD
Legune Stanyan 3 155 19.0 B 245 E
Frankiin Marmet Fine 3 N 106 &85 E 133 C iE] 1] CioD
Pine Lomiard 3 H 082 X 14.0 v 26.3 A CioA
Fremant Harnison Marksl ] [ FEE] d 5.4 F K] i] FloD
Fullon Fark Pres TOIN Avenue 3 E fiein] 3 6.7 T 152 o
10Mh Aveniie  Park Pres 3 w oz | 142 c 10.4 o CtaD
10th Aveniie  Argueln 3 E 053 X 24 B 163 o BlaC
Arguells 10th Aventie 3 w053 X 20 B 287 £y BioA
Arguelle Masonic 3 E 086 8B o 136 c 15 o CioD
Masonic Arguelly 3 W 0ER 3 158 c 16.2 o
Geary Greal Hoy. 2510 Avenue 3 ¥ Tz B 35 [
I5th Avenue  Greal Huy. 3 X X3 A 26.0 A
25ih Avenue  Arguslio 3 ¥ i B 108 v] 07 B DioB
Arguelle 251h Avenue 3 1.3 B 137 G
Arguelle Gough 3 5.3 A 2458 B
Gough Arguelle 3 238 B 247 B
Markat Goupgh 3 12.3 1] 15.4 C 7.2 E 15.2 C EloC
[Tenera PTelan Tayuge =0 2 A E Cion |
Cayuga Phelan 3 ¥ 45 F 155 c 15.0 c
Cayuga Paiis 3 E 040 104 D17 4] 13.0 & 181 o CtaD
Paris Cayuga 3 w o040 104 o 1.8 4] 13.3 o 187 o
Paris Santis 3 E 118 y m7 A 250 B AwE
Sanilog Paiis 3 W 1.18 X 7.4 A 27.3 A
Golden Gale  Masonic Franidin E E 136 X 183 B 72 C BioG
Franklin Market 3 E 122 D 168 ] 13.2 o
Gough Fine Geary 3 5 0Zr 85 O =6 A 64 A
Geary Golden Gale 3 5 034 x | B 201 B
Golden Gale  Market 3 5 LT ] E 128 o 111 o 65 F 183 (b
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Attachment [
TABLES ON LEVEL OF SERVICE:
SF CONGESTION MANAGEMENT NETWORK - 1993 and 2001:

San Francisco CMP « November 2001 « Page 39

Table 4-1
2001 Roadway Level of Service (LOS) Monitoring Results - LOS F Segments

A.M. Peak Period - Arterials

CMP Route Limits Previous Results 2001 Study Results Comments
6" Street Brannan to 1991: C or better Avg Speed = 4.7 mph I'his segment requires follow-up
D Northbound Market 1993: 13.8 mph (C) | LOS=F monitoring per CMP procedures.
Duboce/Division | Market to 1991: C or better Avg Speed = 5.5 mph Same as above.
Eastbound Mission 1993: 7.7 mph (E) LOS =F

1895: 9.1 mph (D)
1897 3.0 mph (F)
1899 8.8 mph (E)

A.M. Peak Period — Freeways

1998: 38.0 mph (E)
1997: 32.4 mph (E}
1999: 28.8 mph (F)

CMP Route Limits Previous Results 2001 Study Results Comments
Us 101 I-280 to |-B0 | 1991: 21.4 mph (F) | Avg Speed = 28.1 mph | This segment was at LOS F during
Naorthbound 1993 21.2mph (F) | LOS=F the initial monitoring cycle (1981).
Per state law, this segment is
exempted from the LOS E standard
and does not constitute a
deficiancy.
1-80 Ireasure 1991: 17.5 mph (F) | Avg Speed = 28.8 mph | Same as above.
Southbound Island to 1993: 32.2 mph (E) | LOS =F
Fremont
|-80 Southwest | Fremont to 1991: 48.1 mph (D) | Avg Speed = 25.9 mph | This segment requires follow-up
Us 101 1993: 33.3mph (E) | LOS =F maonitoring per CMP procedures.
|-80 Northbound | US 101 to 1991: 18.6 mph (F) | Avg Speed = 16.3 mph | This segment was at LOS F during
Fremont 1993 63.6 mph (D) |LOS =F the initial monitoring cycle (1991).

