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PROCEEDI NGS

1: 00 p. m

BOARD SECRETARY MONTES: What we are going to do is we
are going to break out the neeting in about an hour and a
hal f, around 2: 30, for a break.

The bat hroons are, you go down the hall to the right.
At the very end, to the left you will be able to find
bat hroons there and a dri nking fountain.

The exit doors are all the way, which you cane in, you
know. And there's two exits, you know, on both sides of the
buil ding on the sides on McAllister and Gol den Gate Avenues.

Also as | reminder, and | tell this to the audi ence and
to the applicant and now to the Board, when you speak woul d
you pl ease state your nane for the person recording here.

The neeting today is the second neeting regarding the
Treasure |sland Redevel opment Project. 1'd like to know if
the representatives want to say a few words before | pass it
on to the Chair to welcone the neeting.

MR SUH. Sure. Thanks, Rafael.

First 1'Il introduce nyself and M. Robert Beck. | am
James Suh; | amactually with a conpany called WIson Meany.
W are a partner of Lennar Urban and yes, we make up
Treasure |Island Cormmunity Devel opment, which is TICD. You
wi Il hear that and see that in the docunentation. W are

the private side of the public/private partnership. Robert
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Beck is the Executive Director of Treasure |Island

Devel opnent Authority, which is basically the redevel opnent
agency of Treasure Island, and he is the public side of the
public/private partnership. So co-jointly we are the
applicants for the entire project of Treasure Island and
Yer ba Buena | sl and.

Behind us are all of our experts and our consultants,
ENGEO, Mffatt & Nichol. W also have BKF civil engineers
who are not here today, but they actually do all the civil
work as well. W have a contingent of about five | andscape
architecture firns working on the project and a whol e host
of other sub-consultants working on the project.

Bob, you have sone good news coming up and | don't know
if you want to notify everyone, it's up to you

MR BECK: Well, it's hard for ne not to say sonething
now. Robert Beck with the Treasure |sland Devel opnent
Aut hority. As Janes said, the public side of the
devel opnent program here in co-op along with TI CD.

As Janes indicated, we do have sone good news con ng
forth. W expect tonorrow that we will close on the first
| and transfer fromthe Navy to the Cty, which will include
the northern half of Yerba Buena |Island and roughly 50
percent of the area of Treasure Island. So with that
transfer and the additional engineering work that TICD has

been doi ng we expect to begin nobilizing some of the
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denolition and hopefully be able to start construction on
the infrastructure over the next year.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Thank you very nmuch for the
i ntroductions with respect to Treasure |sland Devel opnent
Aut hority and Treasure |Island Community Devel opnment G oup.
It is definitely appropriate and appreciated but as |ong as
we are on introductions perhaps we could go ahead and j ust
i ntroduce other nenbers. Since this is a public neeting we
need to introduce other nmenbers of the audience. So | would
like to have the consultants for the applicant, ENGEO and
Mffatt & Nichol, introduce thenselves.

MR. TOOTLE: | can start. M name is Joe Tootle, I'ma
Principal, geotechnical engineer wth ENGEQ

MR PORTER: |I'mBrad Porter with Moffatt & Nichol.

MR. ESPI NOZA: Pedro Espi noza, geotechnical engineer
wi t h ENGEO.

MR PERCHER: |'m Marc Percher with Mdffatt & N chol
and |'ma project engineer as well.

MR TRIVEDI: And I'mDilip Trivedi, also with Mffatt
& Ni chol, coastal engineer.

MR, GULLINGSRUD. |I'mMles @illingsrud, I amthe
Fi nance and Admi nistration Director of the Treasure I|sland
Job Corps Center and it is the gray area in the mddl e of
the map there.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: And we will need to have
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introductions of the other nmenbers in the audience for the
public record.

MR JOHNSTON: Mal col m Johnston, Treasure |sland Yacht
C ub.

MR BOVERS: |'m John Bowers, Staff Counsel, BCDC

M5. YEUNG M ng Yeung, Permt Analyst for BCDC

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: (Ckay, thank you. And we have a
court reporter?

THE REPORTER: Yes. M name is John Cota; | amthe
court reporter for the day.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: And you have been, it has been
requested by the applicant that you serve as the court
reporter?

THE REPORTER  Yes.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: To serve as the reporter for the
nmeet i ng?

THE REPORTER:  Yes, correct.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Ckay.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: In that case | would like to
call the nmeeting to order.

The first itemon the agenda has to do with approval of
the draft mnutes of the | ast ECRB neeting concerning the
Br ookl yn Basin project and the MOTCO tunnel .

To bring the nmotion onto the floor | would |ike to ask

for a notion to approve and a second.
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ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: Mbtion to approve.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH:  Second.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Di scussi on?

Any suggestions or comments fromthe Board regarding
t he previous m nutes?

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: | think that Rafael did an
excellent job capturing all the coments that were nade
during the neeting.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Any additional comrents? |f not
we'll call the vote. Al in favor say aye.

(Ayes.)

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Any opposed?

The notion passes with a unani nous vot e.

Raf ael has kind of nentioned that this is the second
ECRB review neeting of the engineering criteria review for
the Treasure |sland Devel opnent Project. W had a previous
nmeeti ng on January 22nd, 2015 and that one was concerned
with the criteria for Sub-phase 1A, for the Sub-phase 1A
part of the project. And the design plans at that stage in
sone cases were at a conceptual stage and others they were
at a design stage; |less or near 35 percent was kind of the
nunber we picked in discussion.

This nmeeting today is to be concerned with the newy
defi ned sub-phases 1B, 1C and 1E. And these, as |

understand, are primarily within the earlier Sub-phase 1A
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proj ect area.

Since the neeting there were comments provided by the
ECRB that were responded to by the applicant and there were
t hen responses by the ECRB and these responses and
comuni cations are all in the public record.

And al so since that time new materials have been
provi ded by the applicants and these include the ENGEO
response to the ECRB review comments, the draft design
geot echni cal report, additional sub-service exploration
package and then Mdffatt & Ni chol pier progress design
materials. There is also material concerning the sea | eve
ri sk and adapti ve nmanagenent plan.

In addition to these new materials that we will be
heari ng about today in the presentation, the Executive
Director for BCDC has provided the ECRB with a sumary of
i nformation provided by the applicants and questions for
Board consideration and review of the engineering criteria
for Sub-phases 1B, 1C and 1E

So as we proceed today with our reviewwe will want to
keep these questions in mnd.

Turning to the presentation, the applicant
presentation. As | nentioned, we have new material provided
for these new y-defi ned sub-phases and it will be
i nformati on on those sub-phases that the applicant will be

presenti ng.
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From the point of view of the overall Treasure Island
Devel opnent Project, the coments of the Board today will be
addressing only these sub-phases, 1B, 1C and 1E

So with that | would like to turn it over to the
applicants for the presentation with respect to the new
mat eri al .

MR. TOOTLE: Al right, thank you very much. | wanted
to thank the Chair and the Board for having us back again.
As was previously stated, this is a followup neeting to the
nmeeting we had in January. The questions, comments,
requests for some additional information we have provided to
the Board and are attenpting to sunmarize in this
presentation this afternoon.

The dozen or so comments seened to fall into five
general categories that we have listed here, the Ferry Pier,
Breakwat ers, Perineter Shoreline, the Causeway and then
Seism c Instrumentation; so that is how we formatted the
present ati on.

| will, of course, start with a brief project update.

Si nce January we have continued with the design of the
project, so as was nentioned earlier, sone of those draft
desi gn docunents have al so been provided to the Board as
reference material for their review

We have structured it with the intent of stopping after

each of these nmain bullets to take questions on that topic,
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at least that was our intent, |If that's okay with the Board
we w Il proceed in that manner.

So again, just as a summary. The Treasure |sland
Redevel opnent Project enconpasses the whol e of Treasure
I sland and the north half of Yerba Buena Isl and.

For reference purposes we did include the BCDC
jurisdictional boundary that goes around the perineter of
Treasure |Island, the edge of Yerba Buena I|Island, and of
course, the entire Causeway structure that connects the two
is wthin the jurisdiction.

And as any project of this size certainly can't be
built in a day so it will be built out in phases, as was
menti oned previously. This generally has a breakdown of an
approxi mate estinmate of what that phasing m ght |ook Iike.

So again this is a slide fromthe previous presentation
showi ng the phase that is currently being designed. And as
was nentioned earlier, the designations of the phases and
sub- phases have evolved a little bit with the devel opnent of
the project and so the names have changed a little bit but
this is still the area of concern that was nentioned earlier
in the opening of this presentation.

So alittle bit of update. Since we were |ast here
t here has been nore subsurface exploration perforned
of fshore of the island, so as represented by these blue dots

here. The exploration was really in furtherance of the
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design of the Ferry Pier and the South Breakwater, which the
Sout h Breakwater wasn't previously part of that original

desi gn scope so that was added. Brad will speak a little
bit to sone of the design changes that happened in the
concept of the pier which facilitated sone additional
exploration for that design

And then since we had nobilized offshore drilling
equi pnent and were onsite, we decided to get sone additional
of fshore exploration information north of the North
Breakwater. And the exploration, the summary is there on
the side. There are six borings of CPTs and they range in
depth from 100 to 160 feet.

This figure presents the current geotechnical
mtigation design for the project that is under design, for
the Treasure Island portion of the project that is under
design. Also for your reference we have kind of screened
back the areas of the island that are inboard of BCDC s
jurisdiction but still showing the entire design so you can
see howit all ties together.

So just briefly to wal k you through what the current
desi gn approach is, all the areas in yellow that you see
will receive vibro-conpaction of the potentially liquefiable
fills and natural shoals that exist on the island, as well
as the areas in pink here along the western shoreline and

Cli pper Cove shoreline, those areas will receive vibro-
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conpaction as well. There is a faint cross-hatching you can
see in here. Those areas will not only get the vibro-
conpaction but also receive a surcharge fill. A surcharge
fill will be aided with wick drains to help speed the
consolidation of the conpressible Bay nud.

CGetting back to the pink areas here along the south and
west edges. That will be a deep soil/cenment mx that wll
go through the sand and through the conpressible Bay nud
mat eri als al ong these edges. And that is really intended to
go in place where the devel opnment i nprovenents encroach
relatively close to the shoreline.

On this portion of the shoreline we are at a | arge open
space setback. Stone columm stabilization ground
i mprovenent techniques will be installed al ong that area.

And then finally the Causeway area here. Since it is
really the main point of ingress and egress to the island
and really kind of a critical piece of infrastructure for
safety, it is essentially getting rebuilt. so the hatching
you see on here represents renoval of really the entire
enbanknment that exists there today. Then inproving the
foundati on of that enmbankment with, again, deep soil/cenent
m xi ng across pretty nmuch the entire footprint of the
Causeway and then replacing the enbanknent fill w th nodern
engi neered fills.

So that's kind of a summary of the current geotechni cal
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design mtigation for the setting.

Wth that, Brad will give a brief introduction to the
desi gn advances that have taken place at the Ferry Pier and
t he Breakwater.

MR PORTER: Thanks, Joe. |'mBrad Porter with Mffatt
& Ni chol .

The design has progressed since we net back in January
and we are currently at greater than 50 percent design. W
recently had a 50 percent submittal and | have sel ected a
few of the drawi ngs that kind of encapsul ate sonme of the
maj or changes, al though there haven't been real major
changes.

The plan orientation is pretty nmuch what was presented
before, we have the North Breakwater that is about 800 feet
| ong, the South Breakwater, and in the center there is the
Ferry Termnal that is the pier, the gangway and the fl oat.
And t hese sheets were -- in the parentheses, that was the
Ref erence 3 that was in the recent submittal in your package
t here.

So here one of the changes is for the slope novenent.
The slope is going to nove, the rock slope is going to nove
during the large seismc event. So one of the things we
have | ooked at is before we were showing like five or six
bands of smaller dianeter piles for the ferry pier. Wat we

are going to now are two |arge dianeter steel piles. And
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these piles will be out so there's just two nono-piles that
support the ferry pier. And then the -- we will have a

bri dge section that is found on the DSM the soi

i mprovenents back on shore, that will span out to the first
pile and then the second span out between the two piles.
And this is so that this pile will be outside of the area
where there mght be rock slip novenent in a |large seismc
event.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: How |l arge is |arge?

MR. PORTER Fifty-six. On the order of 56 inches
di anet er.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Filled or just holl ow?

MR. PORTER  They woul d be --

MR. PERCHER. Hollow. They would be -- I'"msorry, Mrc
Percher. There would be concrete casting.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Do you want us to ask questions as
we are going along or do you want to -- because obviously
this is going to raise a | ot of questions.

MR. PORTER Ckay. Obviously, do whatever is
confortable. W have tried to break it up to where at the
end of each little section we have got the thing for
guestions. It should still be on topic.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. It's on topic.

MR. PORTER: After this one here we'll get to the

guestions. There's only just one nore slide.
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ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Ckay, okay.

MR. PORTER If you feel that that's not --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: | wasn't trying to deflect the
conversation, | was just wanting a little bit of additional
detail .

MR PORTER: No, | understand. No, that's fine. Sure,
sure. But yes, that's those.

And then for the -- here is for the breakwater now,
this is North Breakwater. But before we were considering
doing either a king pile, like steel piles with batters and
concrete panels, or concrete sheets. W're going with the
concrete sheets now so those will -- these are the sheets in
el evation all the way down. Batter piles or concrete batter
piles. W are still playing with the spacing. You can kind
of see that up here depending on the -- as we get the
geotech information of what kind of support we're getting
fromthe batter piles. And again, it goes up and stops shy
of the rock dike, just for drivability. And that gets
infilled with the rock.

So those are kind of the najor big picture itens that
have changed or that have devel oped in the design since the
| ast submittal. Are there any questions about kind of the
changes to the design since the |ast review?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. | guess ny first question is, how

are you going to handle the anticipated or conputed | ateral
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di spl acenment of up to anywhere from8 to 12 feet that wll
occur outboard? How will you handle that on these piles?

MR. PORTER. For the ferry pier?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

MR. PORTER: By keeping the pier out of the way.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Well then | don't understand the
scale. Because if I'"'mlooking at this correctly --

MR. PORTER: Fromhere to here? Fromhere to here is
about 30 feet.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Yes. And according to this,
according to this, according to this diagramthat is nore
than 30 feet. That's a significant distance.

MR PORTER: Marc can --

MR. PERCHER: There's kind of two different sliding
mechani snms. There's the rock dike sliding, which we are
intending to stay away from

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  No, | understand that.

MR. PERCHER: And then there is the overall Kkinematic
nmovenment. And for the larger dianeter piles, the effective
stresses in the pile are pretty close to elastic under that
ki nematic novenent. So the intent is that the |arger
di aneter, steel pile will take the kinematic soil novenents
and remain with sone anounts of deformation

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So it will take eight to nine feet?

MR PERCHER | believe it has been reduced?
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ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. It has been reduced since this was
publ i shed?

MR. ESPI NOZA: That one is for the city side park
Pedro Espi noza with ENGEO

That first section, M. Rollo, is for the city side
park, which is north of the ferry pier, the north section of
the ferry pier. W did kinematic analyses for the ferry
pi er.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Wi ch one of these diagrans
represents the pier?

MR ESPINOZA: It's the kinematic load. [It's a section
in one of the slides. It did not nmake it into the draft
report but it's in one of the slides that we presented under
the ferry pier.

SPEAKER: These aren't the pier?

MR ESPI NOZA: That's not the kinematic load, that's a
di fferent neasure analysis of the DSM But ki nematic | oad
think is the next one or a couple of next slides. That one.
That one is referring to the ferry pier and that's where we
did the --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. But that's not |iquefaction.

That's --

MR. ESPI NOZA: Liquefaction is on the top. There's a

few feet of |iquefaction which will just go around the pile

but the Bay nmud is the one that is giving you the kinematic
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| oad.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. But within the Bay nud, based on
the new borings that you' ve drilled, you' ve got sand.

MR ESPI NOZA: W have sand.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  You have | oose sand, | oose sand
within the Bay nud. Wat is to prevent that from|liquefying
and taking that whole mass in a |liquefiable node as opposed
to a stability node?

MR. ESPI NOZA: Right. So based on a new exploration we
actually have found that the depth of the kinematic | oad
section is much shallower. And so this is a very
conservative estimte because this is a 65-foot, a 60 to 70-
foot filler mechanism \Wat we found with the new
exploration at the nono-piles is that the area of Bay nud

and sonme | oose ends within that Bay nud is actually 35 to 40

feet deep. So the filler mechanismw Il be nuch shal |l ower,
the intensity will be nuch | ess.
ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Ckay, | guess | -- help ne to

understand it because | want to get this thing today. 2-T-O
B-1, okay. | look at that boring. And at a depth of -- and
it's outboard of it, it's outboard of the dike, it's well
out board of the dike. That boring shows between 20 and 23
feet, fine grain sand, 5 percent shell fragnents, zero PSI.
kay?

MR, ESPI NOZA:  Yes.
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ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. At 40 to 45 feet it's 800 PSI at 24
bl ows, which will also liquefy. So that's a liquefaction
i ssue.

MR. ESPI NOZA: Ri ght.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So that whole mass, | don't know
how you -- whether you -- I'mgoing to assune it's
conti nuous.

MR. ESPI NOZA: So the way that we have | ooked at this
right nowis basically do a |liquefaction analysis on the
new, on the new data, plus the nuch thinner area that is
going to nobili ze. Because right now, again, that one
assunes that it is 45 feet that is going to nobilize -- 65
feet. The new data shows that it is 45 feet. Al the data
is showing that it is going to be |esser novenent. That
novenent, the kinematic novenent is going to be taken into
t he design.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So for a depth of 45 feet that
block is going to |liquefy and nove laterally. Wat is the
predi cted novenent of that block? How nmuch will that bl ock
nove and what nonents will that create on a 56 inch pile
that is only plugged at the top? That's what |'m asking.

MR. PERCHER: | believe that the predicted novenent is
in the range of 36 inches. The way that we approach it is
to evaluate for the soil -- not pressure but the PY | oading

onto the pile itself. So we have done a non-linear push
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usi ng the kinematic novenents of the pile, of the soil onto
the pile. So we are |ooking at a system where we eval uate
the pile with a two hinge -- with a two node spring that's
applied toit. So we are taking the full capacity of the
P-Y spring value into that pile, over that, over that pipe.
So we are directly evaluating for the novenents within the
pile but doing that on a non-linear basis. So we are
allowing for sone --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So it's not elastic?

MR PERCHER It's not elastic.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Ckay, | was just -- | just --

t hought | heard sonebody say it was el astic.

MR. PERCHER No, it's --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: The pile is elastic, right?

MR. PERCHER. Well, I'd have to go back.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: No, the soil is.

MR. PERCHER. | think we actually have to update the
nost recent dat a.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Neither one is.

MR. PERCHER. The pile is still evaluated |ooking at it
as a possibly non-linear system So we do have hinges
within the pile that we can evaluate and we are eval uating
agai nst strains based on the ASCE 61-14 criteria. And this
ki nd of conmes back to, there is an issue with ASCE 7.

In particular they reference to evaluate |iquefaction
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on the piles but they won't provide any specific design
criteria. So we are |ooking at ASCE 61- 14 because they
provi de strain values that have been tested and are very
wel | known and used within the community. So that's where
we are evaluating for that kinematic novenent based on the
strain limtations.

|"d have to go back and | ook at the exact val ue of
whet her there is non-linear behavior. But typically what we
woul d see is you woul d see sonme anount of nonlinearity under
a kinematic | oading, especially of this magnitude, but it is
not going to be life safety concerns.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: So nonlinearity in the structura
response of the pile or in the nud flowi ng around the pile?

MR. PERCHER. Well certainly in the nmud fl ow ng around
the pile but also within the structural response of
(i naudi ble) but at a strain that is |ower than a
(1 naudi bl e) .

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay, so let's keep novi ng west.
So we get to the end of the pier and we go into the fl oat
where the ferry will actually attach itself. There it is
going to be held by a series of guide piles. And as | read
your report, those piles are going to be -- will penetrate
six times the dianmeter. That's what it says in this
docunent that was given to us by you

MR. PERCHER: Again, that nay be prelimnary
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i nformati on, we haven't conpleted the --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Well it's dated March 31st, 2015.
So this isn't up?

MR. PERCHER. The guide piles for the float are still
under design. W are still in the process of doing that
because we need to perform a hydrodynam c anal ysis for
grading the wave | oading, so there is still sonme data that
is to be determ ned.

MR PORTER:. That was the reference, that was the one
that we submtted to the Port of San Francisco. That was
based on the --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Well yes, you indicate that this is
the criteria. This is the docunent and the criteria that
was accepted by the Port and by DBI. And one of the
statenents you nmake is that the pile actual capacity is
based on unbraced |l ength and the pile capped at six pile
di aneters below the nmudline. GCkay. And | suspect you are
not going to use a 56 inch guide pile.

MR. PERCHER. Let ne clarify on that statenent. 1In the
criteria -- what that's addressing is actually the axial
capacity of the steel pipe itself.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. | understand that. No,
understand that. But it is going to be within this bl ock
that is noving up to 36 inches or 40 inches.

MR. ESPI NOZA: The kinematic | oads as we have them
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right now -- apol ogi ze, Pedro again with ENGEO -- they don't
show that it goes out that far out into the gangway. It
shows that it's about 200 feet. So it stays away fromthe
gangway. But also that again is a conservative cross-
section. It doesn't take into account the new data.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So the data that is in this
docunent doesn't include the data fromthese five borings?

MR. ESPI NOZA: Correct.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  kay.

MR. TOOTLE: The design of these structures, as you
heard, is still underway so what we submtted in response
was what we had current as of that date. But we are not at
100 percent design yet so sonme of those things are still
under consi deration.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: That's pretty fluid for 50 percent

it seenms, still, maybe?
ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Well, | just wonder because you
make the statenent that it is, in fact, the criteria -- that

particular is a criterion that was given for the design of
the guide piles. So what you're saying is for these guide
piles that not only will you address the axial but you'l
address the |l ateral on these guide piles?

MR. PERCHER: Certainly.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay.

MR. PORTER: Questions on changes to the project since
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the | ast?

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: This is Bill Holnes. 1've got a
guestion on the nonlinearity of the steel piles givenit's
the big event and all that stuff. But is that -- that's not
repairable, essentially, it's going to be a pernanent
def ormati on.

MR. PERCHER: For the kinematic you would have -- it
conmes back to the question of what the axial |oads are and
what conditions you woul d consi der acceptable at the end of
the day. Yes, you are not going to replace that pile in the
ground. You certainly could provide new | oad transfer
mechani snms since it is a structure, but it may al so be
acceptable to have sone anobunt of, you know, rotation within
the pile into the ground. There probably the |arger issue
is that there is going to be sone top-of-deck novenents
associated with that kinematic notion.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Cl ose to as nuch as the novenent
of the soil?

MR. PERCHER: If not over. So the design intent is
that there is a mechanism there is a fuse at the abutnent
area where it is allowed to shift along with the structure
and on the gangway side it is not an anchor connection so it
can also shift along with the structure. So in effect what
we may have is 36 inches plus-or-mnus sone top-of-deck

nmovenent associated with this |large event.
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ECRB MEMBER FRENCH:  You're | ooking at medi an val ues, |
guess?

