Volume II:  Section 1 ( DEIS Comments and Responses

Department of the Army 10/27/1998


[image: image1.wmf]


1
[image: image2.png]2

not all) of the 262,000 cubic yards of dredge material from the original plan for the seismic retrofit of
the existing structure of the bridge (similar to the retrofit existing structure alternative in the DEIS) as
being “suitable for aquatic disposal at the Alcatraz Aquatic Disposa] Site (SF-11).” The December 16,
1996 suitability determination applied only to the project as presented at that time, since no alternatives
were presented. The project itself has significantly changed since the December 16, 1996 DMMO
determination. The DEIS states that up to approximately 720,000 cubic yards of material may now be
dredged, from different areas than were previously tested, and it is unclear how much of this material
may be proposed for unconfined aquatic disposal. New testing will be needed to determine what
proportion, if any, of these new sediments may be suitable for aquatic disposal (see issue 2, below).
Furthermore, sediment testing requirements have been upgraded since the original (1996) DMMO
determination, and this new level of testing will be applied to the retrofit project. For these reasons, as
DMMO noted at its July 8, 1998 meeting with Caltrans, the 1996 DMMO determination is no longer
valid for the project as it is now proposed.

In addition, the December 16, 1996, DMMO letter’ explicitly stated that having “suitable” material -
“does not constitute an authorization to proceed with your dredge project. You must first obtain
Federal, State, and local permits as appropriate.” A key aspect of the necessary approvals is a
Department of the Army “Section 404” permit, which may only be issued for the “least environmentally
damaging practicable alternative” (LEDPA). At the July 8, 1998 meeting with DMMO, Caltrans was
advised that in-Bay disposal was unlikely to be accepted as the LEDPA for all the dredged material from
 the retrofit project 2, especially for deeper, consolidated sediments. This is in direct contrast to the
statement on page 4-109 of the DEIS that “the densest portion of this material...could be disposed of in-
Bay”. Caltrans was further advised that beneficial re-use options should be evaluated first, followed by
upland and ocean disposal, and that in-Bay disposal would only be considered if these options could be
clearly established as not practicable (see issue 3, below). None of this information and coordination
was reflected in the DEIS.

2. Sediment Characteristics Must be Documented

The proportion of a project’s dredged material that may be suitable versus unsuitable for aquatic
disposal is a key driving factor in evaluating the potential environmental impacts of potential disposal
options. To make determinations about the suitability of dredged material for various disposal options,
DMMO needs two kinds of information about the project sediments. First, geologic information is
needed to help identify the interface between surface “young bay mud” and underlying denser
formations. This information is important for estimating volumes that may be physically suitable for in-
Bay disposal, and to direct appropriate sediment sampling and testing. DMMO was told that such
information was available, and would be included in the project EIS; yet, we do not find that it has been
included. Second, the sediment must be evaluated to determine whether it is chemically and
biologically suitable for aquatic disposal.

The December 16, 1996 DMMO letter was omitted from Appendix G of the DEIS.

~

The Long Term Management Strategy (LTMS) for the Placement of Dredged Material in the San Francisco Bay Region,
Final Policy EIS/Programmatic EIR was officially released by the DMMO parent agencies plus the California State
Water Resources Control Board on October 16, 1998. The LTMS Final EIS/EIR calls for steadily decreasing overall
volumes of in-Bay disposal in coming years. Continuing in-Bay disposal would generally be permitted only for
maintenance dredging of navigation facilities, and only to the extent that practicable disposal alternatives are not
available.
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Without information about the relative volumes of physically, chemically, and biologically suitable

material, it is not possible to determine the potential environmental impacts of dredging and disposing of
‘that material (see issue 4, below).

The DMMO advised Caltrans in our July 8 1998 meeting that a new draft Sampling and Analysis
Plan (SAP) should be prepared, based on the available geological information. DMMO also noted that
the SAP should include testing for both ocean disposal (based on the EPA/Corps of Engineers national
ocean dumping testing guidelines in the “Green Book”) and in-Bay disposal (based on the new
EPA/Corps of Engineers national sediment testing guidelines in the “Inland Testing Manual” or [TM).
We look forward to receiving the new SAP (for DMMO approval) for this project.

3. Alternatives to In-Bay Disposal Must be Evaluated

Throughout the DEIS, statements are repeatedly made that dredged material “would” be disposed in-
Bay and alternatives such as beneficial re-use and ocean disposal are not mentioned. As noted above,
DMMO has advised Caltrans and Federal Highway Administration representatives that in-Bay disposal
will not be considered for this project absent an adequate evaluation of the practicability of alternatives.
The EIS should include a “404(b)(1) analysis” that directly evaluates dredged material disposal options.

Specifically, the EIS should consider beneficial re-use as the first priority. Potential and reasonably
foreseeable beneficial re-use options may include: the proposed Montezuma Wetlands and Hamilton
Wetlands restoration projects; habitat restoration at other locations possibly including Caltrans property;
and use as (or stockpiling for) construction fill in otherwise approved projects, including roadway
projects. To the extent that beneficial re-use can be shown to the satisfaction of the agencies not to be
practicable, ocean disposal at the San Francisco Deep Ocean Disposal Site (SF-DODS) should be
considered next (for suitable material). Note that the SF-DODS can accept consolidated material that
would not otherwise be approved for disposal at the Alcatraz disposal site. Ocean disposal at SF-DODS
will require the retrofit project to fund a pro-rated portion of established site monitoring activities. The
costs for required “Tier [” monitoring at the SF-DODS have been approximately $700,000 per year, and
the Caltrans pro-rated portion of that amount would be incurred for every calendar year that disposal
operations from the retrofit project continue at the SF-DODS. However, there are no long term
monitoring or mitigation costs associated with SF-DODS.