Per state law, this segment is
exempted from the LOS E standard
and does not constitute a
deficiency.

San Francisco Transportation Authority, “San Francisco Congestion Management Plan™,
November 2001, available on-line at http://www.sfcta.org/pdf%?20files/CH_04.pdf, 10-12-03.
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LOS ON SAN FRANCISCO CONGESTION MANAGEMENT NETWORK 1993 - 2001

San Francisco CMP *+ November 2001 « Page 40

P.M. Peak Peri

od — Arterials

CMP Route Limits Speed Results 2001 Study Results Comments
1¥ Street Market to 1991: 1.2 mph (F) | Avg Speed = 2.1 mph This segment was at LOS F during
Southbound Harrison 1993: 15.5 mph (C) | LOS =F the initial monitoring cycle (1991).
Per state law, this segment is
exempted from the LOS E
standard and does not constitute a
deficiency.
5" Street Market to 1891: 7.9 mph (E) Avg Speed = 5.2 mph This segment requires follow-up
Southbound Brannan 1993 13.5mph (C) | LOS =F monitoring per CMP procedures.
6™ Street Market to 1991: 6.7 mph (F) Avg Speed = 6.8 mph This segment was at LOS F during
Southbound Brannan 1993: 11.5 mph (D) | LOS =F the initial monitoring cycle (1991).
1999: 9.5 mph (D) Per state law, this segment is
exempted from the LOS E
standard and does not constitute a
deficiency.
6" Street Brannan to 1991: C or better Avg Speed = 6.4 mph I'his segment requires follow-up
MNorthbound Market 1993: 12.7 mph (D) | LOS =F monitoring per CMP procedures.
1995: 12.7 mph (D)
1897: 11.2 mph (D)
1999: 9.0 mph (D)
Brannan Division ta g™ 1991: C or better Avg Speed = 4.5 mph Same as above.
Eastbound Street 1893: 25 4 mph (A) | LOS =F
Brannan 6" Street to 8" | 1991: C or better Avg Speed = 5.5 mph | Same as above.
Eastbound Street 1993: 14.3 mph (C)
Brannan 5™ Street to 87 | 1991: C or better Avg Speed = 5.6 mph | Same as above.
Westbound Strest 1993: 11.7 mph (D) | LOS =F
19952 11.6 mph (D)
1897: 10.1 mph (D)
1999: 8.6 mph (E)
Brannan g™ Street to 1991: C or better Avg Speed = 1.8 mph Same as above.
Westbound Division 1993: 13.1 mph (C) | LOS =F
Broadway Embarcadero 1991: C or better Avg Speed = 4.4 mph Same as above.
Westbound to Montgomery | 1993: 154 mph (C) | LOS =F
1599: 9.6 mph (D)

San Francisco CMP « November 2001 + Page 41

CMP Route Limits Speed Results 2001 Study Results Comments
Embarcadero | Townsend to 1691: C or better Avg Speed = 6.4 mph | Same as above.
MNorthbound MNorth Point 1693: 16.7 mph (C) | LOS =F
Fremont Harrison to 1991: C or better Avg Speed = 3.2 mph | Same as above.
Northbound Market 1993 9.3 mph (D) LOS=F
1995: 10.6 mph (D}
1897: 16.6 mph (C)
Gough Pine to Geary | 1891: 9.5 mph (D) | Avg Speed = 6.5 mph | Same as above.
Southbound 1993: 21.8 mph (B) |LOS =F
Main Mission to 1991: C or better Avg Speed =54 mph | Same as above.
Northbound Market 1993: 9.8 mph (D) |LOS=F
1999: 7.7 mph (E)
Market/Portola | Guerrero to 1991: 8.3 mph (E) | Avg Speed = 6.7 mph Same as above.
Eastbound Wan Ness 1893: 17.9 mph (C) | LOS =F
1999 7.4 mph (E)
O'Farrell Masen to 1691: 6.9 mph (F) | Avg Speed = 4.2 mph This segment was at LOS F during
Eastbound Market 1993: 7.9 mph (E) LOS=F the initial monitoring cycle (1991).
Per state law, this segment is
exempted from the LOS E
standard and does not constitute a
deficiency.
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Ban Francisco CMP : November 2001 « Page 42