MR PERCHER: Well, the kinematic | believe is the best
t est abl e val ue.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: So typically wi th ground
def ormati ons, seism c ground deformations, we think it's,
you know, pretty accurate, give or take a factor of two or a
factor of half.

MR. PERCHER. And certainly --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH. Are you guys okay with two? |'m
just curious what happens.

MR PERCHER Yeah. | nean, there's not a | ot of
gui dance when it cones to kinematic design. The other
geotechs that we have tal ked to besi des ENGEO where we are
doi ng sone of the projects, generally the agreenent is that
for that kinematic you usually take a best estimate val ue.
Just because otherwise it can get very extrene, what that
range would be. Again, really what we are trying to do is
address |life safety concerns. Post, you know, a two-thirds
MCE event operations is not typically a specific criteria to
ask.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: So the way you're describing it, |
think though, is that the piles are not resisting the ground
nmovenent against them they' re going for the ride, and their

survival is not based on the strength of the piles to resist
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t he ground novenent but it's based on the magnitude of
deformation that the piles are undergoi ng and that that

magni tude is acceptable. And in nagnitude of deformation,
you have just reduced it from8-10 to 3. That's a pretty
fuzzy analysis. [I'll have some questions later on, | guess,
about what you used, the NCHRP 611, which of their methods.
There's lots of approximation in there. And if their
survival is based on your -- the reliability of your

esti mates of magnitude of deformation, | just have questions
about how confident you are in that?

MR. PERCHER: | am highly confident because we have
seen this in previous events where for steel pipe piles,
especially there's a very large anmount of ductility in that
pi pe section. So the strain limts my be actually | ower
t han what would be close to a rupture | evel for the pipe.
And additionally, the hinging mechanismis occurring pretty
deep in the ground. So even if you were to theoretically
rupture that pipe it is not really a collapse hazard so nuch
as it is a lateral novenent of the structure.

So if you, for instance, when we are | ooking at
concrete piles or tinber piles having kinematic novenent,
you can have a rupture in the soil and the structure wll
shift along with that soil through. But it doesn't
necessarily mean that it is going to coll apse because there

is still a load transfer nmechanism You are still going to
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-- you probably woul d have sone vertical settlenent to the
systembut it is not alife safety issue.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. As | read this, you' ve got at | east
75 feet before you develop a hinge, if | believe these shear
strengths. Your shear strengths range from --

MR. ESPI NOZA: That --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Go ahead.

MR ESPI NOZA: That cross-section --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Is not right either.

MR. ESPINOZA: It's the city side. It's the city side.

MR, TOOTLE: 1It's a different |ocation than the pier.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  kay.

MR ESPINOZA: It's northern from-- the northern area.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Is there a -- I'msorry. |Is there
a cross-section that depicts the subsurface conditions al ong
the alignnment of the pier and the float?

MR ESPI NOZA: It should be Section E of the GCR, which
is Appendix A of the draft report.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Was it -- | didn't print the whole
draft report. 1Is it included in the -- Joe, the docunent
you prepared?

(Board Menbers | ooking through their docunents.)

MR. ESPI NOZA: This is the Ferry Termnal. But this
needs to be updated as well.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes, that's what |'msaying. If |
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-- if I go by this section -- I"msorry, Frank Rollo.

If I go by this section |['ve got at least -- well, at
| east 60 feet, and in the worst case up to 75 feet of what
you call very soft, young Bay nmud. And your shear strengths
that you' ve defined in there, the only data | have avail abl e
tome is that long -- is this. It varies from-- it varies
from-- until | get into the old Bay clay it's --

MR, ESPI NOZA: It's probably between 100 and 400.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yeah, 100 and 400. So you're going
to get. Your right in that you ve got a lot of pile to work
with in the deformati ons because you haven't got anything --
| nmean, it probably starts at 50 at the surface.

MR ESPI NOZA: Yes, pretty --

ECRB MEMBER RCOLLO.  So you've got -- so you can
accommpdat e what ever stress, whatever deflections you get
wi thin that hinge point, all the way down possibly 60 feet.

MR. PERCHER. And it's kind of the relationship becones
nore --

THE REPORTER: Excuse nme, Marc. Could | get you to
stand? It gets a better recording. Thank you.

MR PERCHER: Al so kind of a situation where as the
soils get softer there's |less |load transfer to the pile.

And that actually becones nore realistic than the pile would
stay elastic. So it's usually -- that's kind of the reason

that we wanted it to get away fromthe rock di ke area
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because that is such a stiff set of kind of soil and rock
that it would actually |oad up the pile much nore
significantly than the soft soils woul d.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Thank you.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Pedro, what figure did you say
t hat was in?

MR ESPI NOZA: It's --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  T3-17.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: You have that one there? Ckay.
I's that the | atest one?

MR ESPI NOZA: That's not the |atest, we don't have the
| at est --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: So this report doesn't have it.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  No.

MR ESPI NOZA: That is not the |atest.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. The | atest, they haven't devel oped
it fromthese borings yet. But we do have the borings?

MR. ESPI NOZA: You do have the borings, the draft
borings. They're draft borings. W go in the lab, in the
analysis lab. So sonme of those interpretations are
interpretations by the staff engineer who was on the boat so
t hey haven't been identifi ed.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  So when | look at -- I'msorry to
sidetrack here but it's to get an understandi ng of the

onshore. Wen | look at boring 2-T-O-C- 1, okay, that's
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of fshore. | notice that there you plot tip resistance and
frictional resistance, which are essentially zero.

MR. ESPI NOZA: Right. So what happened is that the
intention was to do CPTs, nost of themto do CPTs. But once
you get out of the Bay nmud, which is soft, you get into this
very dense sand. So the cone with the winch of the boat
would tip out. And then we changed it and did a nud rotary.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Ckay, | understand that. But there
is no classification here. |1'mjust curious why these | ogs
don't have any cl assification whatsoever --

MR. ESPI NOZA: Ri ght.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. -- until you get down to 52 feet
and then you call it a sand with a bl ow count of 60.

MR. ESPI NOZA: Right. So the CPT in those draft |ogs
don't have interpretation. W have the CPT logs from G eg
and | think those were attached in the reference. So the
interpretation is in those CPT logs. And the CPT | og
proposal that is sent to Geg.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Were we provided with those? |
don't believe so.

MR, ESPI NOZA: | am not sure.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. | don't believe so.

MR. TOOTLE: The additional exploration done right
before we submtted the results. So you had the draft | ogs

and where we were drilling, where it was an auger and a
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person on the boat that see the soil, you have the
description. Were we just have the CPT data that had not
yet been incorporated into the log that we had at the tine.
We have since done that and we are al so conpleting the

| aboratory testing that was associated with the sanples that
were recovered, so that is being worked into the final
desi gn docunents.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. But we can assune that it is young
Bay nud.

MR, ESPI NOZA:  Yes.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. And we can assune that based on
this that it goes fromnmaybe 50 to 400. And we can assune
that it has sand lenses in it and we can --

MR, ESPI NOZA:  Yes.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. And you are going to assune that it
is all liquefiable?

MR. PERCHER: The sand | ayers are liquefiable, yes.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

MR. TOOTLE: And the Bay nud is conpressible, soft,
yes.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. But | amnore interested in the
| at eral nmovenent right now

MR. PERCHER: Correct.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Thanks.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: One technical point before we
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proceed that | failed to nention or think about was that
with the proceedings of the neeting being recorded, that
recording is part of the public record, nust necessarily be
part of the public record since this is a public neeting.
So | presune what will be necessary will be that your
recordi ngs, as they are made of this nmeeting and docunent

t he proceedings of this neeting, they will becone avail abl e
to BCDC and be part of the public record.

THE REPORTER: This recording is provided to the person
that contracted us, and what they do with it --

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: That is not going to work, |
don't think.

MR SUH. We can nmake it avail abl e.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. This is a public forumso that --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH. Well, the recorder is just saying
he is not going to turn it over but the client says he is
going to turn it over, so | think we're set.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: (Ckay, okay. Technical point
made. Proceed, please.

MR. PORTER. Ckay, the ferry pier. Just again, kind of
the same isometric of the whole termnal with the shelter
and the pier and the gangway and then the float.

Since our |ast neeting, one of the questions was who
will be the authority having jurisdiction to review the

design of the Ferry Term nal
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Since then we have approached -- the Port of San
Francisco will be reviewing the design. W net with them
and we created a basis of design that we -- that's the

reference that you were referring to there, Frank. And that
was based largely on the criteria that we presented to you
in January to the ECRB

So we nmet with them they have approved that. The
criteria that we are using is, as before, we are using the
Ri sk Category 2 as we read Table 1604 of the CBC. But
recognizing that it is -- the Causeway is the primary neans
off the island in a major event.

But recognizing that the ferry nay need to remain
operational. In that instance we have added the provisions
Marc was tal ki ng about earlier of ASCE 61-14. W wl|
design it to what they call a high level of design so it
will remain operational after a seismic event; a 72 year
event in this case.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: That's pretty small, it's a pretty
small event. So if you designed it for the regular code
requi renent you would probably nearly be at a 72 year event
anyway. You are not having to add much for that performance

it seens to ne.

MR PORTER | think it also is the nmethod of analysis
as well, as | understand it. Maybe Marc can just speak a
bit to that.

ALL AMERI CAN REPCORTI NG | NC.

(916) 362-2345




© 00 N oo o B~ w N P

N NN N NN R R R R R R R R R
O N W N B O © 0 N o 00 »h W N R O

36

MR. PERCHER. Yes, | would agree. The intent here is
nmeet operational results. So to a mmjor degree, yes, the
event size is snmaller than a two-thirds MCE event. In this
case actually, the two-thirds MCE as opposed to the 475 year
return event. But the reason we selected the 72 year event
is because that is the guidance that is given in ASCE 61-14.
And typically that size event is associated with -- where it
conmes fromis kind of the devel opnent for petrochem
facilities, container work facilities, where they typically
woul d | ook at a two scenario, a two-event scenario. So it
woul d have a | arger event where they have to, say, shut
down, and a smaller event where they continue operations.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: No, | just wanted the Board to be
aware that the 72 event, conpared to your design event, is
pretty tiny. You would expect it to be alnpbst elastic
structure anyway, w thout any extra design required.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. You made a statenent that this is
one of two ways -- one of three ways of getting off this
i sland, the Causeway, the ferry and swming. And | don't
t hi nk anybody is going to go with the swinmng so --

MR. PORTER | don't recall mentioning swinmng but it
coul d be count ed.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. There is no question that 61-14
puts this in at the 72 year, the 50 and 50 in a high

category. But the reality is when you' re dealing with these
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ot her projects, you' re dealing with many ways of getting
around a facility. | mean, there's an infinite way and it's
usually attached to a | and, not attached to an i sl and.

Still it boggles me that we're dealing with Category 2

and we're dealing with a 50 and 50 or a 72 year return

period. | guess that's -- and | know the City has signed
off onit, I know the Port has signed off onit. But we as
BCDC, | just think that's -- | would expect zero danage,
quite frankly, in this event. If you can predict that there

won't be any danage then |I'd be happy with a 50.

MR PERCHER: And so we have eval uated the structure
wi th the pushover nmethods that are in ASCE 61-14 and shown
that it does neet the operational requirenent.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: Frank -- this is Bill Hol nes
again. Frank, are you asking to be "no damage"” in the 72
year event?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  No, | amasking if there would be
no danmage in a 475 --

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: Oh, well that's a whole
different --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. And a 10 at 50.

MR PERCHER It also cones back to kind of the
criteria selected. 1In this case, ASCE 7 doesn't really have
anything related to operational performance, it is all in

terms of life safety. So we have decided to select a
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standard marine structure docunent that has a criteria

related to continued operations after an event.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. But it applies to -- | guess ny
only -- it applies to -- people -- a way for people to get
off this island. | mean, to get off the Chevron dock at

Poi nt Ri chnond, because it's connected to the | and and you
can just wal k. Here, you have no way of getting off unless
you swi mor use the Causeway if damage occurs. And | would
think that the nore comon earthquake woul d be the 10 at 50.
If I were to -- that's what |I'm saying, | would have used
the 10 at 40. | would have talked to nmy client and asked
themto | ook nore seriously at a nore conservative event.

ECRB MEMBER FI SCHER: Martin Fischer. | concur.
mean, it's exactly in a 475 year event. That's when you
want the termnal, | would think. | nmean, this is a
different situation, right? These tables were nade for
typical situations and this is not a typical situation
where you find yourself on this little island surrounded by
all the places where you need to get help or you want to get
to.

MR. SUH  This is Janmes Suh with TICD. As was stated
at the last presentation but some may have forgotten, this
is a newtermnal that doesn't exist today, and the
Causeway, are not the only neans off the island. There are

ot her areas --
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MR. PORTER: Pier 1, there is a pier on the east side.
MR. SUH. That full context.
ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes, but that Pier 1; are you

anal yzing Pier 1? So you haven't analyzed Pier 1 so you

haven't even studi ed what inpact |iquefaction will have on
that pier. Because | worked on the original one. | agree.
Janmes, | understand what you're saying.

MR SUH It's just context.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. But within the context of this
design, this is what we are dealing with. And that's al
| "' m sayi ng.

MR. PERCHER. So if | understand correctly, the
preference of the Board would be that --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. | can't speak for the Board, |I'm
j ust speaking for nyself.

MR. PERCHER: The preference for yourself would be that
you woul d consider a 475 year return period event eval uated
usi ng the sanme met hodol ogy as in 61-14 as bei ng acceptabl e?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

MR. PERCHER: And then corresponding to the operational
event, there is a set of strain requirenents that are nore
limted for the post -- an operational response versus the
-- versus the typical |arge event response of a set of
strains. So within ASCE 61-14, the 475 year event is

typically used at that larger strain response. So | guess
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my question would be, would you consider that |arger strain
response to be acceptable because it is not going to be
anywhere close to a life safety/collapse prevention strain
[imtations.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. | don't understand that |ast part,
say it another way.

MR. PERCHER. The ampunt of dammge that you are going
to see with the L1 versus -- so there is a first |evel,
there is a second |evel --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Right, right.

MR. PERCHER. -- and then there is the DE, which is the
code m nimumrequirenments. So the anount of strain that you
see at the Level 2, would that be acceptabl e because it is
still not a life safety hazard?

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: So | think, Frank, you had asked
earlier, for 475 you wanted no damage. | amnot sure if
this is what you are saying but I would have expected not
necessarily damage but operational would be nice.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes, | want people -- | want a -- |
want a very warm confortable feeling that people will still
be able to access this pier and get off this island; that's
what |'masking for. Operational, that's a better term
That's what | would like to see.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: And | believe the response in

t he techni cal menorandum nunber 3 fromthe applicant does
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i ndi cate that you do want continued perfornmance for the
t erm nal

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: But that's only in a 72 year
event.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. That's only in a 72.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: But you're saying that's what
you want with the 475 year.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Right. Considering -- to ne, it's
the only one of three ways of getting off this island,
because we don't know how that other pier is going to
behave.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: | think you were saying it's stil
going to be non-coll apsed at 475, you're pretty confident.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: It's not going to be undanaged at
475. And the question is then, | think, that you're
wondering, you're processing in your head right now, and I
guess we're processing, wll it be operational at 475? Can
peopl e get off the island at 4757

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: Al nost by definition not because
it is being designed to be operational at 72, so 475 is
probably a factor of 3 or 4 nore |load. So al nost by
definition it won't be operational.

MR. PERCHER. And | do also want to clarify that we

have not really considered what the alternate neans of
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egress fromthe island, what their return period events are.
| just want to say, the bridge, certainly it will take a
much | arger event than the 475 year return event.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Onh, yes.

MR PERCHER: So the criteria that this has to be
operational when the bridge is not, | don't think the 475
year return period event has been satisfied.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. The "bridge" being the Bay Bridge.

MR. PERCHER: The Bay Bri dge.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  You're saying the Bay Bridge is not
going to be operational in a 475 --

MR. PERCHER:. No, |I'msaying the Bay Bridge will be
oper ati onal .

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Yes, so aml. So you are saying
that the Causeway wil|l be operational in a 475 event?

MR. PERCHER:  Yes.

MR. PORTER It is the primary neans of emergency
evacuat i on.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So even at 72 years if we |ose the
Ferry Termnal, we can still walk up and wal k across the
bri dge.

MR. PORTER: There is going to be nore on the
Causeway - -

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Provided the wel ds haven't corroded

by the tinme we have the event.
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(Laughter.)

MR. TOOTLE: W do have a presentation on the Causeway.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Thank you.

MR. PORTER. We'll nove on to the -- still as far as
t he geotechnical part of the presentation I'Il turn it back
over to Joe.

The geotechnical points related to the ferry pier. W
m ght have tal ked beyond sone of the slides that are in this
presentation already. Really | think they fall into two
different categories, the deformation of the slope, which
we've talked a little bit about, the kinematic |oads that
that woul d i npose on the pier structure or the pier
foundation; and then as well as the site response inpacts
fromthe soft materials that you were tal king about earlier,
Frank.

So we prepared this figure really as a qualitative,
non-quantitative illustration of the "wi thout project” and
"With project” scenarios to get a perspective of what
condition the island is in now and what we are | ooking to
improve it to.

So the bottompicture is an illustration of kind of a
flow Iiquefaction event where very large quantities of
mat erial nobilize during a seismc event and spread out
|aterally and to the Bay. There is very little lateral

containment in the relatively deep, potentially liquefiable
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soils are near the surface.

So the "with project” scenario, this illustration is
with the deep soil/cement mix that is being proposed. At
the ferry pier is where this inprovenent is being proposed.

Where those | ateral deformations still do occur
out board of that, are now where we are proposing to place
t he outboard edge of the edge stabilization about 10 to 12
feet back fromtop-of-bank. So there is an area of the
exi sting slope that we still anticipate noving during the
seismc event, although the amount of material we would
expect to nove into the Bay would be greatly reduced to this
very large flow kind of failure that woul d head towards the
Bay. That was the intent of this illustration.

And then this is just a picture of a site where sort of
| arge deformati ons occurred during a seismc event and so
that's what we are | ooking to prevent.

W talked a little bit about this already and it was
menti oned the NCHRP net hod for evaluating | ateral
def or mati ons.

We used three different nethods, not only the NCHRP but
as well as Bray and Travassarou and then we did -- both of
those are |imt equilibriumbased anal yses.

W also did finite elenent anal yses to take a | ook at
what the strains or what the potential deformations would

be.
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Qur design criteria resulted in trying to limt |ateral
deformations to a foot or |ess behind that inproved area,
really stabilizing that edge. But as you can see in this
strain representation here fromPLAXIS as well as the
def ormati on out puts, you do still get deformations outboard
of that stabilization.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: |I'm sorry, can you go back to that
j ust one second?

MR TOOTLE: Sure.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. That was done with the shear
strength -- with the data that you had prior to the new
bori ngs?

MR. TOOTLE: Yes. And these nodels we devel oped, as
far as the PLAXIS nodeling and the limt equilibrium
anal yses, with ourselves, Bob Kirby of TERRA was involved in
that design. And then we took it upon ourselves to have an
i ndependent technical review by Professor Juan Pestana with
UC Berkeley. So these nodels were devel oped were devel oped
in conjunction with them But what is showi ng here on the
screen predated sonme of the additional exploration of that.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: What's the difference between the
two different imges?

MR. TOOTLE: Well this is intended to represent where
the strains are the greatest, so where it is a lighter color

there is nore strain taking place. And this is kind of a
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heat map of where the defornmations occur.

Sei sm c response was one of the conmments that we did
receive. As we had nentioned in January, where you do have
t hese | onger period structures like the pier, site response
is going to becone a very inportant part of the design. So
we devel oped nodels for the --

The pier and south breakwater had very simlar
subsurface conditions so the same nodel was used for that
and that's what is represented here.

Because there is sonme variability in the strengths of
the Bay nud, as Frank said earlier, we | ooked at what would
happen if you had sort of | ower-bound val ues of nud
strength-wi se as well as upper-bound values. So in these,
in these graphs, this blue line here and this blue |ine
here, are the sane code line. So you can see the effects of
what happens when you have softer materials; much nore site
response occurs than when they are a little stiffer.

So we did both of these. W selected like five
eart hquake time histories in conjunction with Shaw Vi ndani
W worked with himto pick what we thought woul d be the nost
represent abl e earthquake notions to replicate what m ght be
t he design event for Treasure |sland.

And then the graph over here just shows what the code
spectra woul d be and then our design spectra, both for the

MCE and the design event.
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ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: This is a shake-equival ent |inear?

MR, ESPI NOZA:  Yes.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: And was Shaw i nvol ved with the
site response also or just the picking of the tine
hi stories?

MR. ESPI NOZA: Shaw was involved in the site response
on a simlar analysis at Treasure Island, so yes.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: He was invol ved t hroughout? He
devel oped, he hel ped devel op the site response?

MR. ESPI NOZA: He hel ped devel op the ground noti ons,
the ground notions and the nonitor, yes.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH:  (kay, good, okay.

MR. TOOTLE: And then this is simlar analyses for the
north breakwater. Like | said, the Bay nuds are thicker
there. So again you see different site response due to
that. Basically the sane, the sanme desi gn net hodol ogy was
used for this location as well but they are different
subsurface conditions, so we ended up with different design
spectra for the use of the breakwater.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Excuse nme. Before you | eave
that - Roger Borcherdt - a couple of comrents.

First of all, have these estimtes of site response
been conpared with what was observed fromthe Loma Prieta
eart hquake by Rollins and ot hers?

MR. ESPI NOZA: This is Pedro again
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Yes, in order to get a sensitivity of the nodel that we
had, a shake, we used Rollins' paper. W used a YBI out put
nmotion to put it in our nodel to see if we were within the
ranges that he got in his paper. And we are nost definitely
in the range of the results that he got.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: And so the profiles, the
velocity profiles that you are basing these on are for a
hol e that was referenced | think in one of the reports that
| had to trace back through and find. But there is a hole
that you have had | ogged on Treasure Island; is that true?

MR. ESPI NOZA: Yes, we had -- we had people --

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: \Where did that |og cone fronf

MR. ESPI NOZA: From our exploration

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: But do you know, can you show ne
on the map where that hole is | ocated?

MR. ESPI NOZA: TMR3 is --

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: And the reason | am asking you
that particular question, and | am assum ng that any | og
that you derive from one spot, depending on what the
conditions are, you would adjust it based on what you know
about the cross-sections and so forth --

MR. ESPI NOZA: Right, correct.

ECRB CHAIR BORCHERDT: -- with respect to the
t hi cknesses of the materials.

MR, ESPI NOZA:  Yes.
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ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: But ny real point here is that
when | | ooked up your hole, the coordinates for that hole
indicate it is not on Treasure |sland.

MR, ESPI NOZA:  TMR3 - -

MR. TOOTLE: The latitude and | ongitude?

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Yes. The |ongitude for the hole
is 121 degrees sonet hi ng-sonet hi ng west and the | ongitude
for Treasure Island is 122 degrees sonet hi ng- sonet hi ng west.

MR. TOOTLE: We appreciate that corment, we'll go back
and revise that. But we can point to where the log is, it's
in that spot right there.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Ckay, good.

MR TOOTLE: We'll nmake note of that coordinate and
update that, appreciate it.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: | thought you would interested
in that, for sure. |It's actually out in Delhi or somewhere.
MR. TOOTLE: W were looking at this earlier. So
agai n, the sanme deformation anal yses were used to cal cul ate
the kinematic | oadings on the pile and then that provided to
Mof fatt and Nichol for their structural analysis of the

pi er.

"1l just pause there to see if there are any nore
guesti ons.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO. | wanted to ask the Chair if we

were going to talk about the coastal side of the ferry berth
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or when you wanted to do that or?

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: That will be --

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO |'ve got the agenda.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. It's nunber 4.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO Ckay. ©Oh no, not the sea |evel
rise, just the wave exposure elenents of the ferry berth.
didn't know when the Chair wanted to address those, if we
were noving on. | think there is a question about the
foundation, the breakwater.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Does your particul ar question
pertain to the Ferry Term nal ?

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO It does. | have a couple of
guestions. But | didn't want to interrupt the discussion on
the geostructural elenents and seismc elenments but | didn't
want to mss the chance to say sonething about waves
relative to the Ferry Term nal

MR PORTER If | mght? Bob, we've got the thing on
the overtopping. There is a slide where we tal k about that
later on and we can talk to that at that tinme, if that would
be okay?

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI O. Sure, whenever it's convenient.
| probably interrupted nore than | intended already.

ECRB MEMBER COVERI O This is Mary Conerio. | have an
extrenely nmundane question. Because | wasn't here at the

| ast presentation, | apologize, | had to have some energency
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surgery that wasn't planned for that day, needless to say,
so | have been trying to catch up

The summary that you submitted, and there is this sort
of ten or a dozen questions, do those -- do those map with
the way the agenda is laid out? | amjust trying to make
sure that | have a rel ationship between what you are
presenting and what | amreading in here. | amjust trying
to work out the mapping between those two.

MR. TOOTLE: We believe that all 12 questions are
contained within the presentation.

ECRB MEMBER COVERI G In this, okay.

MR. TOOTLE: Like |I said, we tried to group theminto
design el enents of the project.

ECRB MEMBER COVERI O  Ckay.

MR TOOTLE: That was our intent.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Mary, did you get the copy of the
t echni cal nmenor andunf

ECRB MEMBER COVERI O. Yes, yes, this one, | have that.
| was just trying to map this relationship to the
presentation because | wasn't here last tine so | am-- | am
trying to catch up on understanding a | ot of the details.

ECRB CHAIR BORCHERDT: That is a little bit difficult.
It would be good if we could indicate which one of the
comments. There are a couple, there are sone previous ECRB

comments that basically the nunbers -- | forgot what the
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nunbers are, 2 and 5 or 3 and 5 or sonething, but that do
map into the way you've got it organi zed.

MR TOOTLE: It seened |like the order of -- that the
order of the coments did sort of junp around a little bit
and so it was our intent to make it easier and group them
t oget her, but maybe that caused confusion so | apol ogize if
it has, but that was our intent.

ECRB MEMBER COVERI O No. But if sonebody could just
i ke work out a mapping of the comments to the presentation
that woul d be really hel pful

MR. TOOTLE: Ckay.

ECRB MEMBER COVERI O Just for ne, anyway.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: All right.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: | had a question maybe about --

i ke maybe this is the right tinme. Wen you re doing the
DSM what did you use for strengths in that? It was noving
still a foot or two or three or sonething like that.

MR ESPINOZA: So the criteria -- this is Pedro from
ENGEO. The criteria that we devel oped with the defornmation
anal ysis was about a foot of the formation. So we -- then
agai n, we designed the DSM based on the FHWA net hod for DSM
design and we enhanced it with TERRA s experience with DSM
for dans in California. The DSMthat FHWA designs is mainly
for static conditions so we enhanced that for seismc

conditions. So the strength of the DSM vari es between 150
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PSI to about 200.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: And how nuch brittleness does it
have then? |If it noves a foot does the outside set of
colums -- if you' ve |lost the outboard soil does the
outboard pier fall off? Is it brittle?

MR. ESPI NOZA: What we nodeled in conjunction with
TERRA i s basically what woul d happen to the outboard DSM i f
the route were to fail. Does everything just collapse? So
because of the spacing between the shear walls of the DSM
that we selected to design to, which is about 10 feet,
actually 8 feet, there is not enough -- there is enough
resi stance within those shear walls to keep the soil in
pl ace and not push the outboard DSMwal |l out. And that
shoul d have been -- that analysis is an attachnment to our
report. It was done in PLAXIS and it was with the
assunption that there was going to be |iquefaction
mtigation in-between the cells of the DSM

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: I n addition to the DSMor that the
DSM does the --

MR. ESPINOZA: In addition to it, yes.

MR. TOOTLE: If that wasn't clear in that first picture
where we tried to sumrmarize the mtigation. So the yellow
area was where vibro-conpaction would be. And it al so
overl aps where the DSMis along the western shore of the

i sland and the southern shore. So you get densified sand
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within the cells of the DSM

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: One quick question. 1Is it
feasible to add an additional piling farther out and to
reduce the amount of material that noves laterally?

MR. TOOTLE: The difficulty of that is really in the
manner in which the island was constructed with a series of
rock dikes. And so that is the main reason we pulled that
edge treatnent back about ten feet fromthe edge; just
because there is a trenendous anount of rock that was used
to build the edge of the island. Drilling through that is
just extrenely difficult and al nost inpractical,
unfortunately.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: So when you nodel ed that in your
sl ope stability then you took an average of soil versus --

MR. ESPI NOZA: Correct. So FHWA is going to ask you to
devel op an average based on your replacenent ratio and your
DSM and use that average to put it into your slide analysis.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: And you used 50 percent.

MR. ESPI NOZA: But then we added PLAXIS to give a
strength conpatibility to see how the Bay nmud and the
conpact abl e sands nove together with the DSM

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  You used the 50 percent, you used
the 50 percent ratio?

MR. ESPI NOZA: W used a 50 percent ratio, | think it's

in the Causeway. | think on the Ferry Termnal it's |ike 35
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per cent .
ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Less than the 40 that's usually --
MR ESPI NOZA: |'m sorry?
ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Less than the 40 that we usually

work with then?

MR. ESPINOZA: | don't know if it's usual but | think
it's -- | forget exactly what the replacenent ratio is on
the Ferry Termnal. |It's between 35 and 40 percent.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH. So PLAXI S typically gets confused
with large strains, though, and you' re talking about
mul tiple feet of strains.

MR. ESPI NOZA: Well, right. So what we did with PLAXI S
on the Ferry Term nal, because we were not so nuch concerned
with |iquefaction because we are inproving |liquefaction, is
to relate the pseudostatic rotation to sone novenent that we
did, that we got fromthe deformati on anal ysis that was used
in Bray and Travassarou and the NCHRP. And so the nmain
purpose to run PLAXIS was to say, okay, is this information
anal ysis too sinplistic that we're m ssing sonething with
the strain and conpatibility of the shore. And that was the
mai n purpose that we did PLAXIS. Wen we ran PLAXIS with a
simlar pseudostatic analysis, with a simlar pseudostatic
coefficient, it gave us less than a foot of deformation in
t he back of the DSM which inplies that the sinplified

def ormati on anal yses are actually conservati ve.
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ECRB MEMBER FRENCH. PLAXI S was a static anal ysis?

MR. ESPI NOZA: Pseudostatic. At the Ferry Termnal it
was pseudostati c.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: So you're not running -- you're
not running a tine history through PLAXIS for this
def or mati on?

MR. ESPINOZA: W did a tinme history full dynamc
analysis on the city side shore, which is north of the ferry
pi er, because there is no |liquefaction outside of the stone
colums. So we really wanted to know what the response was
of that ground and to see if it nade any damage to our
set back.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: And Juan was | ooking at the PLAXI S
anal ysi s?

MR. ESPI NOZA: Juan, yes, he helped. He reviewed and
hel ped us nodel the full dynam c anal ysis.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: And the static analysis as well?

MR ESPI NOZA: He |ooked at it as well.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. | guess | don't -- when | reviewed
t he desi gn geotechnical report | didn't find any reference
to the 35 percent, the only thing I found was the reference
to the 40 and 50 percent on the Causeway. So maybe you
can -- it says page 17, Ferry Term nal .

MR. ESPI NOZA: Yes, you're correct. The stability of

Cli pper Cove and the Ferry Term nal we're using about 40
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per cent .

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay, okay, thank you.

MR. TOOTLE: Any other ferry pier questions. W are in
the process of giving you a sunmary of which of those 12
itens are covered in each section

ECRB MEMBER COVERI O.  Thank you.

MR TOOTLE: The next discussion was on the breakwater.
Dilip, if you want.

MR, TRIVEDI : Thank you. I'mDlip Trivedi, for the
record. The next couple of slides here are addressing two
guestions in particular, one on the overtopping and then one
on sedinmentation effects, or are there any effects of the
breakwater on littoral processes in the area.

This shows pretty nmuch the cross-section design --

THE REPORTER: Excuse nme. | can't turn these mcs off
and I'magetting terrible feedback and it won't be able to be
transcri bed.

ECRB MEMBER COVERIO.  Ch, |I'msorry.

MR TOOTLE: Wit until Brad finishes.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Actually, Brad, why don't you
just share it on the mc so that --

MR. PORTER: To map kind of the responses in the neno
in your packet there with the order of the presentation.
|"mjust going off the first slide here. So the Project

Updat e corresponded to nunber 1, the Ferry Pier is 2 through
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5 and Item9, the Breakwaters are Itens 6 and 7, the
Perinmeter Shoreline, the |lateral deformation is 5 and 9 and
the Sea Level Rise is 10 and 11, underneath perineter
shoreline. The Causeway is 8 and 9 and Sei sm c
I nstrunentation is 12. So it roughly follows the order and
there is some overlap between itens but that is a pretty
good nmappi ng of what was in the packet.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. The Breakwater is 6 and 7?

MR PORTER  Yes.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay, got it.

MR TRIVEDI : So this particular slide is addressing
t he question on overtopping. And what we are show ng here
in the table, and this was | think provided -- the nethod
that is shown in here with the CEM | don't believe it was
in the package that was sent over to you. So this was
directly in response; it's really answering the question.
But the proposed crest elevation of the pile cap is 15 feet
NAVD, so it's about 6 feet of freeboard at 100 year tide.

And what we did in here was to | ook at different
conbi nati ons of events which all, roughly, are in excess of
a 100 year return period occurrence. The mean hi gher high
wat er and the 100 year wave down to a 100 year tide and an
annual wave. And in all of those, these different
conmbi nations itself, what we conputed was the actual, you

know, the discrete overtopping itself and it's near zero for
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the existing case. Under existing sea |level states it is
al nost zero. The highest nunber there is | think 1.3
gal l ons per m nute per foot of breakwater length. Wth 3
feet of sea level rise, and that was there just as an
addi tional information, you know, we do start seeing an

i ncrease in the anmount of overtopping.

This particular event here with the really high water
| evel and the | arge wave event, you start seeing 30 gallons
per mnute. This is 36 inch sea level rise. It is right
at, about the end of the designed |ife or maybe even before
the designed life of the structure.

And there are ways -- you know, we have confirnmed with
the structural engineers that there are ways to add in maybe
a recov wall on top of the pile cap itself in the event that
this overtopping starts creating an issue.

There's two reasons we are not really going higher.
Fifteen feet is above the elevation of the perineter
shoreline inprovenents in that area outside the breakwater.
It's actually higher than the perinmeter elevation within the
ferry plaza itself. So it's already high

The ot her reason was, even if there is an overtopping
element in there, the dock itself is a sufficient distance
away fromthe breakwater. The anount of overtopping there
whi ch woul d occur under a really |arge stormevent woul d not

be when ferries would be operational anyway.
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So in ternms of berthing, it wasn't much of an issue.
In terns of |oadings on the float itself, we verified that
t he amount of water and the wave energy that woul d be
associated with it is definitely much | ess than what it is
bei ng designed for with the kinematic | oadi ng and everyt hing
el se that we are tal king about.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO.  So the waves incident to this
breakwater are primarily wi nd waves, they' |l be kind of
choppy, under these design conditions?

MR TRIVEDI: And for the north breakwater the swell
conponent is pretty significant.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO There is a swell conponent?

MR TRIVEDI : Yes.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO (Okay. So that will be alittle
nore coherent in terns of |ike the overtopping.

MR. TRIVEDI : Right.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI O But the choppier w nd waves -
|"m Bob Battalio - the choppier wind waves are unlikely to
produce a coherent wave on the back side because of the kind
of randomess of the splashes due to the divergent crests
and scalloping. But the swell will be pretty coherent and
t hat woul d probably have a hi gher transm ssion.

MR TRIVEDI : Correct.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO. But it still should be a |ot

smal l er than --
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MR. TRIVEDI : They are a lot smaller than the wave
hei ghts that are being used for the overtoppi ng novenent
calcs for the breakwater. You know, what we are seeing is
that the | ocal seas are really governing the wave | oading
itself at high water level. So what is being -- what it is
bei ng designed for is it is actually a pretty high water
| evel with a higher, nmuch higher than this condition.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO So | think what you are saying
here is you are not worried. The wave run-up woul d exceed
the crest. There will be sone splash and spray if the w nd
is blowng in the right direction but it won't really
produce a coherent, transmtted wave that causes a problem

MR TRIVEDI: That's right.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO.  And then with sea level rise
there woul d be greater overtopping. But then, | guess, you
could nmodify the structure in sone way.

MR TRIVED : W could nodify the structure. You know,
| think we verified just as a back of the envel ope kind of
stuff, you know, if you are using the high -- not a
significant but if you use the 110, and if you superinpose a
90 percent reflection off of these vertical sheet pile
el enents, even under that condition, you know, that was
actually turning out to be actually just alittle -- you
know, that's nore of a determnistic approach to finding out

what the water surface profile elevation would be rather
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than the overtopping. W were getting zero. The water
surface profile was bel ow the crest elevation for the
exi sting case and it was just above for the three feet of
sea | evel rise case.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO (Ckay. |It's interesting you use
gal lons/ m nute/foot, I'mused to cubic feet/second.

MR TRIVEDI : You know, the nethod in the CEMis

actually - | think it's cubic nmeters/second/ nmeter |ength.
And this was -- GPM seens to be nore intuitive.
ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO | guessed that. But it doesn't

-- | mean, once you get to 36 inches of sea level rise you
have a, it seens like a fair anmount of overtopping.

MR TRIVEDI: That's a fair anount.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO But then the inplication is the
wat er, sonme of that splashes on the harbor side, sone of it
spl ashes on the Bay side. The stuff that splashes on the
harbor side is deep enough that it will just circul ate out.
It doesn't seemto -- it creates sonme waves but it doesn't
seemto --

MR TRIVEDI : Yes, yes. And this is a state which is
60, 70, depending on how many years, you know. Maybe over
100 years out. You know, at that point there probably wll
be significant inprovenents.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO W' Il be using hovercraft by

t hen.
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MR TRIVED : W'Ill be using hovercrafts hopefully.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO But so for the existing
conditions, this doesn't really seemto -- |I'mnot sure.

Was this issue really raised, the overtopping of the
breakwater, in our comments? It didn't seemlike that was
the main focus of our comments.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: No, | don't think so. And of
course, in the case of the overtopping situation, if the
storm does cone up and we do have overtopping, it's always a
situation, as you nentioned, that the ferry service can be
tenporarily interrupted. | don't think there is areal life
safety issue here or anything having -- associated with the
overt oppi ng.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO | don't know when a good tine

MR. TRIVEDI: This m ght be, you know.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO. | did raise before in our |ast
nmeeti ng a question about wave reflection, off the harbor
side of the north breakwater in particular. Wth the
asymmetric |ayout of the breakwaters it | ooks pretty
unlikely you woul d get nmuch reflection of the south
breakwater. But the north breakwater, |I'mlooking at this
figure in the handout.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Before you proceed though with
t hat, Bob.
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Do you have, do you have additional slides with respect
to sedinmentati on and sone of the other issues?

MR TRIVED : Yes | do, yes.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: So naybe what we should do is
post pone that and continue with your slides and then we'll
cone back?

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI O  Sure, absolutely.

MR. TRIVEDI : Sure. And on the specific question
related to sedinentation. You know, what we had done in
that same -- the reference source is the 2009 coastal report
that we had used for devel oping the CEQA docunent. And in
there we | ooked at aerial photographs going back to the '40s
and we don't really -- we did not really see any evidence of
a significant sand buil dup or beach al ong the Causeway.

G ven the dynami c nature of, you know, the wave
conditions here, there really isn't a |ot of sedinent that
is within the systemthat is staying on the shoreline
itself. And so our question that we were trying to address
in the EIR was, would the construction of the breakwaters
pose a growi ng sort of effect on sedinment transport. And
the answer was we really didn't see anything down coast, if
you will, for the predom nant wave conditions where
Sedi nent ati on processes would be affected so that's sort of
where we left it.

The hydrodynam ¢ nodeling that was done along with the

ALL AMERI CAN REPCORTI NG | NC.

(916) 362-2345




© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N NN N NN R R R R R R R R R
O N W N B O © O N o 00 »h W N R O

65

waves to produce these other reports, what we did | ook at
was the | ocation of the sedinent that would cone along the
shoreline and would be defl ected of fshore. And with the
angul ar nature of the breakwaters we felt that there was
enough energy to keep that sedi ment noving al ong the
al i gnnent of the breakwater and out into deep water, which
is about 20, 25 feet deep at |ow tide.

The only issue with the whol e sedi nentation subject
was, is there a need for dredging the entrance. CQur
prelimnary cal cul ati ons here showed that there really isn't
an issue with accunul ati on of sedinent until really far into
the future when there mght ne. The issue perhaps is nore
related to finer sedinments that would cone in and deposit
wi thin the harbor where the energy is substantially | ower.

So that was, so far, our answer to both of those
subjects itself. | know there was anot her question raised
in ternms of the ambient wave energy so if there is no
further questions on the sedinmentation i ssue and overtoppi ng
we can certainly get into the wave exposure.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Does this conclude your
presentation with respect to the breakwaters?

MR TRIVEDI: Yes. Yes.

ECRB CHAIR BORCHERDT: | would just like to say that we
appreciate receiving the additional information with respect

to the field volunes associated with the breakwaters.
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And | think it -- the breakwater and the Ferry Term nal
bring up a big question that has to be asked. And if it is
not asked now it is going to be asked later and it has to be
asked fromthe BCDC perspective. And that is that how do we
keep fills to a mninumin San Francisco Bay? And if fills
are needed then they need to be engineered well and to be
crucial or inportant for functions.

The basic question that cones to mind in this regard is
basically, is this the best |ocation for a Ferry Term nal
with respect to the potential problens associated with
putting in the breakwaters and all of the other things? And
it is avery -- it is alocation on the island that is
exposed to a |l ot of wave action fromstorns because it is
open and it is actually open clear to the ocean. O would a
better | ocation be on the southeastern corner of the island
where the | arge naval vessel dock is? Because in that

|l ocation that's a |l eeward side of the island so that it's

protected fromthe wind. It's basically a side of the
i sland where no fill -- it's a |ocation probably where no
fill with respect to breakwaters woul d need to be enpl aced.

It could be a nmuch nore cost-effective solution fromthe
poi nt of view of providing ferry access to the island.

And so an inportant question is, is there a better
| ocation for the Ferry Termnal? nd so | guess my point is

first of all, has this question been addressed? And then
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second of all, as part of the proceedings of this public
nmeeting | think it would be extrenely inportant to provide,
if the current selected location is the best |ocation for
the Ferry Term nal, then basically provide justification in
the mnutes in the proceedings of this neeting as to why the
current |ocation was selected as the preferred | ocation.

MR TRIVEDI : Do you want ne to start, maybe, and then
| can have Bob and Janes --

The CEQA docunent did | ook at alternatives. There were
two elenments that were | ooked at, one was alternatives
transportation nodes. The ferry transportation node is a
critical backbone of the transportation plan for Treasure
| sl and and so the shortest route or the quickest route to
San Francisco was definitely a driving criteria. That was
one.

Secondly, the depths and potential sensitive nature of
sonme of the habitats in the south part of O ipper Cove
between YBlI and Treasure Island. The tinme was, | think when
we | ooked at it, it was about three tines the tinmes that it
woul d take to cone here.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: How nmuch? How nuch additi ona
time?

MR TRIVEDI: It was about three tines. This was about
10 to -- it was about less than 15 mnutes as a ride from

San Franci sco downt own, downtown Ferry Term nal to Treasure
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I sland. And right around -- going all the way around,

t hink the distance el enent and the wake el enent, which was
to slow down the ferries, was adding a significant anount of
time to each transit.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: | assune the ferries from San
Franci sco would conme in fromthe south side or around on the
eastern side of Yerba Buena Island, correct? Beneath the
Bridge in the shipping channel ?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  The ferry buil ding.

MR TRIVEDI: Right nowit -- we don't have a whole
baywi de picture here. But the shortest distance is fromthe
downtown ferry termnal to Building 1.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ferry Buil di ng across.

MR. TRIVEDI: Yes, Ferry Building, straight across.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: | can understand that, that
reason nmaekes sense.

MR TRIVEDI: That was one of the main elenents in
there. And as | said, with the amount of initial dredging,
mai nt enance dredgi ng and the sensitive nature of sone of the
habi tat that was observed sout heast of Treasure |Island, were
significant enough inpacts that this was a preferred
| ocation even though breakwaters were necessary.

Bob, do you want to add anything el se on that?

MR BECK: I'll just say a few nore words as it relates

to the transit tine. | didn't work on the environnenta
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docunent but ny understanding of the analysis is simlar to
what Dilip said, that the transit time was a critical factor
i n the decision-naking.

There are two issues there. One is to pronote choice.
If you increase the trip time a | ot people are going to be
less likely to utilize the ferry versus driving or -- well,
particularly versus driving, because our entire focus with
the transit is to keep people off of the Bay Bridge. So
increasing the transit tinme decreased the utilization of the
ferry.

But then also the cost of operating the ferry. Being
able to -- right now the analysis is with transit and
| oadi ng and unl oadi ng we can nake two trips an hour with a
ferry. Wth the longer transit tinme the nunber of ferries
we woul d have to have in service in order to provide the
service went up and it was a huge cost driver on the overal
transportation program

So even though there are additional dredging costs and
so forth associated with the |ocation, they are far
out wei ghed by the savings of operating the ferry system

MR. TRIVEDI: There are two vessels --

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: | guess what | am saying with
respect to this issue is that -- and I think it's inportant
that these facts and this information that you are

presenting here basically be formalized so that |ater down
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the road as the construction begins and people start seeing
these built, appear in the Bay and they are going to be

bl ocki ng sone of the view with respect to the island and so
forth, that -- and then we've got to worry about how t hose
fills are going to be taken to the island, what the inpact
is going to be on transportation routes and so forth and so
on. So | think it is inportant that a pretty thorough
justification be put together for why this is the preferred
| ocati on.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. The EIR addresses it in detail.

MR TRIVEDI : Yes, the EIR does.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So that -- can we -- would it be
hel pful if we referenced in our mnutes, referenced that
docunent that explains why the west side of Treasure Island
is the preferred alternative for the selection of a ferry
termnal. | nmean, at least if we had that docunent
ref erenced.