P.M. Peak Period — Freeways
CMP Route Limits Speed Results 2001 Study Results Comments
us 101 1-280 to I-B0 | 1991: 24.6 mph (F) | Avg Speed = 24.0 mph | This segment was at LOS F during
Northbound 1993: 45.8 mph (E) | LOS =F the initial monitoring cycle {1991).
1995: 31.8 mph (E) Per state law, this segment is
1997: 40.9 mph (E) exempted from the LOS E standard
1889: 6.2 mph (F) and does not constitute a
deficiency.
|-80 Southwest | Fremont to 1991: 18.8 mph (F) | Avg Speed = 24.9 mph | Same as above.
Us 101 1993: 21.5 mph (F) |LOS=F
|-80 Morthbound | US 101 to 1991: 19.0 mph (F) | Avg Speed = 14.8 mph | Same as above.
Fremont 1993: 259 mph (F) JLOS =F
|1-80 Northeast Fremont to 1991: 29.3 mph (F) | Avg Speed = 21.6 mph | Same as above.
Treasure 1993: 37.7 mph (E) |LOS =F
Island 1995: 34.6 mph (E)
1997: 45.6 mph (E)
1999: 23.1 mph (F)

San Francisco Transportation Authority, ““San Francisco Congestion Management Plan™,
November 2001, available on-line at http://www.sfcta.org/pdf%20files/CH_04.pdf, 10-12-03.
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Attachment J

ALAMEDA COUNTY CONGESTED FREEWAY SEGMENTS

LOS “F” Segments in P.M. Peak Period
* Qakland, I-80 eastbound from the Toll Plaza to I-580
* Emeryville/Berkeley, I-80 eastbound from I-580 to University Avenue
%X Berkeley/Albany, I-80 eastbound from University Avenue to Central Avenue
%X Emeryville/Berkeley, I-80 westbound from University Avenue to I-580 split
%X QOakland, SR 24 eastbound from [-580 On Ramp to Fish Ranch
%X Oakland, 1-80/1-580 Interchange from I-80 southbound to I-580 eastbound

LOS “F” Segments in A.M. Peak Period
%X Albany/Berkeley, 1-80 westbound from Central Avenue to University Avenue
%X QOakland, I-80 westbound from the 1-80/I-580 Split to the toll plaza
% Oakland, I-80 westbound from the toll plaza to the San Francisco County line
% QOakland, I-580 northbound from SR 24 to I-80/1-580 Split
%X Oakland, SR 24 eastbound from [-580 On Ramp to Fish Ranch

Alameda County Congestion Management Agency, “2002 Level of Service Monitoring™,
prepared by Abrams Associates, available on-line at
http://www.accma.ca.gov/pdf/2002_level of service.pdf, 10/12/03
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Attachment K

Excerpt from
Table 7
Comparison of P.M. Peak Hour Travel Time Data & Speed on Selected Freeway Routes
CMP | Direction | From To Length | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 2000 | 2002
Route (miles)
EB Tollgate | Central | 6.35 15.56 | 18.24 | 18.12 | 17.19 | 18.32 | 18.23 | 16.37 | 18.50 | 14.18 | 19.45
1-80 235| 204 | 206| 21.7| 202| 208 | 20.8| 202| 26.6| 19.3
WB Central | Tollgate | 6.11 14:27 | 15:26 | 16:31 | 15:41 | 12:52 | 14:53 | 17:37 | 13:07 | 20:52 | 16:33

253 | 237 | 221 | 233 | 284 | 246 | 249 | 280 | 176 | 222

I-580 Fish 4.52 9:19 | 9:35| 9114 | 9:25| 9:34 | 11:10 | 9:21 | 6:59 | 8:08 | 12:41
EB
(On) Ranch
SR 24 30.1| 29.2| 303| 298| 293 | 243 | 295| 389 | 334 | 214
Fish I-580 4.47 5:00 | 4:58 | 5:07 | 5:01 | 4:41 | 5:24 | 5:33 | 4:30 | 441 | 4:26
wB Ranch | (On)