MR. MONTES: | also was going to nention that BCDC is
going to have to make the case that there is no other
alternative upland | ocation or anywhere el se. Because
before -- as the Chair nentioned, before doing any nore fill
in the Bay, in order to recommend the project before the
Comm ssion the staff has to analyze and nake sure that the
argunments are there to put nore fill in the Bay rather than

not. And since there is already a pier there, you know, you
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have to give us the reasons why, you know, that, why
constructing, devel oping and designing a new ferry term nal
is better than utilizing the existing facility fromthe

ot her side.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes, but again, if we --

MR. MONTES: Besides cost.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Yes. But if we reference, at |east
reference the EIR, that's a step forward because there is a
whol e section on this, quite a bit of presentation on this
issue. But isn't there a -- can BCDC suggest to the

applicant that they need to find a place where they can

remove fill to balance the anmount of fill they are putting
in?

MR. PERCHER: Yes, if there is fill in the Bay,
sonetimes they have to mitigate for the fill that is going

to be placed there. Mng can --

MR SUH This is Janes Suh. W have actually done
that calculation on that fill renoval and we have |ocated --
it just happens to be on the sane side, on the west side
there is a pier that is currently red-tagged and off-limts
because it is falling into the Bay. So that actually would
nore than conpensate for the anmount of breakwater and ferry
pier. So that is going to be |ooked at for sure.

M5. YEUNG And the applicants have spoken with the

staff about it.
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ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Yes, that's what | thought.

M5. YEUNG W are analyzing the Bay fill in the
mtigation.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Yes, that's what | thought.

MR TRIVEDI: There is a net, there is a net credit at
the end after renmoval of this. It is actually |arger
removal than the anount of fill that is going into the
br eakwat er s.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Can you provide us with a -- do you
have a copy of the EIR?

MR. MONTES: | don't have a copy of the EIR

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Can you provide us with a copy of
the EIR? And also can you let the m nutes show that you
referenced -- the docunment that you referenced, the date,
and when it was vetted and when it was accepted. | assune
all those things have occurred, right?

MR. PORTER: | have the final EIR here, | can give it
to you el ectronically.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes, take care of it as part of
your m nutes here.

MR. MONTES: We have run beyond the 2:30 mark. Can
we - -

MR. TOOTLE: Do you want to address the one | ast
guesti on.

MR TRIVEDI : Yes. |Is there anything else fromBob in
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terms of the -- there was a question about the orientation
of the breakwaters and then three breakwater versus two
br eakwat er .

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO | just want to ask the Chair, is
this a good time for ne to -- Roger, is this a good tine for
me to ask nmy question about the reflected waves?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. He wants to tal k about the
br eakwat er orientation.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Sure.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI G  Ckay.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: A few comments here.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO So |I'm |l ooking at this graphic
in the handout and it shows -- let's just ook at the north
berth. The north berth has the wave rows and it shows the
waves approaching from you know, kind of west-southwest and
| assune that's after they have been affected by the
breakwaters and the |ike.

But when | | ook at that wave approach orientation and
the north breakwater orientation, it appears to ne that you
woul d get some reflected waves off of that, that north
breakwat er, that would then be directed at the berth. And
the concern is not that those waves, | nean, they should be
smal | er than the incident waves. But the concern is, that |
have or | guess ny question is, whether or not that has been

consi der ed?

ALL AMERI CAN REPCORTI NG | NC.

(916) 362-2345




© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N NN N NN R R R R R R R R R
O N W N B O © 0 N o 00 »h W N L O

74

Because | do recall years ago at the downtown ferry
termnal we had a situation like this and the effect of
havi ng waves simultaneously arriving at two directions at 30
to 40 degrees of f caused sone pretty extreme notions in the
float, which once it was anal yzed there were sonme spikes in
the load tinme series because of the way the piles and the
fl oats nove and how t hey respond agai nst the incom ng waves
and the like.

And so what we concl uded when we were working on the
downtown ferry termnal is that having the sinultaneous
condition of incident and refl ected waves, al nost -
regardl ess of the fact that refl ected waves woul d be
smal l er, causes a wave feel that really increases the | oads
on their pilings and al so affects your operational notions.
The notions m ght be too great, too nmuch notion for people
to access safely.

And | brought this concern up before and I don't expect
you to necessarily address it now if you haven't analyzed it
but I do recommend that you take a close |look at that, both
in ternms of your pile | oadings and also in ternms of your
vessel -- your float notions and the notions that people
wi |l experience as hey are wal king on the gangways and
whet her or not that knocks off sone of your operational
time.

MR, TRIVEDI : Sure, yes. | nean, that was -- a
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specific surge nodeling or analysis was not undertaken at
the tinme when we did this work, primarily because the
original plan was to have a nole -- we don't have that
figure in the presentation. But the way the breakwater --
imagine this is the northern breakwater. W had a
significant portion of the connector fromthe rock dike to
the sheet pile element with a rock nole, which is absorbing.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIQO It dissipates.

MR. TRIVEDI : Yes, dissipating. And through the
di scussions with the resource agencies and BCDC staff and
ot hers, you know, that was taken off, primarily because of
t he amount of bay fill that it was adding to the project.
And so at the present tine | would say that either leaving a
gap of some kind, which would be -- | should nention in here
that the design level of the Ferry Termnal, since there are
so many different ways.

As is typical in marine engineering, we take it to a
| evel of design and the contractor does cone up with
different alternatives perhaps, and that is exactly what
happened with the downtown ferry termnal. W designed a
type of structure which ended up bei ng not what was
constructed because of the design nature. That's probably
what is going to happen here also. And so if the results
show that a gap at the connector to the rock dike is

necessary, is advantageous, it will be left in there.
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ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO.  Yes. | think that that would
hel p quiet the basin a bit and certainly you will have sone
enhanced run-up and choppiness in that corner. So | think
| eaving a gap certainly would be sonmething that woul d occur
to me or to provide sonme sort of wave di ssipation nechani sm
still, I think, at the ferry float. | think your wave
climate is not going to be as good as these nunbers
i ndi cate, because of the reflected wave, which isn't
represent ed here.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  You're referencing Figure 5.267

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIG It's Alternative 3.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO And it's called -- yes, 5.26 in
t he back of the handout.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So the north berth gets a wave of
1.48 max and the south gets .41?

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO Yes. And if you |look at the --
it says, for exanple, about a one foot wave, .8 to 1.2 feet
is about 1.38 hours per year. That seens lowto ne. M gut
feeling is that if you added boat weight in you would get,
you woul d get sone hal f-foot waves at |east, especially for
t he nonohulls you'd have a little bit nore than that. So |
think what this is is a wi nd-wave analysis for instant waves
only without the reflected waves. And with that it's maybe

alittle on the lower side, | think. | would guess. |It's
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certainly within nmethod uncertainty, but if you added in a
few things you woul d get these waves a little nore often
Whet her or not that's a problemoperationally, |I'm not

cl ear.

MR. TRIVEDI : | should point out that these are not the
waves that are being used to design the float.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI G Right.

MR TRIVEDI : This is an incident wave climate.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI O  Yes, for operational.

MR. TRIVEDI : More for an operational analysis of how
many hours in a year the Ferry Term nal m ght be affected.

MR PORTER Dil, if I mght, Brad with Mffatt &

Ni chol. W were designing -- we are analyzing the fl oat
right now and | think that is the analysis that Rod is going
to offer analysis. So Bob, yes, we are | ooking at reflected
waves.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO Yes, | think that's my main
point is | would encourage you to look at that. | think you
are going to have to do sonething to deal with those
refl ected waves off the harbor side of the north breakwater.
And you maybe do want to | eave a gap just so you don't get
hyper - spl ash up on the shore there.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. What is considered an acceptabl e
hours/year for a one foot?

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI O | woul d have to | ook back,
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because we | ooked at this in ferry for the downtown ferry
t erm nal

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO.  And |1'd have to | ook back at
that. | nean, these, you know, one hour per year is al nost
not hi ng.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI O  You know, that could happen at
ni ght when you're not running the ferry, so | think that's
great. It could easily be higher than that though,
especially with refl ected waves.

| think there -- | think | ooking at the downtown ferry
term nal you mght sone criteria. | haven't -- I'd have to
| ook back at the notes.

MR. TRIVEDI : And again, the purpose of that exercise
that we did in 2009 or 2008 was primarily to justify the
need for a breakwater. And so we ended up doing these
analysis with and without a breakwater to conpare how nany
hours would be lost if we did build a breakwater and how
transit would be affected. So that was primarily the
reason.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So how many hours woul d you | ose,
if you didn't build a breakwater. Because that speaks to
the question of fill in the Bay.

MR TRIVEDI : Yes. And so that was the previous. In
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fact, here |I have the --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Wich one is that?

MR. TRIVEDI : | thought that particular one was in
there but this --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Alternative 1? No, that's a
symmetrical breakwater. Alternative 2 was a --

MR TRIVEDI : Yes, there was the initial condition
whi ch was no breakwater, which is in reference -- the
Appendi x B. And there we were | ooking at 27.5 days in the
year that the northern berth will be affected with waves
whi ch are greater than one foot.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. That wasn't handed out then?

MR. PORTER. Frank, that was part of our submttal back
in January.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay.

MR PORTER: That's the reference.

MR TRIVEDI : That's the original reference itself, the
2009.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay.

MR, PORTER It was submitted to the ECRB i n January.

MR. TRIVEDI : And 28 days, but 28 days in three hour
i ncrenents could be, you know, three nonths or four nonths
in ayear. And so it clearly did not work w thout a
br eakwat er .

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay.
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ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Roger Borcherdt. And | suspect
that some of your |argest waves are going to be coming in
fromthe south because the stornms in the Bay, the |arger
stornms often conme fromthe south. They generate waves that
are going to be traveling north. And probably this
configuration alternate, Alternative 3, is going to allow
sonme of those waves really to get into the harbor.

Now t he point is that, you know, how many hours is that
going to disrupt ferry service. | think it probably wll
di srupt ferry service a significant portion of the tine that
these storns are going on and so that should be built into
these costs with respect to thinking about which route is
the best. 1In any case, a solution to that, of course, is to
go to Alternative 2, which is to put another breakwater out.
But unless that is really needed I wouldn't want to
encour age that because that nmeans nore fill in the Bay.

MR TRIVED : It definitely makes it, you know, cal ner
in the harbor itself but it conmes at the expense of a |ot of
maneuvering and dredgi ng that woul d be needed.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: That's correct.

MR. TRIVEDI: They work counter to each other. You
know, a cal m harbor neans nore sedi nent deposition.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO And | agree with Roger's
comments. | mean, even though we are tal king about the

operational | think that's an issue of whether or not when
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you consider reflections it would | ower your operational
time bel ow sonme threshold, I'mnot sure. |t mght.

But I"musing this figure because it has a nice graphic
toit and I can see the refractive and transform wave
approach direction and I don't see that for the extrenes.

In the extreme condition the 100 year southerly storm m ght,
| woul d expect, be your design condition with a reflected
wave and | don't think that's a mnor consideration at all.
You know, the solution mght be to put sone sort of

di ssi pation on the back side of that north breakwater. And
as far as the gap goes, yes, you're probably going to want
sonething like that. You are not going to want to trap the
waves inside the, inside of the harbor.

Just some comments. |'msure you'll get into this as
you get into the design

MR, TRIVEDI : And then the next one is the perineter
shoreline.

MR. TOOTLE: Did you want to take a break?

MR. MONTES: Should we break now for nmaybe five m nutes
and cone back?

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Yes, we can break for five
m nutes. W do have to stay on schedul e here, though,
because | think we still have quite a bit of material to
cover. So let's take a -- if people would |like to have a

five mnute break let's have a five m nute break.
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MR MONTES: Just five mnutes. We'Il| cone back at
3: 00 o' cl ock.

(OFf the record at 2:49 p.m)

(On the record at 2:57 p.m)

MR. MONTES: Before we start the discussions again
wanted to | et the audi ence know that we have the Chief of
Permits and Director of Permits here. Introduce yoursel ves.

REGULATORY PROGRAMS DI RECTOR McCREA:  Hi, good
afternoon, I'mBrad McCrea; | amthe director of the
regul atory program at BCDC

CH EF OF PERM TS BATHA: And |'m Bob Batha; I'mthe
Chief of Permts.

MR. MONTES: And anybody el se that cane in |ater,
pl ease i ntroduce thensel ves.

MR LOKE: MW nane is Kheay Loke; I'mwith TIDC, the
developer. | work with Janes.

MR ELIAHU.  Uri Eliahu with ENGEO

MR. MONTES: Thank you.

MR. PAPADOPQULCS: Stefanos Papadopoul os with ENGEO.

MR. MONTES: And a rem nder to please put your nane on
t hat sheet of paper in back. Chair?

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Thank you. So now we start with
t he perineter shoreline.

MR. TOOTLE: Al right. So we have covered a little

bit of this topic froma geotechnical perspective when we
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were tal king about the ferry pier so if some of this is a
little bit of a repeat again, | just want to enphasi ze t hat
the perineter and the non-project scenario, we would
anticipate very large lateral deformations with good
portions of the island going in towards the Bay and then the
Wi th-project scenario mtigating that substantially.

In addition to the deep soil mxing at Cipper Cove and
at the ferry pier, as | have nmentioned earlier, where the
devel opnment setback is nuch greater, particularly next to
what we call City Side Park north of the north breakwater.
W had a less rigid, spreading mtigation alternative
proposed, which was a stone colum ground i nprovenent
techni que right behind the top of slope. And so for that
anal ysis you nentioned earlier whether the PLAXIS was
pseudostatic or fully dynamc? W did do a fully dynam c
PLAXI S nodel on this location; we figured this condition
warranted it. This is a summary of that result.

We di d have six earthquake notions that we took a | ook
at. And so this plot on the top is deformation in feet, as
is right on the vertical axis, and distance fromthe
shoreline so it is scaled to the figure below. So zero
being the top of slope with the deformations goi ng down as
you nove inland. W used the same deformation criteria of a
foot or less at our setback |location. This shows the

results of various earthquake notions and the resulting
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def ormati on out here at the setback.

And then for reference we wanted to plot the | ateral
def ormati ons observed during Loma Prieta. Although the
t hi ckness of the line at this scale al nost went right across
to zero | just put the circle in here to say that we had
sone deformations in this |ocation, that we are on the order
of less than half a foot and they kind of went to zero as
you got about 80 to 100 feet inland. So just sort of a
rel ati ve perspective fromthe design event or something
closer to a design event as conpared to Loma Prieta.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH. And this was including
I i quefaction then?

MR TOOTLE: Yes.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH. So the strengths you put in, was
PLAXI S liquefying the soil or you gave it a -- started with
a liquefied strength?

MR. TOOTLE: Correct nme if I'mwong but we used the
I iquefied strength when we did the PLAXI S anal ysi s.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: What kind of strengths did you
use, just out of --

MR. ESPI NOZA: We used all three rel ationships, we used
Seed and Harder. So it's an average between 200 PSF up to
400 PSF on the higher, local material in the Bay.

MR. TOOTLE: and then this is just a representation of

one of those earthquake notions in the zero degree direction
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and 90 degree direction. O naybe | got those backwards.
But again, the deformation contours and the strain

devel opnment | ocations, conparing what you would get froma
one-di mensi onal shake analysis and the PLAXIS analysis. W
felt they matched up very well. And again, showed the
deformation is limted really to the edge and not
propagating that far back into the devel opnent.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Those spectra are taken where, at
t he ground surface?

MR. ESPI NOZA: The spectra are taken at the devel opnent
site.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: At the ground surface?

MR, ESPI NOZA:  Yes.

MR TOOTLE: And then sea level rise is also a concern
on the perinmeter shoreline. So that concluded the geotech
portion of the remaining perineter shoreline because
everything el se was the deep soil mxing that we tal ked bout
with the ferry pier. So if we wanted to nove on to the
shoreline, we can.

MR TRIVEDI : | amjust going to breeze through this
very quickly because it is really part of a package that had
been done for staff. It shows for Sub-phase 01 what is
being initially constructed along the shoreline in terns of
perimeter inprovenents and what the potential options

avai l able to go beyond the -- you know, well beyond even end
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of century levels of sea level rise. W are showing in here
up to 5.5 feet of sea level rise that can be accommpdat ed.

So for Cipper Cove Pronenade. That's one of the main
things I would say has changed as the desi gn devel oped over
t he past few nonths has been rather than to go to a 16
inches of sea level rise allowance at the tine of
construction itself, the difference between going to that
and just a little bit higher, whichis 36. So in terns of
20 inches, given the type of inprovenents that are being
made on the perineter, which is rock, we felt it was
warranted to just go ahead and go up to a rmuch hi gher | evel
of allowance and bring up grades on the back side also for
t he pronmenades to not have a visual obstruction.

So with that, these el evations here are show ng that
the perineter is well beyond what current |evels of sea
state would require and 36 inches of sea level rise is being
included in the initial construction itself.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO Dil, before you nove on | just
want to, if | coul d?

MR TRIVEDI : Yes.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI O  Just to nmake sure | understand.
So that light blue line with the data triangle thing, it is
the 100 year wave run-up elevation or total water |evel?

MR. TRIVEDI : For this particular location, Cipper

Cove, there's no waves.
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ECRB MEMBER BATTALI G  Ckay.

MR TRIVEDI: So it's all the 100 year tide, which is
9.2; 3 feet of sea level rise on top of that, which would be
12; freeboard above that, sonme anount of freeboard. So the
proposed el evation is about 12.5 along Cipper Cove.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO And then in other places where
you are actually including the wave run-up.

MR TRIVEDI : It is nuch higher.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI O But you are including that in
your flood elevation that you' re adding sea |level rise to?

MR TRIVEDI : Yes.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI O That was one of the things that
was a little confusing before, prior to this version. So
now you' ve actually, you're raising the perineter.

MR. TRIVEDI : Yes, we are raising the perineter.
Dependi ng on where you are -- maybe | can go to Waterfront
Pl aza here, for exanple. This is within the harbor so maybe
this is really not the one. But an exposed -- so this is
t he exposed shoreline right there.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI G  Ckay.

MR. TRIVEDI: There the proposed el evations here that
are shown are 15.5.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO So that's the 100 year total
water |evel --

MR TRIVED : It's the total water level plus 3 feet.
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ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO. -- with sea | evel added to that,
okay.

MR TRIVEDI : Yes. So 3 feet above -- well, not 3 feet
above. [It's the runoff associated with a higher stage in
t he Bay.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO Right, it's the 100 year total
wat er | evel .

MR TRIVEDI : Yes, it's the total water |evel as
cal cul at ed based on the sl opes that we are using.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Dilip? Frank Rollo.

The gray shading, is that the -- is that the buttress?

MR TRIVEDI: So this is the existing rock right now.
So this is all of the existing --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Right. But the gray bl ock behind

MR. TRIVEDI : This right here? Yes, these are, in this
particul ar | ocation, stone col umms.

MR TOOTLE: That's the stone col um.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. That's the stone colum. And you
are al so doing sonme -- that's all stone colums, right?

MR TRIVED : Yes. So it's DSM at Cipper Cove and the

Ferry Plaza and along City Side Park it's all stone col ums.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So all the added fill, where fill
will be added to accommopdate the 36 inch sea |level rise or
the 66, will those areas be surcharged to accomdat e t hat
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addi ti onal added height of fill?

MR. TOOTLE: The additional fill is not that nuch. |
think it's on the order of a foot or so to get to that |eve
of protection.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Well here. But about where you are
addi ng 667?

MR TRIVEDI: Wth the 66 the options are shown as in
-- when the need arises, for exanple, at 66 --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Right. No, when the need arises
you are going to raise the grade.

MR TRIVEDI : Yes.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  |I'masking, will you --

MR TRIVED : Yes, on DSM yes. It will only be on --
because at that point it will be functioning as a | evee.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

MR TRIVED : And for a | evee, you know, it's either a
-- in the stone colum areas there is a seepage cutoff and
t he foundation of the |l evee is on the stone col ums
t hensel ves.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So it will only be in the areas
where ground i nprovenent has occurred.

MR TRIVEDI : Yes.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. There will be no added fill 30
years fromnow to accomobdate the additional three feet.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO W are not -- for the extrene sea
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| evel rise that could happen in the future.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

MR. TOOTLE: W are not pre-mtigating those conditions
today. W are going to mtigate for what has being

constructed today.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO | think what Frank is asking is
whet her or not the soil will be strong enough to accommpdate
the --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes, but |I'mworried about
settlement. | guess |I'masking the question, you are
anticipating a 36 inch rise. Watever height of fill you
are placing to accomopdate the 36 inch rise will be placed
over the -- in the buttress areas. There won't be any fill

ext endi ng beyond that ?

MR. TOOTLE: That's primarily true, yes.

MR. TOOTLE: Ckay.

MR TRIVEDI : In this area.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes. But at sone point in tine you
may have to add another 30 inches, correct? And now does
that 30 inches, will that added 30 inches extend beyond the
area --

MR TRIVEDI : Yes.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Ckay. WII the ground that is
beyond the buttress be surcharged to accomobdate this added

wei ght of fill that you are going to be placing at sone tine
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in the future?

MR. TOOTLE: No, we are not going to pre-mtigate for
potential consolidation of that future public works. That
work will have to be -- that inpact will have to be included
in that future design

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  So because that falls within our

boundary that neans you have to cone back to us -- | won't
be here, sone of you will. But you are going to have to
conme back to us because you will be raising the grade an

addi tional 30 inches.

MR TOOTLE: Yes. | think that -- whatever that
project is, | think conceptually we have plenty of roomto
accommpdate |ots of different potential alternatives. But
what ever the selected alternative is, we would envision
com ng back to this Board if it exists at that tine or
what ever - -

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Wait, wait, wait.

MR TOOTLE: In whatever formit existed or whatever,
that woul d have to be re-permtted. But we are not trying
to pre-design for it now.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. W might outlast the island.

(Laughter.)

MR TRIVEDI : 1In the three separate areas what we were
showi ng, our intent here was to show that our options in

this particular dipper Cove area, this would becone a
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| evee. So you can either nmake it a | evee -- there's enough
| and there and benefits there to perhaps not even construct
a level but just construct the entire 100 foot and just nake
it a natural high ground.

As far as the wharf and plaza, yes, there will be a
need in the future to raise the elevations that are under
the shelter. Again, we are talking 66 inches, so this would
be after 3 feet has already occurred, you know. Again
woul d say, well beyond the life of this particular -- the
design life of the structure.

Options that exist. You know, very simlar. Along
City Side Park. This is being added at the current tinme and
it is not on inproved soil but that settlenent is being
taken into account. It's the feature back here that will be
on inproved soils at that tine.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO  Question. So you all are
wor king with the BCDC staff on this?

MR TRIVEDI: Yes, that's correct.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI O | think I know the answer but |
want to ask it anyway for the record.

MR TRIVEDI : Sure.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI O When the new FEMA maps cone out,
and | don't know, | guess they are being reviewed but we
can't see them they're sequestered in the review process or

sonmet hing. But when they do conme out, all the living
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guarters will be above and beyond the flood zones in the 100
year maps?

MR. TRIVEDI : Wthout inprovenents and during
construction, you nean?

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIG Wl | no.

MR TRIVEDI: ©Ch, after construction.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO  After the project is built.

MR. TRIVEDI : Everything is. | mean, after the
shoreline, the pronenade is beyond the FEMA fl ood zone.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI O The existing or the proposed?

MR. TRIVEDI: The proposed. The existing shoreline
areas --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So the ground floor of al
residential devel opnent will be above any -- any standard
establ i shed --

MR TRIVEDI: It will be above the FEMA fl ood zone even
after 36 inches of sea |level rise has been added.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO | just wanted to make sure
because that was one of the questions we had.

MR TRIVEDI : Yes.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI O Knowi ng that the new FEMA maps
are coming out it would seem beneficial to have the
resi dences above those flood I|ines.

MR. TRIVEDI : Yes. The new FEMA naps are going to

show, you know, somewhere -- hopefully it shows exactly what
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we had cal cul ated, you know, plus or mnus a few inches.
But it's in the 9.5 range, 9.2 to 9.5 would be the FEVA
flood zone. At a mnimuma finished floor is 12.5.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO.  Well that's the still water
| evel or the Bay water |evel.

MR. TRIVEDI: They are 300 feet in back of the --

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO And with the wave run-up and
overtoppi ng that would occur right now, but with your new
perimeter maybe not. Regardless of all that, right now on
the existing raise the FEMA maps will show wave action
propagati ng over the top of the shore and into the site.

MR. TRIVEDI: Yes, until the energy falls off. They
are showi ng as Zone B --

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI G Right.

MR. TRIVEDI : Which is only along the perineter. It
shoul d be to sonme di stance inboard. W wll be way above
t hat .

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO So ny question is, just to be
really clear, is that based on what everybody knows ri ght
now, we are anticipating that the residences will be above
and beyond the new FEMA maps that are presently under review
but not available for us to | ook at.

MR TRIVEDI : Yes.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI O  Thank you.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: This is Roger Borcherdt; just to
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foll ow on with one question.
What are the anticipated sources of the fill and howis
it going to be transported to the island?

MR. TRIVEDI : That m ght be you, Stefanos.

MR. PAPADOPOULCS: Stefanos Papadopoul os. | can answer
to that.

We have been actually bringing fill to the site over
t he past several years. W brought all of the fill that

cane out fromthe fourth bore of the Caldecott Tunnel; other
sources are the excavation of the Central Subway station
al so the Transbay Term nal tower. So those resources al one
is about half a mllion to 600,000 cubic yards of soil. And
of course, even nore dirt will be comng --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Including the Bay nud?

MR, PAPADOPOULCS: No.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  So not all is soil.

MR. PAPADOPOULCS: No. | nean, pseudo-new soil.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: And you say that has already
been recovered or it is still in place?

MR. PAPADOPQULCS: About 250,000 yards of it has been
al ready stockpiled at this point.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Are you stockpiling it on YB, on
Yer ba Buena, or are you stockpiling it on Treasure |sland?

MR. PAPADOPOULCS: Treasure |sland.
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ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So you are surchargi ng now?

MR, PAPADOPOULCS:  Yes.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Is it a controlled surcharge?

MR PAPADOPOULCS: Well, we have sone nonunents.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. The answer is, no.

MR PAPADOPOULCS: The contractor wants to know how
much dirt he is going to | ose.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So you're creating a -- okay,
that's all right.

MR TRIVED : Yes. It is not part of the project at
this time. Because not even the |land transfer hasn't gone
t hr ough.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes, yes, that's okay, | don't want
to know. | don't want to know.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: And the nmaterial fromthe
Cal decott boring, has that already been --

MR. PAPADOPOULCS: Yes. (lnaudible) is the material
fromthe Cal decott boring.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: And that's what we'd get for
bui | di ng di kes and what ever.

MR. PAPADOPQULCS: Yes, | nean --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: C ayst one rock.

(Several people speaking at once.)

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Thank you.

MR. PAPADOPOULOCS: You're very wel cone.
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ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So you guys are doing Atterberg
l[imts tests on it because now you're going to create an
expansi ve soil issue now?

(Laughter.)

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Actually there's hydrocarbons in
that too, there's sone oil, sone petroleumin that Cal decott
Tunnel . Naturally occurring.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Janes doesn't want to hear that.
Janes doesn't want to hear that.

MR ELIAHU. It's a story with NGOs. No, it went
t hrough a very exhaustive range of tests before it was ever
| oaded onto a truck and brought to the island. So there was
mat erial on the surface that had been inpacted by years of
exhaust funes and that was not brought to Treasure Island.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: No, there was naturally-occurring
ancient --

MR. ELIAHU. Lignite, right.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Well, sone of it was oily and
sti cky.

MR ELIAHU. But there was not, none of that was
brought to Treasure Island. Everything was tested before
it --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: | wasn't nmeaning to --

MR. TOOTLE: The Causeway. So as | nentioned earlier,

the Causeway is considered the primary point of ingress and
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egress fromthe island. This slide has a few figures you
have seen before and maybe a few di fferent nodifications.
There's been lots of exploration within the Causeway. This
is a geologic cross-section cut from Yerba Buena | sl and
going to Treasure Island, which is oriented this way, so
Yer ba Buena over here and Treasure |sland over there.

We took a | ook at several different cross-sections
t hrough the Causeway. Cross-section His what is presented
in this presentation. It was considered the nost critical
section given the height of the enmbanknent and the relative
t hi ckness of the Bay nud. The Bay nmud does get thicker as
you nove towards Treasure |Island and then the enmbanknent
gets |l ower so that conditions were considered nost critical
here at this cross-section.

So we have added to this figure kind of the 100 year
wat er surface elevation as well as the depth of renopval that
is going to take place. W nentioned earlier in the
presentation that the mtigation for the Causeway is to
remove the mpjority of the enmbanknment fill that exists now,
get down to this elevation of this orange Iine and then do
the deep soil cement m xing across pretty nmuch the entire
foundati on bottom of the Causeway, stabilize the foundation
and then replace the enbanknent with new engi neered fill.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: So that is a significant

excavati on before you begin trimm ng and repl aci ng.

ALL AMERI CAN REPCORTI NG | NC.

(916) 362-2345




© 00 N o o B~ w N P

N NN N NN R PR R R R R R R R
O N W N B O © 0 N o 00 »h W N R O

99

MR. TOOTLE: Obviously, you know, as you get closer to
Yer ba Buena the cuts are deeper. That is going to have to be
staged, obviously. W are not going to cut off access to
the project site when we do that. So it is going to require
shoring, it is going to require staging to take it out and
put back in pieces. But that is the design that is
currently used to stabilize the Causeway and nake sure that
after the design event it is still intact.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Frank Rollo. So you are going to
leave in up to 30 feet of fill in the vicinity of boring --
what is that, 122-C-9? O 10 -- yes, 122-C-9 or B-5, in
that area. D d you consider -- a couple of questions.

Question one is, you indicated that you are going to do
the fill work before you do the ground inprovenent. Did you
consi der doing the ground inprovenent, taking advantage of
the inmproved ground as a -- as a way of stabilizing the
cuts?

MR TOOTLE: Well the intent is to renove the fill, do
the ground inprovenent and then replace the fill.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. I'msorry, then | m sunderstood.

So the fill renoval will be all the way across, not just the
center portion?

MR. TOOTLE: Exactly.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: It is the whole length but you are

doing right and left, half at a tine, right? On Hyou're
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going to do one side and then the other side.

MR. TOOTLE: Exactly. So --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: On G you're going to do the whole
length of it.

MR. TOOTLE: The means and net hods obviously will be
dependent on the contractor to some degree. But how we
envi sion the construction occurring would be to put in
shoring down the mddl e of the Causeway, renove the materia
all the way down to this orange line, go in with sole cenent
and treat the foundation materials and then repl ace that
section. And do that al ong one side of the Causeway and
then repeat the process on the other side of the Causeway.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes, but what about the center?

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: That's an awful big wall.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. \What about the center? Are you
doi ng the ground inprovenent in the center portion too?

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Well, there is --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. | guess | -- then | didn't read
your --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Longitudinally it's the whole
| engt h.

MR TOOTLE: Yes, so --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes, | understand that.

MR TOOTLE: So there's a -- there's all kinds of --

skip psst these. So this is a plan view al ong cross-section
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H H.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

MR. TOOTLE: And so essentially the whole footprint, |
mean, we've shaded in as getting treated. So the shoring
will go down the mddle. The DSM i nprovenent is
predom nately closed cell, so you can see all the cells are
closed. The cell in the mddle will be open essentially the
| ength of the Causeway although it's closed at both ends
with the inprovenents that are going on at Treasure Island
and with the geology that's on Yerba Buena Island. So in
ef fect you have open cell DSM i nprovenent right down the
center and then closed cell on either side.

In the design section that is shown here you can see
there's different replacenment ratios. A higher replacenent
rati o near the edge and | ower replacenment ratio in the
m ddle. And part of that is during the design process --
"1l back up a little bit. W started | ooking at
stabilizing the edges as we poured the rest of the island.
But once we started doing the PLAXIS anal ysis we realized
that even though we were showi ng deformati ons at the back of
the DSM that nmet our criteria there was |ots of deformation,
vertical deformation occurring in the center, so the center
was saggi ng even though the sides were kind of staying in
pl ace. And so that's why additional DSM was added towards

the center to support the center of the Causeway.
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ECRB MEMBER FRENCH. Wy woul d they -- are you raising
the existing grade of road or are you putting it back to
where it is currently?

MR. TOOTLE: W are putting it back to where it is
currently?

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH. So why would it sag nmuch? Hasn't
it already settled?

MR. TOOTLE: Well, there is seismcally-induced
settlement that can occur as well.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Ckay, but I'mlooking at T3-18, the
sketch. Okay. This shows, as | read this --

MR TOOTLE: That's simlar --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. The yellowis the -- the yellowis
the DSM the blue is the DSM conpacted fill.

MR. TOOTLE: No, it --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. What is the blue -- what is the
blue -- What is the blue that 1'm |l ooking at?

MR. TOOTLE: The blue is still DSM although it's -- the
repl acenent ratio isn't as robust as on the sides in the
yel | ow.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Ckay. So then what is the white
gap in the mddle?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. That woul d be where the open cel
DSMis. Essentially where the shoring would have to go to

facilitate the construction. And so --
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ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: What kind of shoring are you
usi ng?

MR. TOOTLE: W haven't designed the shoring, |ike I
sai d.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH. What if you specify it as being a
DSM?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. | nean, DSM - -

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Before you get to that just
explain. So this isn't open. But then is there any -- what
conpaction is occurring. What densification is occurring in
t hat gap?

MR. TOOTLE: The only, the only inprovenment that you
get inthe gap is what is ancillary to the inprovenent that
is going on at either side.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay.

MR ELIAHU. But only at -- sorry, this is Ui wth
ENGEOQ. That's at the | ower elevation.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Ri ght. Above you have the
conpacted fill.

MR TOOTLE: Yes.

MR ELIAHU. Above it's all --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: You're excavating to this dashed
l'ine.

MR TOOTLE: Correct.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Ri ght there.
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MR. TOOTLE: Right there.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: |s that correct?

MR TOOTLE: That's correct.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Wiich is the interface between the
bl ue and the yell ow

MR TOOTLE: Yes.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH:  (Okay, okay.

MR. TOOTLE: And that figure you're |ooking at, we have
different colors for very simlar things so we thought it
woul d be clearer to showit -- everything is essentially
being treated but they are all slightly different |evels of
treatment as you go across the footprint. But the result o
t hat when you | ook at the PLAXI S anal yses that we've done is
there's very little straining. You can see with that
improvenent a little bit of strain has developed in the
m ddl e, these are the plastic deformati on points down here.
And t hen when you | ook at the actual deformation there is
very little deformation being predicted of the Causeway.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Because this is the primary access-
egress because we are designing a termnal for a 72 year
turnaround period, this will remain open during inprovenent?

MR TOOTLE: Yes. VWile we're -- while we're
constructing it we're intending to be done in stages so
ingress and egress will remain open to the island.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So you're going to go down to a
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hal f-a-1ane road? Right now we're tal ki ng about 50, 37, 30,
but the reality is the roadway itself is only 67 feet.

MR. TOOTLE: At this elevation. Although --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  But what I'msaying is if you are
going to do --

MR. TOOTLE: -- during construction you could | ower
t hose grades and put in ranps to give you a w der footprint
for tenporary construction.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Ch really? So you're going to
steepen the slopes on the perineter? Wat |'m suggesting
is --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: No, they're going to |lower the
whol e grade and so it will be w der between the existing --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. But they're | owering the grade.
But they're lowering the grade. See that -- they're
| owering the grade and in sone areas it's at or near the
water level, is it not?

MR. TOOTLE: The 100 year water |evel, yes.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes. So you're going to expect --

MR. TOOTLE: W don't anticipate that being --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. -- you're going to have people
driving on this roadway that is down 30 feet lower than it
currently is?

MR. TOOTLE: No, we would not have traffic driving at

that tenporary construction grade, they will still be
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driving at the existing grade.

MR. ELIAHU. This is Ui with ENGEO. There is enough
w dth --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: They're going to squeeze in to
just the north side -- the east side or just the west side.

MR. ELIAHU. There is enough width to maintain two-way
traffic flow on half of the prism Causeway cross-section at
all times.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Ckay, that's fine. Thank you.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: And you got up to, what is it?
What's the maxi num hei ght there, 50 feet?

MR TOOTLE: | think that's correct.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: That's a honking big height. And
t hen you' ve got what, another bunch of feet of Bay nud.
mean, you can have 70 feet before you get firmground in
sonme of the spots.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: So you're going to have, you're
going to have four foot soil-cement soldier piles or slurry
wal | or something. The mddle is going to be better than
anything el se is.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Actually you're going to have hard
poi nts there.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. | just for the |ife of me don't see
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how you can -- it's not going to be a tied-back wall because
there is nothing to tie it to because you're dealing with a
weak material .

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Well you are going to tie it back
wi th deadnman anot her --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. It's not -- That's beyond --

MR, TOOTLE: W're not -- | think we're getting into
construction nmeans and net hods, which --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: They're not going to cantil ever
t hat thing.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. No, so they're going to have to do
it wwth some sort of --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Have to put deadnan across it.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Either that or they're going to
have to do cross ply with pin piles in the mddle. o
ahead.

MR, TOOTLE: | think we're at the question slide.

(Laughter.)

MR. JOHNSTON: My question is a very obvious one that's
going to be asked at sone tinme in the future. It relates to
the Causeway but it also relates to Cipper Cove.

Cl i pper Cove, as you probably know, is going to have a
new marina in it. There will be another breakwater at the
east end of the cove, which will cut off the cove so it wll

be al nost a |ake. The flow through that |ake is not going
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to be very nmuch, so then you have a problemthat woul d
relate to BCDC where you have potentially a very poll uted
| ake that is going to be a marina.

And this where it relates to the Causeway, this is an
ideal tinme to actually create flow through Cipper Cove by
having flow com ng through underneath the Causeway. And
per haps right where you have that gap that could, in fact,
be a bridge. or not necessarily a bridge but actually a
channel through which tidal water can flow and flush all of
Cli pper Cove. Just a thought for the future.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Not open for sailing, just open
for water?

MR, JOHNSTON:  No.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. A cul vert.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI O.  You know, a comment on that.
There is a culvert |ike that through Pier 45 in Fisherman's
Wharf, are envisioning what you' re suggesting, there is a
culvert there. Pier 45 is on fill nostly. In prior studies
that culvert did provide a fair amount of flushing relative
to the condition of it not being there.

MR, JOHNSTON:  Yes.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO | think that hydrodynam cs woul d
result in sonme exchange.

MR. JOHNSTON: Any flow through there would help

regulate. W currently have only three feet at mean md | ow
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water. So the channel is -- the actual bermthat is going
across fromwhere the new bridge support is has al nost
reached the other side, so it is going to have to be dredged
continuously and any flow through there will help with the
-- will reduce the dredging but it will nost certainly make
it much nore environnental ly healthy.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIG | don't think that's a life
safety issue for us but | follow what you're suggesting,
hydr odynam cal | y.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. But this new breakwater -- | guess
this new breakwater would then be a part of our review
process.

MR. ESPINOZA: It's a separate project, right, Janes?

MR SUH Yes. I|I'msorry, this is interesting you
mention that. W just -- the BCDC staff has just seen the
nost recent design froma separate entity, Treasure |sland
Enterprises, which actually will be bringing the whole
marina and the renewed breakwater in front of the staff, the
Comm ssion, as a separate project.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay.

MR. SUH. The co-applicant will also be TIDA.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay.

MR SUH. That's in the future.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. But it isn't part of the private

devel opnent .
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MR SUH It is not part of this project.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  kay.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: It does seemto ne fromthe
poi nt of view of BCDC and fromthe point of view of fill in
the Bay, if there is a sedinentation problemin dipper Cove
that is beginning to develop that as the Causeway i s being
built, as it was nmentioned, it's an opportune time to be
thinking in ternms of sone culvert or sonething that could be
put in place because you are going to be down close to water
| evel .

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Basically to provide drainage
t hrough, you know, the cove, to provide circulation into the
cove and keep the sedinment noving out with the tide. This
m ght be sonet hing that has probably not been considered
before, that probably -- | don't knowif Mtffatt and Ni chol
or anybody, has anybody given this any thought? It wouldn't
be a very expensive adventure and it may have a huge
positive inpact on the Bay, and that's what we BCDC advi sors
are all about.

MR TRIVEDI : You know, as Janes nmentioned, it is a
separate project which is onits own tinme |line and has
di fferent principles.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: But | think that project,

M. Suh, if |I can inquire, basically has to do with
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construction -- is going to probably have to do with
construction of the marina and so forth. But | amnot sure
it will be --

MR. SUH To be honest, to be frank with you, that
proj ect may never happen.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: May never happen?

MR. SUH  May never happen. [It's just the one
consideration we should think about. And | think that it
should be in front of the staff again this year, to
understand a little bit nore about what the hydrology is
once we start doing that analysis.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: |I'mwondering if this isn't a
topi c that we should put down as sonething that would nerit,
you know, additional |ooking into and seeing what the
feasibility is, because it mght be very positive fromthe
poi nt of view of the Bay and positive for the project.
Because | think one of the things that is going to be key to
t he econom ¢ success of the Treasure |sland devel opnent is
going to be that marina. That marina is basically going to
bring in a lot of people, it's going to provide a very nice
setting and so on and so on. And so it nmay be really
worthwhile to | ook into how to keeping that marina as
heal t hy as possible, which may be the circulation that's
been suggest ed.

MR SUH We are working -- we are actually working
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hand in hand with TID on sone of the facilities for themfor
the future on the land side so we can actually foll ow up and
actually talk to thema little bit nore about this.

MR TRIVED : Dilip, for the record. And all 1'll say
is that, you know, an issue like that requires its own
environmental review And | don't think it's an easy add-on
to a project like ours, you know, to just add sonething |ike
that on. Qur existing docunentation would probably be
i nadequate to address the benefits or the nerits for that
particul ar connection between --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: What's the tinme frame when you
m ght start doing the Causeway worKk?

MR TRIVEDI : It's phased devel opnent, they're |ooking
at sub-phase 01.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: So next year, potentially?

MR SUH  Yes.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: So | think there's just a
techni cal perspective. |If it's going to be done at sone
point it would be a ot easier to do it now than ever after.
It wouldn't be a sinple, easy project because you' ve got a
60 foot excavation and you're adding 20 feet bel ow that
Cross-wi se so there's a distinct chance it's not a cheap
add-on and permtting-w se and environnentally |I'm sure
there's plenty of issues on top of it. On the other hand,

if it doesn't get done now it may be much harder to add it
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on later. | mean, tunneling it or jacking it or underwater
t hrough your danged, inproved ground.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: | thought the -- | thought the
studies that Mffatt & Nichol did with respect to the three
alternatives for the breakwaters basically was pretty
i npressive with respect to sedinentation and a | ot of other
things. | amjust wondering if with those kinds of
resources it wouldn't be possible for you to easily do sone
kind of a study that would have to do -- that could provide
perspective on what the benefit of this could be fromthe
poi nt of view of keeping sedi nent out of Cipper Cove.

MR TRIVED : Al I'll say is that yes, that's a good
guestion. The level of analysis for water quality benefits
and for depositional environment on the back side is
substantially nore than what we have done.

MR SUH We are submtting for permts, though, just
so you understand, | believe by Cctober.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Ri ght.

MR SUH So that's a mmjor environnental analysis.

MR TRIVED : It's a CEQA anal ysis.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: No, no, no, we would not -- |
mean, this is just a suggestion for everyone to be aware of
and to be thinking about and seeing if there is not
sonmet hing here that could be done that woul d be benefici al

to everyone in the end.

ALL AMERI CAN REPCORTI NG | NC.

(916) 362-2345




© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N RN NN NN R R R R R R R R R
O N W N B O © O N o 00 »h W N R O

114

MR. TOOTLE: Back to the agendi zed project. Any other
guestions on the Causeway?

Then the final question --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: | actually -- sorry. | think this
is a Causeway question then; it's not really related to what
you have been presenting yet. But in a seismc event,
Treasure Island is going to be soft and it is going to be
shaki ng back and forth, |long period slope, |ong distances
al so. Conpared to Yerba Buena which is hard rock, it's
goi ng to shake back and forth really high-frequency and not
nove back and forth and not oscillate very far. Between the
two there is a connector and that connector is going to get
strained through the differential seismc displacenents.
Transi ent di splacenents, not necessarily permanent offset,
but transiently during the earthquake there is going to be a
| ot of novenent. |If you have rigid utilities com ng through
there they will be challenged. So |I'mjust wondering if you
have | ooked into out-of-phase or even just different
magni tudes. It mght even be in -- | nean, they will be not
perfectly in phase but the nmagnitudes will be different.

Di spl acenment tinme history would be interesting to see how
many feet of displacenment you get on Treasure Island and
conpare that to Yerba Buena, which will be probably, you
know, a small fraction, a fewtenths of a foot, perhaps.

MR. TOOTLE: Well we have been | ooking at flexible
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utility connections for that Causeway area, nainly because
-- well, when we were first |ooking at what the differential
| ateral novenents might be. But | think in the |ongitudinal
direction the condition still exists. So | think flexible
utility connections through there has been envisioned as
part of the project.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: \What does a "connection" nean?
I"mthinking it could be longitudinally along the entire
length of it, not just here and there and wherever you have
a connection off of a -- I"'mnot sure a connection neans
froma main into a lateral or a lateral into a building or
something. But | think this is different, just the whole
al i gnnment al ong the Causeway is going to be doing this. But
it my be doing -- you don't know exactly how t hat
differential is distributed longitudinally, which is --

MR. TOOTLE: Well that's why | think you' d have to take
it at the connections, right? The pipe itself is going
to --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. No, you may need -- you nay need to
design sonme sort of a pipeline simlar to the Golden Gate

Bridge barrier. Sort of an articulated, short sections that

can -- each joint can accommbdat e novenents that ultimately
may culmnate. |It's not going to be fromthe island to the
Causeway, the Causeway to the -- it's going to be happening

all along the Causeway.
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ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: O at any point along the way that
is hard to predict and know where it m ght be.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMVES: Well, but if they put in flexible
joints in their pipe systemor conduits or whatever they
are.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Ri ght.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Agree, but that's different than a
fl exi bl e connection at a lateral.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: No, no, they're not talking about
the lateral. No lateral is comng off the Causeway.