54 58 53 54 58 50 48 60 57| 60.5

Alameda County Congestion Management Agency, “2002 Level of Service Monitoring™, prepared by Abrams Associates, available
on-line at http://www.accma.ca.gov/pdf/2002_level of service.pdf, 10/12/03
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Attachment L

Excerpt from

Table 8

Comparison of P.M. Peak Hour Travel Time Data & Speed on Selected Arterial Routes
Alameda County CMP System (1991-2002)

CMP Route Direction | From To Length | 1991 | 1992 (|1993 || 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 2000 | 2002
(miles)
NB SR 24 University | 2.78 7.02 | 6:43 |1 6:09 | 6:07 | 10:30 | 12:01 | 10:59 | 11:41 | 11:16 | 11:54
17.5| 18.3 || 20.0 || 20.1 11.7 13.7 15.2 14.3 14.8 14.0
MLK/Shattuck | sB University | SR 24 2.76 10:07 | 9:12 [[9:06 |[9:59 | 10:55 | 10:26 | 10:21 | 10:45 | 12:01 | 12:45
Ave 16.4 18.0 |]18.2 ||16.6 | 15.2 15.7 16.0 154 | 13.8 13.0
EB 1-80 Off Shattuck 2.05 7:02 | 6:43 ||6:09 || 6:07 | 550 | 7.07 | 7:27 | 7:21 | 8:05 | 7:36
PI
University 17.5 18.3 ||20.0 |20.1 | 21.1 17.2 16.5 16.7 15.2 16.2
Avenue

Shattuck 2.05 6:38 | 6:30 ||7:47 ||7:07 | 6:04 | 7:27 |8:44 | 951 |7:45 |7.01

WB Pl [-80 Off
18.5 18.9 ||15.8 ||17.3 | 20.3 165 | 14.1 12.5 15.9 17.5

Alameda County Congestion Management Agency, “2002 Level of Service Monitoring”, prepared by Abrams Associates, available
on-line at http://www.accma.ca.gov/pdf/2002_level of service.pdf, 10/12/03
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Attachment M

Back (Segment west of Count location)

Ahead (Segment east of Count location)

Peak Hr Peak Hr
. (a.m. and p.m.) Peak Month Average Annual (a.m. and p.m.) Peak Month Average Annual
Year Location of Count (veh/hr) (veh/dayr) Daily (veh/day) (vehthr) (veh/dayr) Daily (veh/day)
1993 TREASURE ISLAND; YERBA BUENA ISLAND 22,800 267,000 253,000 20,800 268,000 254,000
OAKLAND, SAN FRANCISCO- OAKLAND BAY
BRIDGE TOLL PLAZA 20,800 268,000 254,000 18,700 267,000 254,000
2001 TREASURE ISLAND; YERBA BUENA ISLAND 18,600 288,000 276,000 19,300 298,000 286,000
OAKLAND, SAN FRANCISCO- OAKLAND BAY
BRIDGE TOLL PLAZA 19,300 298,000 286,000 18,700 290,000 278,000
increase 1993 to 2001
TREASURE ISLAND; YERBA BUENA ISLAND -4,200 21,000 23,000 -1,500 30,000 32,000
OAKLAND, SAN FRANCISCO- OAKLAND BAY
BRIDGE TOLL PLAZA -1,500 30,000 32,000 0 23,000 24,000
% increase 1993 to 2001
TREASURE ISLAND; YERBA BUENA ISLAND -18.4% 7.9% 9.1% -7.2% 11.2% 12.6%
OAKLAND, SAN FRANCISCO- OAKLAND BAY
BRIDGE TOLL PLAZA -1.2% 11.2% 12.6% 0.0% 8.6% 9.4%
average annual 1993 to 2001
TREASURE ISLAND; YERBA BUENA ISLAND -2.3% 1.0% 1.1% -0.9% 1.4% 1.6%
OAKLAND, SAN FRANCISCO- OAKLAND BAY
BRIDGE TOLL PLAZA -0.9% 1.4% 1.6% 0.0% 1.1% 1.2%

Source:

Caltrans http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/saferesr/trafdata/index.htm
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/saferesr/trafdata/2002all.html

Source: San Francisco County Transportation Authority, Congestion Management Program, 2001
Appendix IV, Tables I and II; available on-line http://www.sfcta.org/pdf%20filessCMPContents.pdf, October 14, 2003
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