MR TOOTLE: It's a main |ine.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: It's a straight shot.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes. So the main line, instead of
using 30 foot sections, maybe you need to use a 15 foot
section. And that's what Jimis suggesting, he m ght want
to | ook at the displacenents.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: So you're flexible connections
mean at every point pipe joint you' re putting a flexible
connecti on?

MR. TOOTLE: The utility design is not finalized for
the area so | can't speak to exactly what the utility design
is. But because we knew there was potential for
differential novenment within the Causeway that has been

consi dered since the begi nning of the project.
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ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: (Okay. So | guess as an
Engineering Criteria Review Board comment, this is an
engi neering criteria that says there's another nodality, an
addi tional nodality of the same type of concern that you're
tal king about but it's a seismc due to differential tine
hi story, displacenent tinme history on Yerba Buena from
Treasure |sland.

MR. TOOTLE: In the longitudinal direction along the
Causeway.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: No, no, no. No. |It's transverse
across -- well, it would be both, in fact. But |I'mthinking
in particular -- yeah, it's going to be both.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: Longitudi nal m ght be worse.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH:  Sure.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. It's going to be like this.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: It coul d be both.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. It's going to want to do that.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: It coul d be worse than
transver sal

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. And the question is, do you provide
enough short connections all the way al ong to accommodat e
t he di spl acenent ?

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: So it will be transverse and it
wi |l be I ongitudinal accordion stuff too.

MR. TOOTLE: | think certainly we can look into it and
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incorporate it into the design as appropriate.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Yes, | think it needs to be | ooked
i nto.

MR. ESPI NOZA: As a conment, we are stiffening the
Causeway quite a bit.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: | understand. But still at sone
poi nt you're going to have the island -- the island --
Treasure |sland noving back and forth a | ot because it is on
top of soft nud. You are not going to stiffen the entire
island, it's still going to nove. And you guys have done
the site response, so just print out the displacenment tine
hi stori es and see what the displacenent tine histories | ook
like. Conpare that to a firmground di splacenent tine
hi story of the sanme record, subtract the two and you wil|
see that they are not going to | ook alike.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: But even, perhaps even worse is
where the utilities cone off the Causeway, which is very
stiff, onto a very soft, into very soft ground.

MR ESPI NOZA: As we enter the island there is also the
DSM the island is being buttressed by DSM bel ow t he young
Bay nud.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: But sonewhere you're going to get
into soft ground.

MR ESPI NOZA: | agree.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: | think you can't wave your hands
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and say it's going to be okay, |I think it has to be
anal yzed. | don't know how bad the problemis going to be
but | think it needs to be | ooked at.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. There was talk a long, long tine
ago of some sort of a utility door of inproved ground, where
you carry all the utilities from YBI through the Causeway.
in the Causeway you have the inproved ground and then you
woul d have the inproved ground.

MR. TOOTLE: Wiere the design is now, the entire
Causeway is essentially inproved ground.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Right. So maybe --

MR TOOTLE: So that it's that corridor, nowit is the
whol e Causeway. So | think we can take the comrent under
advi senmrent and take a | ook at what the phase difference may
be to make sure that what has been contenplated all along is
appropriately designed when we get to the final, when we get
to the final plans.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Yes. And there's sone stuff about
this in -- ASCE has a -- it's not a nunbered thing but ASCE
has a seismc pipe design thing that's old and -- M ke
O Rour ke has an updated one, in 2004, | think.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMVES: Well, it's the sanme probl em we
dealt with with the oil terminal. Because the end of the
terminal is on hard ground and the other end is on soft, the

same probl em
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ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. W just went through this.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH. But this is all -- yes, but this
is buried and not necessarily as easy to just put pipe
sl ides and things.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: This is Roger Borcherdt. |
really agree with M. French's point. | think that's really
an inportant point and I'll have to ask another kind of big
pi cture question though. And that is, has an alternative
solution to the Causeway been considered? Is it nore --
would it be nore economcally feasible to put sone kind of a
bri dge across or sonething? Because this conversation
rem nds nme of what we have on the east span of the San
Franci sco- Cakl and Bay Bridge going fromrock island to the
soil. But it is possible by putting a bridge in, or sone
bri dge-type structure that is not a very long distance, to
put seismic joints in.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes, just have WIllie and Jerry and
Arnol d Schwar zenegger get together and they'll give us a
budget for it.

(Laughter.)

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Well that m ght be why that
hasn't been considered but at least | would like to put it
on the table.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  And speaking back to Jims point.

This is a criterion issue.
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ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: That's right, really.

MR. TOOTLE: And it's sonething we have been
anticipating so it can certainly be addressed. | think,

i ke you nentioned, we have the information already
devel oped to conpare it and provide that feedback to the
desi gner of the pipelines.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Wl | you have sone initial pieces
of it, at least and I think you know how it's distributed.
Strain is what's critical, right, not differential novenent.
If it's three feet different over 600 feet, who cares? But
dependi ng on how abruptly it changes from several feet to --
it's going to be sone judgnmenty kind of stuff, sone fuzzy,
good ol d geotech fuzzy stuff. But | think it needs to be
| ooked at .

MR. TOOTLE: That's why we're here.

And | think the final question that was provided after
our last meeting was on seismc instrunmentation. W had a
program envisioned at the time. It's evolved a little bit,
mai nly based on the feedback that we received in January.

And so we are currently contenpl ating | ooking at the
California Geological Survey's Strong G ound Mtion
| nstrunentati on Program and our instrumentation be
consistent with that.

There was conment of having a downhole array in this

area here, these structures we have been tal king about.
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This is a highly congested area, there are lots of utilities
and other features, so we are trying right nowto work with
the civil engineer to pick the best |ocation, not only for
the instrunentation froma geotechnical data collection
poi nt of view but also around all the other infrastructure
that is going to that location. Having it accessible but
then al so secured so it doesn't get vandalized. So that
woul d be somewhere in this area so we're --

| think once the civil design gets a little further
al ong we can better pick the location that's going to be
nost appropriate to have tel enetry hookups and power hookups
and those kinds of things that we are going to need, as well
as even possibly where the Bay nuds are thicker and the
island is softer.

And al so we are going to propose surveyi ng nonunent
pairs, so you have a pair both on the inproved ground as
wel | as outboard of the inproved ground. So we can survey
those after the construction is done and then follow ng a
seismc event go back to those fixed points and survey those
as wel | .

So the plan is under devel opnent. W don't have one
prepared today. But like |I said, use sone of the
coordination with all the other infrastructure that we are
trying to squeeze into a relatively congested area currently

is what we are working through.
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And then we want to nake sure we tinme the installation
properly as well so that it doesn't get danmaged during
construction. W have it installed and we can use it
afterwards. So it's currently what the programis
envi sioned to be so that's where we are at on the
i nstrunmentati on.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Did you consider, quote, "the free
field", close quote. Maybe out where you don't have any
ground i nprovenent, where you don't have the influence of
any structures, and put an array there? | nean, these
circles you're drawing are going to be either near inproved
ground or sone significant structures, both in the Causeway
and out in the northwest corner. Maybe going into the
fields, into the parks or just setting up an array.

MR. TOOTLE: | think we'd certainly be willing to take
t hat under consideration. At that point the biggest
constraint wll be telenetry and power hookups, so we'd want
to make sure that we have those available. But, you know, |
think if this Board thinks that nore valuable to coll ect
information there to increase the geotechnical know edge
around the Bay | think we'd be happy to consider it.

MR. SUH Janmes with TICD. There is actually one
exi sting today on inproved ground.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Right. That's down toward O i pper

Cove though, isn't it?

ALL AMERI CAN REPCORTI NG | NC.

(916) 362-2345




© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N NN N NN R R R R R R R R R
O N W N kB O © 0 N o 00 »h W N R O

124

MR. SUH  No, no.

MR TOOTLE: | think it's out further in this area back
here.

MR SUH And that will be in the later phases of the
project when we'll develop that area, so there will actually
be sone houses that have been approved and the ferry
bui | di ng down - -

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. That'll be good.

MR. TOOTLE: But certainly this is -- we were planning
on two of them And so if there is a preference fromthis
board we woul d be happy to take that under considerati on.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Roger Borcherdt. 1'Il nake a
few comment s.

First of all, | amreally pleased to see this progress
wWith respect to the instrunentation. But | think there's --
having been in this business for longer than | want to
admt, basically there is a key elenent here that is really
inmportant. And that is, | think -- it could basically be
stated as establishing a close relationship with CGS, which
has got a long history in terns of nmintenance of the
instrunentation. W have seen it before with BART and ot her
projects. It does no good to install the instruments unless
it is linked to a |ong-term mai ntenance program And the
California Geol ogi cal Survey operates the best or the finest

i nstrunmentation program from an engi neering perspective in
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the state of California.

And so what | would really encourage you to do is to
link up with CGS sooner than later. And basically we've got
sonme very successful projects with respect to cooperative
i nstrunmentation projects that have been established on
vari ous BCDC permt approved projects. And of course there
is arequirenent as far as Policy Nunber 3 of BCDC t hat
instrunmentation be installed and so | would recomrend t hat
you use the exanples. And | think Rafael has got sone
exanples with himtoday that indicate how i nstrunentation
projects can be set up with CGS and be successful.

And the key thing there is that they have |ots of
experience with respect to where to put the instrunments and
what kind of instruments. They' Il help with the purchasing,
they'Il help with the installation. And basically the costs
to the applicant are really for -- primarily usually nostly
for the instrunmentation. They'll even put in telenetry
systens and archive the data and continually naintain the
systens. So it's a great deal fromthe perspective of the
applicants. And so | really encourage you to take advantage
of these exanples that Rafael has got and to connect with
CGS as soon as you can with respect to that and then proceed
to devel op a good pl an.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Roger, is there a name you could
gi ve then?
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ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Tony Shakal is a --

MR. MONTES: Tony Shakal. And I have the two sanpl es
here that | amgoing to give the applicant.

MR TOOTLE: And we have been in contact with him
al ready for this project and we have had that experience
when we have worked with theminstrunmenting the Bay Bridge,
the western span already. | think they are great to work
with and our intent would be to have them you know, do the
nmoni toring and everything you just said.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: So all that goes off your plate.

MR. TOOTLE: That's exactly what we'd like to do, yes.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: And so it becones, you know,
it's kind of a given as to how to proceed and so | think
that's really great.

MR TOOTLE: Yes.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Now a couple of comments with
respect to your instrunentation. First of all with respect
to the downhole arrays. It would seemto ne that having one
near the Causeway is an inportant |ocation.

MR TOOTLE: Yes.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Because as Ji m has just
menti oned, we are going to have lots of differenti al
novenents and may want to have one there and then a few back
on Yerba Buena Island. But there are already sone

instrunmentation installed, sone of that by CGS and sone of
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it by USGS. You want to make sure where that
instrunmentation is because it won't be necessary for you to
reduplicate that information

One of that porthole sites, as was pointed out earlier,
goes to bedrock. It was funded by the National Science
Foundation following the Loma Prieta earthquake. That
information | m ght comment on, also is pertinent to sone of
your other efforts. And that is that there are several
recordi ngs now on that array, say for exanple fromthe
recent Napa Val |l ey earthquake, that can provide real insight
with respect to what the site response | ooks |like on
Treasure |Island and can provide a reference as Frank was
earlier mentioning. And so it is not necessary to duplicate
that instrumentation

Then going on, fromthe point of view of the arrays,
though. It would seemto ne it would be very inportant to
have sensors, not only three conponent accel eroneters but
al so port pressure transducers in the zone sand | ayers where
you are likely to have liquefaction. And that's inportant
because as you get these smualler, noderate, regional
earthquakes it is going to give you information on the
properties of those soils and so forth and so on. So as the
devel opnent of the project proceeds you are basically going
to have basis for inproved paraneters to do things in a nore

cost-effective way. And so |I'd reconmend that one of those
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arrays at | east have port pressure transducers, three
conponent accel eronmeters and so forth. And I'msure if you
get together with Tony Shakal he will provide those
suggesti ons.

Now we can al so think about instrunmentation that m ght
be hel pful to you in proceeding as to what the response of
the soils are where you are doing the deep soil m xing
versus where you're putting stone colums. And there you
m ght again find that some of this instrunentation could be
useful to you and the data fromit in terns of future
devel opnment of the island. So |I would suggest that that be
consi der ed.

And | was thinking that while you could have -- if you
are going to do one there at the corner of the Causeway
where the Causeway is, which | think is really a good pl ace;
and maybe you can even put it out on the Causeway. This
i nstrunmentation doesn't necessarily take up a ot of room

But then do you need another small array sonmewhere
cl ose to where you have the stone col um m xi ng?

And | woul d suggest that these arrays go in as part of
-- and what we are really comenting on here is
i nstrunmentation for Sub-phases 1C, 1B and 1E. And that's
farther down and that second circle doesn't apply to that.

MR TOOTLE: It's a little beyond the first phase.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: That's sonmething in the future
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so | woul d suggest that we consider another site closer in.
And you are al so going to want to have neasurenents with
respect to he effectiveness of the pile buttresses that have
been put in.

MR. TOOTLE: | think those are great suggestions and

MR. MONTES: | was going to add to that that in the
past the ECRB reviews the instrunentation plan that is being
proposed. And Tony Shakal is not going to know exactly what
the intricacies of the criteria are. He's going to,
per haps, get sonme advice fromthe ECRB, fromyou, as to, you
know, where to put those sensors. Like you were nentioning,
the sand layers all the way to the DSM you know, where they
have the tip elevation and so forth. Utinmately, once you
put together a proposed plan the ECRB is going to have to
approve it, you know, to nake sure that you are not putting
sensors where they don't nake sense, basically.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: But what has worked really well
in the past is that when you really get -- and we have had
first kind of an overall group neeting with the applicant
and Tony Shakal and his crew and basically kind of devel op a
framework for what's going to be done.

And then you set down -- and then the programw || work
with the applicant to develop a detailed plan. And the way

they operate is they devel op sonething called a techni cal
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specification letter and that really details where every
sensor is going to go, howit is going to be done, who is
going to be responsible for the maintenance and so forth and
so on.

And they draw that up again. So you get to provide
input into it but this technical specification letter then
provi des an ideal framework for us to review and quickly
approve. It provides an ideal franmework for you to know
what's going on and, bingo, it's just -- it's a great way to
go. Again, a couple of neetings and a coupl e of neetings
with CGS woul d basically nmake this a very easy task for you
to acconpli sh.

Now |'ve got one other question. | keep comng up with
t hese questions. One of themhas to do with I was | ooking
at the review of the EIR report prepared by Boul anger, Ross
Boul anger, JimMtchell, Ed Idriss and Ray Seed. And I
think one of their |ast recomendations was to install sl ope
inclinometers on the north side of the island. And this
was, | guess, in their reviewthat was in 2009. There were
a nunber of things that they thought would be useful, that
woul d be useful information that could be gained fromthat
that woul d be hel pful in nmoving forward with respect to
confronting the geotechnical stabilization problens. And so
my question is, has there been any action on that?

MR. BECK: | don't believe so.
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ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Ckay. But that m ght be
sonmet hing el se that would be useful to take into
consideration with respect to the instrunentation. And from
that point of view again, | think probably conversations
with the state could be hel pful to you

MR. TOOTLE: And I think this was the final closing
slide for all questions, if we have m ssed anything al ong
t he way.

ECRB MEMBER FI SCHER: | have kind of a different
guestion brought to mnd by your rem nder that our task is
to make sure that we inpact the Bay as |little as possible.
So with that backdrop the question | have is, you have shown
us nostly 2D drawi ngs and sonme 3D renderings. |Is the
proj ect designed in 2D or in 3D?

MR. SUH From a | andscape architect standpoint it's
been designed, | think they use both. They use both as a
desi gn t ool

ECRB MEMBER FI SCHER: But the civil, the civil work.
Al'l of the structures that go into the Bay, the breakwaters,
the fills, the --

MR. PORTER It al so depends on whet her the draw ng or

the analysis -- | nmean, it's done in both.

ECRB MEMBER FI SCHER: | think the docunentation is
i mportant.

MR TRIVEDI : The docunentation, there are sone
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renderings that show the breakwater. One is standing at the
ferry part and | ooking towards San Franci sco, seeing what it
| ooks like. There are a couple of renderings.

ECRB MEMBER FI SCHER: The construction bidding will be
on the basis of 2D drawings? Well, this is after all 2015.
| nmean, the reason | amasking is that | don't think you can
guarantee that you have used -- you have really docunented
t he optimal design when you docunent it in 2D. And you
cannot guarantee that the contractor really understood the
design and quality control beconmes harder. So it's a
suggestion that in terns of at |east fromthe task we have,
in ternms of insuring mniml inmpact on the Bay, we would
have a better chance if it's docunented in 3D.

MR. TOOTLE: | think the grading plans from--

ECRB MEMBER FI SCHER: Maybe you're doing nore than 3D,
it's difficult to tell.

MR. PORTER: Is this the final design we're talking
about ?

ECRB MEMBER FI SCHER:  Yes.

MR. TOOTLE: The grading plans, | believe, have -- in
the CAD files the contours are elevated, if that's what
you' re tal ki ng about.

ECRB MEMBER FI SCHER: Because they are in 3D you have
to work on all the interfaces, right.

MR. TOOTLE: Now whether their inprovenent plans are, |
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amnot sure. But froma grading plan standpoint, which

t hi nk probably inmpacts the Bay the nost - underground
utilities obviously are inboard of the edge - they have

el evated contours in the CAD files. But | believe the plan
is to go out to bid with two-di nensional presentations of

t hose three-di mensi onal draw ngs.

MR. PERCHER. This is Marc. |'d like to clarify that
t he package that we are delivering is a bid for a design-
buil der, so the final contractor will be also the engineer.
So there is plenty of opportunity for theminternally to do
their own three-dinmensional nodeling and to capture all of
t hose issues.

ECRB MEMBER FI SCHER: Chairman, if they are finished
with their formal presentation, the Board in the review
comments of our mnutes specifically asked us to seek --
they wi shed to seek our advice with respect to the proposed
project in light of the BCDC | aws and policies. And they
specifically had six questions and the questions are:

Has t he inpact of earthquake-induced |iquefaction and
|ateral failures of the structures been properly addressed
in the proposed criteria?

Is this occupancy level, which relates to the occupancy
| evel of the Ferry Term nal, adequate to respond to
eart hquake energency scenari 0s?

Are the neasures -- and this has to do with geol ogic
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hazards. Are the neasures considered sufficient to preclude
for potential failures of the shoreline public access in

I ight of the Causeway being considered a critical lifeline
for the island?

And then they speak to the response spectra where they
are devel opi ng spectra for each structure later on. 1Is this
an appropriate approach toward the overall site's safety
eval uati on?

And then finally, are the flood risk assessnents and
t he adaptati on neasures adequate and conservative for the
life of the project, which we understand to be 80 years.

So I think we should go on the record with -- we need
to go on the record with responses to each of these.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Ckay.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So the first one was: Has the
i npact of earthquake-induced |iquefaction and | ateral
failures on the --

ECRB MEMBER COVERI O Can you tell us where you're
readi ng fronf

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Yes. This is a docunent that was
sent to us dated May 15.

MR. MONTES: |It's the sunmary of the project, page 12.

ECRB MEMBER COVERI O  Ckay.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. [I'msorry, page 12 and 13. So the

first one: Has the inpact of earthquake-induced |iquefaction
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and lateral failures on the structure been properly
addressed in the proposed criteria?

| believe in light of the fact that we are now, we
| earned today that you have done nore borings and you are
doi ng nore anal ysis and you are refining your nunbers even
further -- | guess the way | would respond is | think you
understand the problem | believe you are using all the
tools avail able in geotechnical and earthquake engi neering
to address them

| am not confortable froma geotechnical standpoint to
remai n operational only to the 72 year reoccurrence
interval. It doesn't really sit well with nme, especially as
| understand it. They have cone out with new probabilities
of occurrence and what we are saying is the likelihood of
smal | er earthquakes and the reduced return interval on a
| ar ge eart hquake has been shortened from 600 years to down
to 474 years. It just seens to ne as we get nore and nore
data we becone nore concerned that a 6.7 to 7.1 earthquake
isn't really that far away and should we be working toward
provi di ng nore conservatismin our design? So that would be
my response to the first one. JinP

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: |'mnot sure, is that a ECRB
deci si on?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. The 72 year versus question?

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH:  Yes.
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ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  No.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Yes. |'"mnot sure that's our role
exactly.
ECRB MEMBER ROLLO | don't know.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Let nme interrupt just a second.
| think | agree with what Frank had just said. | think that
our comrents, our responses to these specific questions have
to be framed in the context of what information we have
presented with to nake deci sions.

And | think one of the things |I would have to say, as |
t hink Frank has said, is that I think we have received a | ot
of additional information. W have nuch better insight now
with respect to, you know, a pretty extensive effort that
has been being put into place with respect to these things.
| think that whether -- | think it is a really inportant
project and we all want to be sure that the project noves
forward in a way that's appropriate for public safety and is
in confornmance of BCDC policies. But there are sone rea
challenges and | think that in a situation like this it is
better to err on the conservative side than on the other
side. And as Frank has said, it mght be a lot better to be
using the 475 year return period earthquake. It would
certainly be nore conservative than using the 72 year.

That's the kind of thinking I've got. But that doesn't

mean that that's the -- you know, the project can just nove

ALL AMERI CAN REPCORTI NG | NC.

(916) 362-2345




© 00 N o o B~ w N P

N NN N NN R R R R R R R R R
O N W N B O © 0 N o 00 »h W N L O

137

forward with respect to the insights that the Board has

provi ded. That's kind of where | cone from

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. | believe that you' ve used the
tools that are available to us today. | believe you
properly characterized the site. | believe you are making
every effort to be well aware of life safety issues. It's

just that it comes down to what |evel of conservative should
we design? Wiich really speaks to the second one, which is
basically: Is this occupancy | evel design category 2
adequate to respond to earthquake energency scenari os?

Questions one and two are the sane thing. W have
heard Bill Hol nes speak to maybe it should be 3 or 4.

You' ve presented an argunent, you' ve presented code. You' ve
said the City has bought off on it, you ve said the Port has
bought off on it, but we still raise a question.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: W' ve raised the question a |ot of
times. It is not totally clear. |If you say -- if Roger
says, we've raised the question and they can deal with it, |
don't understand what that neans. | nean, we either -- it
seens |like we either approve it or we don't approve it. |If
they deal with it, we know what they're going to do, it's
Category 2. | mean, they stated that and everybody bought
off onit.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Well maybe | didn't phrase that

quite right, Bill. | didn't mean it to be -- but I'm
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thinking in ternms of our role of being one in terns of

provi ding review comments that are both hel pful to the
applicant, they -- basically review conments that are

hel pful to the BCDC fromthe point of making sure the
criteria are in conformance with BCDC policies and then
points that basically are advisory to the BCDC. And so then
it is their responsibility to take that next step with
respect to what additional needs to be done with respect to
respondi ng to those conments.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. It seens to nme, Roger, whether |
was sitting on this side of the table or sitting against the
wall, we are all design professionals. W all put safety,
life safety as our primary -- has to be our primry
obj ective when we do a design. And as | understand the
approach that you have taken with regard to this category 2,
it isnot alife safety issue, you don't believe it's a life
safety issue. And if you think that it is not alife safety
i ssue and you are doing the design then you have actually
put your professional -- you've given a professional
opinion. And we are sitting on this side and we're saying,
we' re scratching our heads saying, we've got all these
geol ogi ¢ hazards, we've got all these issues to deal with
we've got all these earthquake-induced hazards. W would
think that you would want to build a certain | evel of

conservatisminto the design
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MR. MONTES: And let me give you a perspective from
BCDC

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Sure.

MR. MONTES: Wen BCDC wrote these summaries and
guestions to you, they are addressing the question to you
because we are seeking your advice, right?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Ri ght.

MR. MONTES: You are not advising the applicant, you're
advi sing BCDC as to what to do.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: No, that's a good point, that's
a good poi nt.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: So nmaybe you can just take Frank's
and Bill's words and direct themto the BCDC and say, you
know, we think that it makes sense to be nore conservative.
But it is not necessarily within our purview, our authority,
to make that determnation. |In terns of codes and such, it
seens a little bit ambi guous perhaps. It seens |like there
is value in making it, you know, 475. There is sonme cost
that goes with the value. And how that gets worked with
deci ded by the Board is decided by the Board.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: The question as franed here. | am
not totally clear who wote that question. 1It's an opinion.
There is no absolute answer to the question "Is this
occupancy | evel design category adequate to respond to

eart hquake energency scenarios?" You can't do a cal cul ation
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wi th an engineer and figure that out, it's a matter of

opi nion. There's a thousand different earthquake energency
scenarios that you could dreamup and, you know. It's a
matter of opinion so it's a tough question for a Board to
answer .

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. But Bill, you put it in the context
of, again, where this site lies in relation to when these
categories -- inrelation to sites that were probably the
basis for establishing the categories. | nean, we're
sitting on an island, that's sitting on a bow of Jell-0Q
that's been created by dunpi ng | oose sand through the water
colum. And we're sitting several mles fromvery active

faults, many active faults. And | guess when you add al

those factors together -- and the fact that there's only
three ways off, in ny mnd. So, | nean, the Causeway or the
boat .

But you're right, it's an opinion. But it's their
j udgnment as to which category. W have, we have to give
t hem our opinion but you guys have to come up with
engi neering judgnent in establishing the criteria that you
are going to use for design. And so we're expressing our
opi ni on.

MR. MONTES: And that's all we are seeking.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay.

MR. MONTES: Your opinion.
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ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  kay.

MR. MONTES: O herw se, what opinion do we get?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. But in the end we are going to have
to make a notion to the Conmm ssion as to nove forward with
this project.

| think the rest of these questions that were asked,

t hi nk they have been properly addressed, they have been
properly vetted in this forum You know, the idea, the fact
that they are going to do site response analysis for the
structures and is this an appropriate approach.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Also | think they have the right
criteria in place --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH. -- and they are in the process --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: -- still of conpleting it.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. | think the only two that we are
really struggling with is the category 2 and this 72 years
versus 475.

ECRB CHAIR BORCHERDT: And it is possible --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: And the addition of one new
criterion with the island shaking.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Right, right, right. And the one
that Ji m brought up, how are you going to handl e, nake sure

that it remains functional. That in fact the fire
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departnment can in fact get water to the fire.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Frank, as we have functioned in
the past, it is definitely possible -- you know, we usually
put together a notion and make recommendati ons and then
there's usually a couple of contingencies with respect to
that. And so | think we could certainly -- your concern
about the 475 year event, then we can basically have that be
one of the contingencies.

One of the purposes of the board neetings, the public
nmeetings, is basically one in which to devel op a consensus,
a set of recommendations for the BCDC with respect to permt
approval. That consensus is basically based on the input of
all the different board nenbers. And so in that context
think what 1'd like to do is to start thinking in terns of
what a notion mght be. | put an outline together for what
that notion m ght be and with the thought being that
different nmenbers would contribute items and we woul d del ete
other itenms and nodify the witing on it.

But before we do that so that there's no bias with
respect to any of this in terns of anything that | m ght
provide to the Board Menbers | think that probably the first
thing to do would be to kind of go down through a few of the
itens.

And one of them of course, that's always in the notion

and we are concerned about is whether there is going to be a
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need for a third public nmeeting with respect to the
criteria; and we can either discuss that now or we can wait
until we have gone through what sonme of the other

conti ngenci es m ght be.

And | think what m ght be the best thing to do would be
to put that one on the back burner for the nonent and
basically the Board go ahead t hrough and touch on sone of
these other itens. | have a slightly different arrangenent
to things but they are pretty simlar to the cormments as
they are arranged. M ne are nore based on these coments.
But they are pretty simlar to the arrangenent here or we
can think about themin the arrangenent that has basically
been presented for the agenda.

And the first one | had on the agenda for discussion
was the site-specific response spectra for Site Class F
sites, which the applicants have nmade a serious effort to
respond to.

One of the contingencies that | nentioned had to do
with getting the right coordinates on the side that you used
for the | ogs.

Then | had thought about it would also be inportant to
have -- maybe before | say what ny next one is, basically
l'"d like to go to the Board and ask the Board if you have
contingencies with respect to the ground notions as they

were being specified in the site-specific response factor.
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Any suggestions or advice?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. No. | believe that they have
assenbled a really good team of people to develop -- to do
the anal ysis and develop the site spectra. | have no nore
corments. | ampleased that they did | ook at the Site O ass
F designation

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: And the only other coment | had
was that the spectra be devel oped for the Causeway and the
ferry building based on the best estimates for the seismc
vel ocity | ogged bel ow each site. But | believe you' ve done
t hat .

And then the other comment would be that the applicant
be encouraged to conpare these spectra with those for areas
where various soil inprovenent nethods have been
i mpl enent ed.

| think the response that was provided in the Technical
Menor andum Nunber 3 indicated that you expected the response
to be considerably different for the soil inprovenment areas.
| woul d suggest that you put those areas through the sane
numerical prograns to see what the site response | ooked
like. Because |I think soil inprovenents will affect the
short periods but probably not the | onger period so nmuch, so
you may still want to have those conplete site-specific
spectra avail able, as opposed to just -- in ny

recommendati on, you want to have those avail abl e as opposed
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to just dropping back on code-supplied factors.

And the next itemhas to do with the Ferry Term nal

MR MONTES: Dr. Borcherdt, would like themto comment
while you are drafting the notion?

ECRB CHAIR BORCHERDT: | amgoing to -- what | wanted
to do here was just hit the high points. Then I'mgoing to
come back and provide basically a witten statenent of what
these points are so there is no confusion, as apparently
there was confusion in the past. So | wuld |ike to have --
and |I'Il provide a specific statenent for the Board to | ook
at. But | didn't want to provide that to the Board first
because | wanted the Board's independent i nput.

So if we could turn then to the Ferry Termnal and 11
| ook to the Board for suggestions of contingencies or itens
that they m ght want to have the applicant | ook into nore
conpl etely.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: | said a little bit earlier, |
guess, sonething to enphasize again that not just with the
Ferry Term nal but with any slope stability around that
deformation is give or take 2 or a half. And in the
witings, in the wite-ups discuss the significance of
uncertainty in the analysis, in the deformation anal ysis.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So is that where we are suggesting
that they err on the side of conservatisn?

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: | am not saying that | guess right
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now.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  kay.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: |'msaying | do want you to
address the uncertainty. It could be double, it could be
hal f, and what's the significance.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  kay.

ECRB MEMBER FI SCHER: And what you do with the
conservatismis between you and the client, | guess.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: So how woul d you phrase that
succinctly?

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: That was pretty succinct for mne.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. | guess what you're saying is, do a
paramnetric eval uati on and use good judgnent.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: There is a certain strain that
t hey suggested in those |large dianeter steel piles. And if
the deformation is twice what's going to happen at that
poi nt ? Maybe there's just nore strain.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: So naybe, Roger, | would say,
address in final analyses and reporting the significance of
typi cal uncertainty in deformation calcul ations.
Specifically seismc deformations are often considered to be
pl us-or-mnus a factor of 2.

MR. PERCHER. And this is something you would like to
see?

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: | would like -- it's sonething |
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would |ike to see included in the final report.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: O her points?

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Whether we see it or not is a
di fferent question, | guess.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: (Ckay, with respect to the Ferry
Terminal. | basically have already indicated this point.
And | wote down sonmething here but it has to do with
considering the policy for mnimzing fill in San Francisco
Bay | have suggested that the ECRB request that information
be provided that justifies why the existing | arge vessel
dock on the southwestern corner of Treasure Island is not
bei ng considered as the site for the new Ferry Term nal .
And this is just a formal statenent of what | suggested
earlier.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: Well that was di scussed.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: It was al ready di scussed but |
amjust asking for it to be formally put together.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Reference it in the EIR

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: And it could be referenced
through the EIR, in the EIR report or whatever.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO Right.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: and then | guess the other thing
then that would be a contingency here would be your 475 year
event for the Ferry Term nal.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes. 1'Il say it again. | believe
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since our |ast neeting you have done a very -- you have done
nore investigation, done what | consider exhaustive

anal ysis. You' ve used all the tools that are available to
come up with a best guesstinate based on the paraneters that
we -- based on the properties of the material and the
environment that we're in and based on the assunptions

you' ve made. The biggest one to ne is the 72 years. But if
you believe on the basis of your know edge of the nmaterials
you are working with and the site that you are sitting on
that it is not alife safety issue then | amnot going to
take any exception to it. You're the designers.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: There has never been a question of
whether it's a life safety issue, you were concerned about
oper at i ons.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Well yes, that becones a life --

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: | n structural-speak that's
different. Life safety means sonething is going to rash on
your head, not you can't get the people off the island,
that's a different issue.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: This is a situation that
Techni cal Menorandum Nunmber 3 does indicate that -- the
continuity of performance is sonmething that, you know, was a
design objective. So if the 475 year event is what's
required to do that then that would be --

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: What is the systemof the Ferry
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Term nal structural systenf

MR. PERCHER: The structure itself, effectively what
you have in the longitudinal direction is a nonent frame and
in the transverse direction it's basically a lollipop
structure. So that's the structural response.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: A lollipop structure?
Cantil evered out of the ground?

MR. PERCHER  Cantil evered.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: CQut of the ground?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Say that agai n?

MR. PERCHER. Yes, it's a pile with a massive top.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  An inverse pendul um

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: W th a fat popsicle stick.

MR. PERCHER: So your domi nant response is nonent frane
| ongitudinally and just an inverted pendul umtransversely.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: That lollipop is about at the
| onest possi bl e redundancy in the structural engineering
design. Zero redundancy.

MR PERCHER It is not uncommon for marine structures.

MR TRIVEDI: One point that | could perhaps add to
this is that the discussion of 475 or higher is driven by
t he emergency access. Maybe the bigger question that |'m
hearing fromyou is to have an alternate access evacuation
route other than the Causeway. That seens to be the

f undament al questi on.
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ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

MR. TRIVEDI : And how that plays out in the structure
is a separate matter because the ferry facility essentially
is alink of many different elenents that float.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

MR. TRIVEDI: The dike piles, there's a gangway,
there's a pier element and then there's a land el enent. The
i ssue that we have right now, and it is not just a matter of
just adding two nore piles. It's the little pier, that's
what the issue is. And given the condition of the soil and
the slope failure playing there it is difficult for us to do
anyt hing there, even by adding two nore piles. Now, if an
alternate scenario needs to be considered in an energency
evacuation sense fromthe drive, then that's really what the
comment is. | think we should then address it that way.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Well it is, except that you' ve now
-- | nean, we've heard fromBill Holnes, who we all respect
as a well-qualified senior structural engineer. If it's a
structure with the | east redundancy and we're designing for
50 and 50, | nean, it doesn't leave me with a warm
confortabl e feeling.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: | think you're suggesting, perhaps
you' re suggesting that the Ferry Term nal building is maybe
not needed to have that energency access. Because we are

not only tal king about evacuation, | think we're talking
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about help comng in; it's egress and ingress. |If an
al ternate access, energency access alternate to the Causeway
sonehow i s devel oped, | think that would satisfy us.

| nmean, designing the Ferry Terminal to the criteria
you're using with certain strains and you junp froma 72 to
a 475 year event, froma structural engineering standpoint
that is going to be very difficult. [If you use sone sort of
nore | oose, perfornmance-based engi neeri ng where you use your
judgnment to look at what's going to happen to the structure
in a 475 and not be tied to the criteria of ASCE, that may
be one way of doing it. The other way is to come up with
sone other alternate, | don't know what you have in mnd
but if there is sone other alternate energency access that
you coul d devel op, that's another way, it seens.

MR. TRIVEDI: There are several different criteria that
are forcing us to build the pier, primarily being ADA. And
that is the reason we are goi ng out over the water and not
just having the gangway go directly to that and elim nating
the pier entirely because we will not be able to neet the
ADA access. So on the days when the (inaudible) has closed
the pier, given the slight conditions. W have gone from
the traditional concrete piles to nono-piles.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. And you really don't need a -- you
really don't need a ferry terminal. You could actually have

a tent.
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MR. PORTER: The shelter, as we call it.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes, just a shelter, right?

MR. PORTER It's pretty nmuch wind protection.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Yes, that's all you need is
sonmething to get people out of the el enents.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: The decision of risk level 2 or 3
or 4, whatever it is, that criteria affects nore than the
shelter, though, right? It affects the pier and the whol e
system The design of all that system

MR TRIVEDI : The breakwater.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: But your two |arge dianeter steel
piers are affected by this criteria, would be affected by
this criteria, right?

MR. PORTER: That's the type of structure, |arge-

di aneter steel nono-pile that was used for the nost recently
constructed ferry termnal, that's the one in South San
Franci sco.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. What was that? Was that a Category
2? That wasn't a Category 2.

MR TRIVEDI : | think the pier was essentially 7.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

MR. PERCHER. That's a situation where you were going
to have a standing pier.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Exactly.

MR. PERCHER: | mean, there is a simlar rationale
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which is, the dowmmtown ferry facilities and a |lot of the
other ferry facilities are not designed to that higher
criteria. So there is a question of where throughout the
rest of the system --

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: One question in this regard as
an alternate. Has the other dock on the island been
considered as a ferry termnal alternate in the case of an
emer gency?

MR TRIVEDI : |In an enmergency scenario the analysis is
not good.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Wy not ?

MR. TRIVEDI : \Whether the pier will be operational
after a 475 year.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Are you tal king about -- I'm
tal ki ng about the | arge dock on the southeastern corner.

MR. PORTER: Right, right. 1 think that that was
| ooked into, as we have tal ked about. There was a previous
study done. But | think they found that for transit times
and ot her considerations. There's also the internodal
connection to the bus and everything there. That was --

(Several people speaking at once.)

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: But | think froma transit time
point of view | think that's -- | nmean, we're tal king about
10 minutes or 15 mnutes at nost. W're not tal king about a

hal f hour or hour or longer to get there. Talking about
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actually com ng around the other side of the island as
opposed to this side. | nean, the other side of Yerba Buena
| sl and coming from San Francisco. | don't think that's a
big increase in the transit tine.

MR. TRIVEDI : And again, the focus seens to be that San
Francisco will be the only place where all services would
come from \Wich may not necessarily be true under that
scenari o because the City will be dealing with its own
probl ens. Maybe the help m ght cone from Berkel ey or
Emeryville.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: But that channel on the other
side, you know, basically is a shipping channel and was used
as a shipping channel so it's -- there's deep water and it's
possi ble to nove probably | arge vessels. And of course you
can tell fromwhere the Navy selected to put that dock that
it's a good dock froma marine perspective in terns of wave
i mpact on the vessels and so forth and so on.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Well, they also had to deal with
the issue that the goal was -- at some point in tine was to
bring a ship in that generated power, nuclear power, and you
had to have a -- having been involved in the design, you had
to have a radius. You had to be far enough away so that the
radi us of when sonmething went wong didn't kill everybody in
San Franci sco.

MR, McCREA: M. Chair, with regard to the project that
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is before you, that being the Ferry Term nal on the west
side of the island, we have heard your concerns and your
coments, we have noted them The conversation seens to be
starting to loop around on itself a little bit. At the
poi nt the advice that you have given, the Board has given
us, us clear.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Ckay.

MR. McCREA: | think what we should do is take it. The
staff, Bob and M ng, we'll tal k anmongst ourselves and we'l |l
be working with the applicant to address these issues and
sort of hone in on them

Wth regard to the Navy pier, Pier 1. |It's an
alternative. Staff's analysis of alternatives for fill and
that's sonmething that the Conmm ssion will determne. |It's
not really the Board's purview. |'mglad that you brought
it up. It's an interesting point of conversation |I'm sure
that the Comm ssion needs to be hearing. W wll discuss it
anong oursel ves.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: So fromthe point of view of
proceedi ng, shall we go ahead and try to draw up a notion
t hat woul d be --

MR. McCREA: | think that would be very hel pful

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Concl ude the neeting and then
let this, based on the conversations that we just had and

what's been di scussed earlier.
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ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Just one last point. W started by

asking -- you started by asking the question: Do we believe
there will be a need for a third neeting? 1| do not believe
there is a need for a third neeting. | believe that we

vetted this project. And again, I'll say, all we would be

seeing is the results of nore analysis. W now know the --
we have a sense of what the nagnitude of the novenents are.
We have a sense of the size of the pier and just -- it would
be a matter of refining and I don't think we need to sit

t hrough this.

However, it would be helpful if we know that -- and it
coul d be sonmething that could be given to Rafael that yes,
we did |l ook at the inpact of out-of-phase notion, out-of-

di rection novenent, out-of-displacenent, variable

di spl acenents and this is how we are accommodating it. Yes,
we did | ook at Roger's concern about what happens to the
site response anal ysis on inproved ground versus a not-

i mproved ground. And just maybe handl e those in a Design
Menor andum Nunber 4 and just make it available to us. But |
don't see the need for, personally don't see the need.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: What about input fromthe other
Board Menbers?

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: | agree, | don't think we need
anot her neeting.

ECRB MEMBER COVERI O | would agree as well.
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ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO | agree, | don't think we need
anot her neeting.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: It sounds |ike we have a
consensus, good. Ckay.

Now what | did was try to put together a statenent or a
draft outline for this notion. This is kind of new
territory for us. The intent is, as you can tell, we have
| ots of coments and discussion but it is difficult to get
t hose capsul ated down into nice, succinct recomrendations.
So that's what the purpose here is. The purpose also was to
put together sonme information that could be put before the
entire board and it could be nodified accordingly and have
it be information that represents sonewhat of a consensus
recommendation to BCDC for actions they see fit.

And so in that regard | think we have got a nunber of
different itens that have been raised and | think things
going down into a very accurate record. It will be possible
to go back and see what those conments are.

So with that as a context then, the objective here is
totry to put together a meno that will represent the key
poi nts that have been brought up today. Sonme of those
poi nts have been hit here, sone of them haven't, and so |
have to take a quick look at this thing and nodify it
accordingly. So with that 1'Il give each one of the Board

Menbers a copy of this draft that | put together.
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So I'll explain this draft a little bit. First of all,
it's going to put together -- the first part is really a
preanbl e and basically just sets the franework for what we
considered. 1'Il read it quickly so the applicant can hear
what it states. It says:

Wth the understanding that the applicants for permt
approval are Treasure |sland Redevel opnent Authority and the
Treasure |Island Community Redevel opnent Project.

And with the understanding that the ECRB revi ewed t he
engi neering criteria for Sub-phase 1A of the Treasure I|sland
Redevel opnent Project on January 22, 2015, when the project
was in an earlier design stage of |ess than 35 percent.

And al so with the understanding that the applicant's
consul tants, ENCGEO and Mdffatt & N chol have provided
addi tional information as docunented in Techni cal Menorandum
Nunber 3, including ENGEO responses to the ECRB Sub- phase 1A
review conments. The various reference materials you
provided, | don't if | need to read those, you all know what
those are. The ENCGEO draft design geotechnical report, the
sub-servi ce exploration package and the Mdffatt & Nichol
pi er design package and then also the sea level risk and the
active managenent pl an.

And then also with the understanding that the follow ng
ECRB conments are based on referenced infornmati on and

pertain only to the shoreline jurisdictional zones for Sub-
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phases 1B, 1C and 1E that pertain to San Franci sco Bay
Conservati on and Devel opnment piers.

Then the final one is that the ECRB -- with the
under standi ng that the ECRB recomrends review of the
engi neering criteria for future Treasure I|sland
Redevel opnent Projects affecting the San Franci sco BCDC
Treasure Island jurisdictional zone.

Now with all that said as the preanble and the
background then these are the recomrendati ons:

The ECRB suggests that the Sub-phase 1B, C and E
portions of the Treasure |Island Redevel opnment Project nove
forward based on the contingencies indicated by ECRB revi ew
coments and based on the materials in discussion in the
public record. And that includes the nmaterials that we've
tal ked about before and the contingencies specifically
stated bel ow.

And the first one is: Concerns whether we have a third
public neeting. | think we clearly got a Board consensus
that that's not necessary. The way this is witten is it
says that the ECRB suggests that the additional review of
Sub- phases 1B, 1C and 1E in a public neeting shall be
contingent upon the ECRB recei pt and approval of the witten
responses fromthe applicant to the contingencies stated
below. So that neans, if there are witten responses to

sone of these contingencies that we' ve brought up then
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basically - and they're approved - there is no need for a
third public neeting.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Could we just consider that it is
t he consensus of the ECRB that a third neeting is not
necessary provi ded the applicant adequately addresses the
issues |listed below. | nean, just saying it a little
differently.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: That can certainly be reworded.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. That's all |'m suggesting.

ECRB CHAIR BORCHERDT: | just said it should be
contingent upon ECRB recei pt and approval.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes, see, that's the part that
I'"'m --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: How about if you just -- how about
"after a public neeting” insert "shall not be required,
contingent upon ECRB recei pt and approval . "

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO Wl |, "adequately addresses.” W
are not going to approve their response, we're going to --
we just want to nmake sure -- we're trying to -- did you
adequat el y address?

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Yes, but adequately has to be
defined. Wo is going to define adequately?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. O that they address the
di spl acenent issue between the island and the -- between the

two i sl ands.
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ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: | hear what you're saying but |
think it's just sinpler to ask themto submt the witten
response |i ke they have in the past and we'll, as a group,
respond i ndependently back to BCDC staff as to whether we
approve it.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  kay.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: And if there's -- and there
probably will be either unani nous approval or not approval
and we nove forward. And that doesn't nean that the project
has to stop or anything like that, the project should nove
forward

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  kay.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: And then on the site-specific
response spectra. There's a little bit of overplay. But
classification of site conditions in Sub-phase 1 projects
according to ASCE 7-10 and CBC 2013 standards. Inplies that
the sites are classified s Site Class F. W all know that.
And that this design response spectra be conmputed using
site-specific techniques as specified in the codes.

And it states that the applicant has to provide a
requested site-specific response spectra for a single site
based on the velocity | og obtained for one |ocation.

And then it says, the ENGEO response comment to
Techni cal Menorandum Nunber 3.

And the only conments there are: Fix the coordinates of
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121 degrees for the ENGEO bore hole. It indicates the bore
hole is not |located on Treasure |Island. ECRB requests

i nformati on showi ng the correct coordi nates and | ocati on of
the borehole for the site specific response spectra.

And the next itemis estimates of the site-specific
response spectra for the Causeway and the Ferry Buil ding
sites would require estimates based on the sei snol ogi cal
bedrock at those sites. In other words, it is just saying
that that site-specific estinmate should be nodified for the
soil profiles at those two sites.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. | think this is the appropriate
| ocation to talk about -- well, | was going to say, as you
| ook at the displacenent between the island --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: |Is that the Causeway?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. No, because it's the Causeway and
the island. Between the Causeway and the --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: It's really between the two
i sl ands, which is the Causeway.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yeah, between. Yeah.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Yeah, maybe we ought to put that
into the Causeway.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: | like it in the Causeway.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay, it's fine.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: It's between the two i sl ands,

whi ch is the Causeway.
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ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  kay.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: (kay. The next one is the Ferry
Termnal. Again the statement | have already read and |
don't want to go through it again about the idea of
considering the possible |ocation, the clear understandi ng
on that. Then --

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: Well --

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: You want to say --

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: Well no. | nean, we tal ked --
we' ve done a |lot of talking today and this was witten
bef ore.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Right. So I don't --

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: | give you credit, you know, for
coming up with all this but we can't wordsmth all this. |
don't see how we are going to wordsmth it to change, to
consider the fact that we had this neeting.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. It seens to nme the Ferry Term na
we' ve expressed, we've expressed our opinion regarding the
sei sm c earthquake reoccurrence interval and the category.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: But his Item 3-A, Frank, is
tal ki ng about using the other rotation.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. A, B and C, | would take all three
of themout, | don't think they're applicable. | nean,
you're tal king about 2 to 10 feet toward the Bay. W' ve

al ready addressed that. W' ve got sone detailed anal ysis
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now, we've got additional borings. | don't think it's
appl i cabl e.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: That's what |'m saying.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: So you don't think any --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. No, all | would say is that the
applicant has --

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: | don't think they have to wite
yet anot her description of what they've done, they already
had done that today.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO Exactly. And all we would say is
that the applicant presented the results of additional
exploration analysis and refined the displacenents and the
Board accepts the criteria and results. Wich we do.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Right, okay. Well, let nme say
first of all, inregard to this first issue about the
alternate termnal. The only thing there that was being
requested -- and maybe it should be witten just to
reference the EIR report?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes, yes, that's fine, absolutely.
Just say, the justification for this |ocation was eval uated
as part of the EIR and properly vetted in public foruns and
has been di scussed with the Comm ssion. 1Isn't that true?
I's that true?

MR. MCREA: |'msorry, say it again?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. The applicant has discussed -- the
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EIR, you've gone -- The staff has |ooked at the EIR

MR. McCREA: Yes.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. They did not file an objection to
the location for the current Ferry Termnal; is that
correct?

MR. McCREA: That's correct. The location of the Ferry
Term nal has been di scussed for nmany neetings.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Yes.

MR. McCREA: So no need to discuss it anynore.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: So no further you feel needs to

be provi ded.

MR. McCREA: No, not at this time. | think when it
gets to the Conmission it will be a -- as | said before,
with all fill in the Bay one of the requirenents under the

law is that we anal yze whether or not there is an
alternative upland location; that's why the Navy Pier idea
is interesting to us. However, the staff didn't note that
as a viable option. W take the project before us and we
are analyzing it on the respected space.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: W are advisory to you. So, |
mean, as far as |I'mconcerned, if you feel no further
information is needed with respect to this in the public
record for your position then | say we strike it.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Well before you answer. It just

seens to nme that -- but we did make a big point of saying --
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it seens that we should say that the EIR eval uated
alternative |ocations and found this to be the preferred
| ocation. W could say that and then reference the EIR
date. And two, that staff had no --

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: But see, what |I'm-- sorry for
i nterrupting, Frank.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  Sure.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: But what |I'masking is that |'m
just asking the applicant to provide that information. They
reference the EIR and say that this has been treated in the
past and that's the end of the issue.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  kay.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: (kay? The issue was raised in
the public forum You have indicated that -- the applicant
can indicate that it has been dealt wth.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay, okay, all right.

ECRB CHAIR BORCHERDT: So that's all 1'm asking for.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: And then with respect to this
next one. W can spend an awful lot of tine if we get into
wordsmithing and that's why tying these notions together and
bei ng specific is very -- it's a very difficult task.

But the second itembasically is, | think is probably
not worded correctly. But what we are asking, aren't we, is

that the Board receive copies of the revised design criteria
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potentially based on 475 years?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO  No.

ECRB MEMBER COMERI O  No.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: O do you want to suggest --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  No. No, no, no.

ECRB MEMBER FI SCHER: W're certainly not asking that.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. No, not we're not.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Ckay.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Let's then that strike that item
as well. And the last one | know doesn't pertain.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes. So it's just the first one.
And you can --

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: But what you do want to say
about --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. W can say the Board expressed its
opi nion regarding the return period using the design.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: How about, the Board expressed
concern about alternate energency access to the island.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes. O another way is, in |ight
of the low return period used in design, the Board requests
that alternative nethods of access and egress be eval uated.

ECRB MEMBER FI SCHER: Energency access and egress.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Energency access and egress be
eval uated. Then that gives us they'll come back and say,

yeah, we | ooked at that and we can junp off of the Navy Pier
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or what ever.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Ckay. Wat | have witten down
is the Board expressed concern about --

ECRB MEMBER FI SCHER: G ven the | ow return peri od.

MR. TOOTLE: The 72 year return period criteria. The
Board requested -- in light of the use of a 72 year the
Board requested that alternative access and egress be
evaluated. That's what |'d said.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: (Ckay. And you've got this down
and we've got a conplete record of it so | amnot going to
continue to try to get it just right. But | think the tota
intent here is clear.

kay, what about shoreline geotechnical hazards? The
ENGEO and Techni cal Menorandum Nunber 3 has indicated that
you' d be happy to provide copies of the final designs for
the DSM barriers, the Causeway and the various structures
that we've tal ked about and so this is just a statenent that
you plan to do that.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: And provide final designs to us.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. | don't know, | don't know that we
need that, Roger. | nean, they've indicated that they are
using a 40 percent pattern on the shoreline, they' re using a
55 percent pattern on the Causeway. That's criteria that's
standard FHWA and a common standard of practice. They' ve

denonstrated that they have eval uated the subsurface
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conditions. | would just say that --

This isn't going to be a design-build, is it? 1Is the
stabilization of the Causeway going to be design-build?

MR, ELIAHU. This is Ui with ENGEO. The DSM portion
wi |l have a design that goes out to bid that is ready to
build but it's based on, you know, three foot dianeter DSM
at eight feet on center.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  They can cone back with an
al ternative.

MR. ELIAHU. Every contractor has a proprietary

technology with different dianmeters and different groupings

of augers and so they will cone back with recommended
alternatives and those will have to be evaluated. So in
that sense there will be a design-build conponent to the DSM

only. The other neasures, the stone colums, the vibro-
conpaction, the surcharging, are all --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Well, it is not a design-build
conponent, it's an alternative design based on --

MR. PERCHER: Design to be built with an RFlI process.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes, thank you.

(Laughter.)

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  So, Roger, | think all we need to
say here is that the applicant has adequately has adequately
addressed the soil stabilization of the causeway and the

shorel i ne.
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ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: O naybe we don't have to say
anyt hing, maybe just strike it if there's no contingencies.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. There's no contingenci es.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: If there's no contingencies then
we just strike it.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: | wanted to encourage themto
address the inpact of uncertainty in the analysis. W got a
bunch of single nunbers and | think it's inportant for
geotechs not to believe single nunbers. It's what | said
previously. 1'd like to have them address in their analysis
and final report the inpact of uncertainty in defornmation,
sei sm c deformation estinmates.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: So you woul d add, you woul d add
a contingency on the shoreline geotechnical hazards.
Paranetri c anal yses.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: | didn't say "paranmetric" | said
"inmpact of uncertainty.” Which may include paranmetric and
may i nclude just sort of, you know, Bartlett and Youd
factors of two and a half or whatever. However they want to
address uncertainty, just recognize that --

Sonetinmes it's not so inportant but when you say that
t he design, your large dianeters are just riding with the
deformation, if it defornms twice as nuch that's going to
have a different inpact on your shift.

MR. ELI AHU: Ui with ENGEO Poi nt of clarification.
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That comment relates to the cross-section at the ferry
structure; is that correct?

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: | was going to put it everypl ace.
There's uncertainty in all the deformation, all deformation
anal yses. All seismc deformation anal yses.

MR, ESPI NOZA: Pedro with ENGEO. On the city side
shorel i ne where we devel oped the six ground notions.
think that that gives us an analysis regarding the ground
noti ons and deformati on anal ysis because that's where the
curves cone from

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: So say that that's your
uncertainty then, that's fine.

MR. ESPI NOZA: kay.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH:  Sonetines there needs to be a | ot
of additional effort. Maybe in that particul ar case you' ve
done, you've addressed, you've envel oped in certainty
al r eady.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. What you showed us has not been
submtted to us. Renmenber, it was shown only to us as a
sl i de.

MR. ESPI NOZA: That's part of the city side |ot
i mprovenent .

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. The city side. You're right,
you're right, the city side. Then let's just say it the way

Ji m suggested, we'd like the applicant to address the
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uncertainty.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Request the applicant to address
the inmpact of uncertainty in seismc deformation anal yses on
t he design of the project.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: (Ckay. And | guess we have
consensus on this as we nove forward.

The next one is the instrunmentation.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. The Causeway.

ECRB MEMBER COVERI O The Causeway.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: The Causeway, the Causeway.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: W had the insert about the -- do
you al ready have that maybe, about the different
di spl acenent tinme histories in the two islands?

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: W have to figure out how --
we'll have -- we'll need to --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Figure out howto word it?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Can we just say the applicant
shoul d address the variations in displacenent going from
Yer ba Buena Island to the Causeway to Treasure |sland?

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: And its effect on the utilities.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  And its inpact on utilities. Just
say it that way.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: That sounds good to ne.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Everybody agree?
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ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: Yes.

ECRB MEMBER HOLMES: Yes.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: That's in the record. Now
you're going to get a copy --

MR. MONTES: |'mgoing to get a copy.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: | might just insert the word
“"transient” in there because it is not just the major
di spl acenents. Because you're going to | ook at the
eart hquake and it goes like this and it comes back right
here and it says, not a problem

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Ckay, good.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Transient displacenments between the
t hree conponents.

MR. ESPI NOZA: Three conponents?

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Two islands and the connection; X

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay, Roger, the next one is al
yours.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Instrunentation, right. So I
made a | ot of these comments already. | don't know whet her
to go through all this again but for the applicant's benefit
| really should read it really quickly. And if any Board
Menbers have any input or disagree or whatever, please speak
up. The intent here is really to cone up with a consensus.

This material was prepared prior to the neeting.
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ECRB MEMBER COVERI O Qut of respect, Roger, can | just
as a point of order -- | nean, | can't vote on sonething
that I haven't seen witten out. | nean, we are rewiting
this as we talk. | think we have to -- | don't know if we
can -- I'mnot confortable voting on wording that | haven't
seen.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Ckay.

ECRB MEMBER COVERIO. | nean, | agree in the sense of
what we have just discussed. | just have trouble with a
thing that was witten before the neeting and now it is
bei ng wordsm thed and | am bei ng asked to vote on it when
don't know what the final docunment actually is going to | ook
like, the final notion is going to look like. [It's a very
i nappropriate thing to vote on in the neeting. And
especially when it's four pages |ong, you know.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Well, | think you have a very
good point. The way we've proceeded in the past is that we
-- well, anyway, the way we've proceeded in the past is that
there is this verbal discussion with respect to what we
think are contingencies. W've tried to cone up with sone
wording that is appropriate for it, then we | ook back to the
Secretary that's taking notes to basically provide the
actual words. And then a copy of those mnutes will cone
back before all of the Board Menbers to look at. And if

there's -- and then those mnutes will cone back again
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before -- well, | guess those mnutes then go out to all of
the Board Menbers and then they cone back to the Board for
approval at the next neeting.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Roger, just a suggestion; Mary has
a good point. It seens to nme we could pull out the notion
out of the mnutes, we could request that whoever, the
applicant, provide us with the notion portion of the
di scussion and provide that to Rafael. And Rafael then
could put that in the formof a draft notion and then we
could vote on it. W could edit it, give it back to you and
then just poll us by phone. That's acceptable isn't it?

MR. McCREA: There's a few different ways you can do
it, there's ways you have done it in the past. | think what
you're trying to do today is a little bit different,
slightly different, because you are trying to get sone
clarity on the notion. And | applaud you for that because
there is nothing nore frustrating for the staff than we go
into conversations and have heard different things and we
argue about it, so clarity is good.

That said, it also mght be just as easy or easier for
you and just as useful for us for you to rely on the
statenents made during the neeting. The verbal sumrary that
you have made of the points that were made during the
nmeeti ng such as the comments that you nade around the 72 and

475 and the comments that you nade around -- the other
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comments that you made.

And | think that the staff, we are very confortable
listening, relying on the mnutes, relying on Rafael's
notes, to take that and run with that advice. That's ny
personal feeling. The Chief of Permts is nodding behind
me. | applaud you for trying to be clear but | also
understand at the end of a long neeting it is difficult to
sort of get a detailed resolution. And for our purposes we
don't really need that detail, we heard you |l oud and cl ear
what you sai d today.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. So you don't need a notion fromus?

MR. McCREA: Well, it's interesting. The Design Review
Board is the second advisory board. W have two advi sory
boards that report to the Commi ssion, the Engineering
Criteria Review Board and the Comm ssion's Design Review
Board. The Design Review Board does a sort of summary
approach and they don't do a notion, they don't do a notion
and vote. You always have and that works equally as well.
But the notion could be nade on a series of points rather
than a witten, edited version that's crafted in the
nmeet i ng.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: So this final point could be
sonething |like "W request that they inplenment an
instrunmentation plan as discussed during the neeting."

MR, M CREA: Correct.
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ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. W recomrend that they reeval uate
the return periods and address alternative energency access
and egress.

We recommend that they review, that they expand the
i nstrunmentation programto include slope inclinonmeters and
al so we encourage themto neet with the state regarding
design of and installation of an instrunmentati on program

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: And that's basically what this
says, what you just said.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  And there are some of us that
recommend that the applicant keep the teamtogether that's
been working on this project, including the earthquake
engi neering consultant that was retained to assist you,
Pedro, on the devel opnment of the tine histories. |'m not
going to nmention his nane but you know who he is.

MR. MONTES: Frank, | don't want to rob your tine
anynore here but let ne just say regarding the phone call,

t hat caught nme off guard. But then you can vote, just vote,
you know, for a notion by e-mail.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Ckay.

MR. MONTES: |If they provide you with information
you're asking for, all you have to say is, | agree. That's
all you have to say to ne via e-nuail.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: But froma public nmeeting point

of view and froma public forumpoint of viewl think it is
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important that we -- and that's what the notion has al ways
been. It has always been a formal nmeans of stating a
consensus of the Board Menbers. So | think that we could --
next tinme we could come up with a sunmary that's nuch nore
brief, maybe as Frank has suggested. But in the past we
have been chall enged with respect to these informnal
sumari es because one person hears one thing and soneone

el se hears sonething el se.

So since we have this framework in front of us with
respect to these points, we've got themclearly articul ated
now down to the |ast one which is the instrunentation, and
basically the points there are to get together with the
state program so that you can have a | ong-term nai nt enance
program And then there are a couple of suggestions wth
respect to the sensor layouts and then this other thing with
respect to the previous recommendation in the EIR report
revi ew.

So with that said, then what | woul d suggest is that
woul d suggest we woul d go ahead now that we have gone this
far and we have in our notion -- our framework for a notion.
| as Chair would |ike to suggest that | wll entertain a
notion or approval as it has been stated and put together
and di scussed here today, and a second and open it up for
di scussion with respect to whether additional points or

what ever need to be made. And that way there's form
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closure to this thing, you have a recommendation, it's al
down with specificity, and so you are not in a position of
having to go back and try to pull this out of the discussion
and that out of the discussion with respect to what you

t hought the key points were. And | think we have hit on the
key points in this. Not that |I'm pushing ny nmeno because |
amquite willing to strike out itens, any itens that the
Board wants to strike out.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  1'Ill make the notion that we
approve the Treasure |sland phases brought before the ECRB
wi th the understanding that certain issues, concerns wll be
addressed by the applicant. And those issues relate to site
response spectra, instrunmentation, defornmation and
continuity of the applicant's design team

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: That's a different notion than
what we have before us, the five itens that we have before
us.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. | know, | was just meking it --
take the | ast one out.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: And what the Chair said they
were going to entertain.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Ckay, okay, I'll take the |ast one
out. Al right.

ECRB MEMBER COVERI O. That's still not every -- you've

m ssed sone of the points that were in here so it's a very
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awkwar d noti on.

MR. MONTES: The notion is going to be based on what
you said on the record, that you are requesting, not
necessarily the paper.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Yes. | think we've gone through
it pretty conpletely here with respect to this -- you know,
there has been a real effort put together with respect to
provi ding the preanble for the notion and then basically
what the key itens are, and | think we've covered all the
key itens that Frank just indicated.

ECRB MEMBER COMERI O  Yes.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: And there is a pretty precise
statenent of a |ot of that.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO. | could nmake a notion that the
docunent that you wote, nodified by our discussion today,
is the Board' s resolution of review of the project.

MR. MONTES: But then you would be relying on a piece
of paper and not sone --

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO.  Well, no. | think that what was
witten plus our discussion and then I think that we would
subsequent|ly have the opportunity to look at this.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Roger has an edited version. |'m
just watching himover his shoulder witing things up.
haven't read what he wote exactly but I saw witing the

notes. And the one thing he didn't mark up was the segnent

ALL AMERI CAN REPCORTI NG | NC.

(916) 362-2345




© 00 N o o B~ w N P

N RN NN NN R R R R R R R R R
O N W N B O © O N o 00 »h W N R O

181

of that which was about instrumentation, which I think has
probably not really changed very nuch fromthe discussion
that we had. | think it would be reasonable if we noved to
approve the notion as Roger has prepared originally and
edi ted based on our discussions here.

MR. MONTES: And stated. As stated, right?

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH:  Yes, with nodifications as
di scussed over the |ast 40 m nutes.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO. And it was the last -- are we
going to have a discussion on that now that we have had
the --

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Do we have a second on that one?

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. |'mnot even sure what we're --

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: On your proposed notion.

ECRB MEMBER COVERI O Robert's Rules of Order say
you've got to --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: |'m throwi ng words out before
actual ly nmovi ng them

ECRB MEMBER COVERI O Those two have to withdraw their
notions before yours is okayed.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: No, it doesn't belong to the group
until he states it as a notion so it doesn't have to be
wi t hdr awn.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. No, | think there was no -- Mary,

there wasn't any second to m ne.
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ECRB MEMBER COMERI O Al right.

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Secondi ng doesn't matter, he has

to state it first.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Yes. kay. So what we are saying

is the notion is as sumuari zed in a draft notion outline

prepared by Roger dated 5/28/ 2018 (sic) and anmended during

the course of the neeting.

ECRB
ECRB
nmeet i ng.
ECRB
ECRB
ECRB
ECRB
ECRB

VEMBER
VEMBER

VEMBER
VEMBER
VEMBER
VEMBER
VEMBER

HCOLMES: As anended duri ng.
ROLLO As anended during the course of the

FRENCH: So noved.

BATTALI G That was a second, right?
FRENCH. Did you nove it?

RCOLLO  Yes.

BATTALI G Frank made the notion.

THE REPORTER: | guess you're |ooking for a second now.

He just made the notion, you just said "so noved."

ECRB
ECRB
ECRB
wor ds out
ECRB
ECRB
ECRB
ECRB

MEMBER FRENCH. Did you actually nove it?
MEMBER ROLLO  Okay, I'Il nove it.

MEMBER FRENCH. | think he just sort of threw
wi t hout saying "I nove."

VEMBER
VEMBER
VEMBER
VEMBER

ROLLO kay. So do you want to second it?
FRENCH  Second.

ROLLO There you go.

BATTALIG  Now we have di scussi on?
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ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: Hearing no further discussion.

(Laughter.)

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO No, | actually -- | need to say
sonmething. So the last itemhere is sea level rise. And ny
understanding is that the applicant has been working with
the staff and then one of the things we discussed is that it
woul d be -- it's good that they are working with the staff
to clear up the sea level rise issues.

The one contingency | would add is that the applicant
continues to work with the staff to confirmthat the
dwel I'i ngs whi ch have | ow adaptive capacity, being raised by
three feet with a half-foot freeboard, is consistent with
the recent NRC 2012 report high sea level rise curve within
the project life. And it's kind of close, you know. If you
| ook at the high curve around 2080, depending on if you're
starting fromzero or later on, it's kind of close. That's
new i nformation since the work had been originally
devel oped.

MR. McCREA: So what is the short form of your
amendnent ?

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Yes.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI O. The short formis | would |ike
the applicant to continue to work with BCDC staff and cone
to a conclusion and informus of their conclusion as to

whet her or not they are satisfied that the el evation of the
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dwel l'ings are consistent with the NRC 2012 hi gh curve.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO. Ckay, | will accept --

ECRB MEMBER BATTALIO Wthin the project life.

MR. MONTES: But the dwellings are beyond the
jurisdiction of BCDC. They are not in the purview

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI O | can still nmake the notion or
no?

MR. MONTES: Sure, you can make the notion.

ECRB MEMBER BATTALI G | think that the intent was not
to debate but rather to cone to an agreenent with the BCDC
staff because the devel opnent is | ow and within sea | evel
rise and we have di scussed that the dwellings are being
raised. So | think the jurisdictional consideration m ght
not -- the applicant maybe not have to conformto our
request but | am aski ng anyway because | think it's --

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  I'Il accept the addendum

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: And as seconder | accept al so.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Any ot her di scussion?

Call the vote. Al in favor?

(Ayes.)

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: Any opposed?

(No response.)

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: The notion passes.

ECRB MEMBER ROLLO.  Mary abst ai ned.

ECRB MEMBER COVERI O. But | do want to request that we
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see the final draft notion, Rafael, so that if there is
sonet hing that doesn't seem consi stent we have a chance to
conment .

ECRB CHAIR BORCHERDT: | think that's a --

ECRB MEMBER FRENCH: It's part of the m nutes and we
al ways have a record through the m nutes.

ECRB CHAI R BORCHERDT: So neeting adjourned. And thank
you very rmuch.

(The neeting was adjourned at 5:19 p.m)

--000- -
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that | ama disinterested person herein; that | recorded the
foregoi ng neeting of the BCDC Engineering Criteria Review
Board and that the recording was thereafter transcribed.

| further certify that I amnot of counsel or attorney
for any of the parties to said neeting, or in any way
interested in the outconme of said neeting.

I N WTNESS WHERECF, | have hereunto set nmy hand this
5th day of June, 2015.

/s/ John Cota

JOHN COTA

CERTI FI CATE OF TRANSCRI BER

|, RAMONA COTA, a Certified Electronic Reporter and
Transcri ber, certify that the foregoing is a correct
transcript, to the best of nmy ability, fromthe electronic

recordi ng of the proceedings in the above-entitled matter.

/s/ Rampona Cota June 5, 2015
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