Only if beneficial re-use and ocean disposal are clearly established as not being practicable, will in-
Bay disposal of dredged material from the retrofit project be considered. Even in this case, only

unconsolidated surficial sediments (that would not “armor” the existing in-Bay disposal sites) would be
considered. '

4. Other Dredging-Related Impacts Must be Addressed

Potential impacts associated with dredging and dredged material disposal are related to the
proportion of material that is suitable for different disposal options. For example, although beneficial
re-use is generally preferred, dredging volume and haul distance to the chosen re-use site may result in
adverse air quality impacts. The DEIS does not adequately discuss potential impacts of disposal, largely
because the discussion of disposal is itself inadequate, as described above. The EIS should clearly
discuss all the potential adverse impacts that may be associated with all dredging and disposal-related
project activities, based on an adequate evaluation of dredge location, sediment volume, characteristics
and the range of disposal options that those characteristics indicate.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject DEIS. Please contact David Dwinell at
(415) 977-8471 if there are any questions, and to schedule a meeting with the DMMO. If you with to
write, please address all correspondence to Mr. David Dwinell, Construction- Operations Division, and
refer to the file number at the head of this letter. We look forward to meeting with you as soon as may
be convenient to discuss these important issues.

Sincerely,

Max R. Blodgett

£,

Chief, Construction-Operations Division

Copies Furnished:

US EPA, San Francisco, CA, Attn: Ross
CA BCDC, San Francisco, CA, Attn: Collins
CA RWQCB, Oakland, CA, Attn: Gregg

CA SLC, Sacramento, CA, Attn: Howe

CA F&G, Menlo Park, CA, Attn: Ota

US NMFS, Santa Rosa, CA, Attn: Mobley






Department of the Army Corps of Engineers Letter dated 10/27/1998

Comment 1

The referenced statement in Section 2.6.1— Construction Activities, Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative, has been deleted.  The Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO) does not grant approvals for dredged material disposal.  The intent of the statement was to document that the DMMO had previously determined that most of the materials to be dredged for the previously reviewed retrofit project were “suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal” at SF-11.  The previously reviewed retrofit project has been included in the DEIS and FEIS as the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative and is subject to review by the DMMO (but has not been identified as the Preferred Alternative).  The December 16, 1996 letter from the DMMO has been added to Appendix G — Agency Consultation Letters.

Comment 2

A Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) has been prepared and is included as Appendix M.  The DMMP presents refined estimates of potential dredged volumes, impacts of dredging and dredged material disposal, and evaluates reuse/disposal options for the build alternatives.  Since publication of the DMMP in June 1999, estimated dredged volumes were further refined and are presented in Section 4.14.10 — Construction Excavation and Dredging and in an errata sheet attached to the DMMP in Appendix M.  The total volume of dredged material expected to be generated by Replacement Alternative N-6 has been reduced from the 543,000 cubic meters (710,000 cubic yards) estimated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to approximately 413,000 cubic meters (540,000 cubic yards) as a result of refining the construction techniques.  These quantities would also occur with Replacement Alternative N-2.  Replacement Alternative S-4 would generate 417,000 cubic meters (545,000 cubic yards).

The revised estimates are for total dredged material volumes.  Portions of this amount have been determined to be not suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal.  A Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) was prepared by Caltrans and approved by the DMMO on May 14, 1999.  The SAP was prepared in conformance with revised testing procedures and included sampling at multiple locations along the Preferred Alternative alignment and at potential representative reuse/disposal locations. Caltrans understands that, for all replacement alternatives, the sediments in the barge access channel for dismantling the existing bridge would need to be characterized in the future.

A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report was completed by Caltrans in June 2000 and is available for review at the Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office and at selected libraries listed in the Preface of the FEIS.  This report summarizes the results of testing to determine the quality of materials.  The sediments encountered during the testing were primarily silt and clay.  Chemical analyses indicated that although some metals were detected in site sediments at levels exceeding San Francisco Estuary ambient concentrations, the majority of organic and inorganic analyte concentrations in site sediments were similar to concentrations detected in baseline sediments.  Solid phase bioassays to evaluate the effect of site sediments on benthic organisms indicated that sediments from several locations near the Oakland Touchdown are not suitable for aquatic disposal (in-Bay or deep ocean) or for beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.  

In its letter of October 31, 2000 (see Appendix G for a copy of the letter), the DMMO made the following conclusions regarding the disposal of dredged materials:

· Up to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal; and

· Up to 319,181 cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

Any sediment not suitable for the above sites would be properly disposed of at a landfill.  See Section 4.14.10 — Construction Excavation and Dredging for a discussion of project dredging quantities.

Comment 3

The dredged material reuse/disposal options are not East Span Project alternatives; rather they are options for disposal of dredged materials to be generated by any of the build alternatives.  It should be noted that the LEDPA (determined to be Replacement Alternative N-6 by EPA and ACOE) is for the entire East Span Project and not for the disposal of dredged materials.
Section 4.14.10 — Construction Excavation and Dredging of the FEIS has been updated to incorporate the findings of the DMMP.  The updated proposal for reuse/disposal options for the project is consistent with the LTMS (see Appendix M).  During construction of new piers and footings (approximately 26 months), there would be approximately 460 cubic meters (600 cubic yards) of material dredged per month for a total of 12,000 cubic meters (15,600 cubic yards) over the entire construction phase.  This amounts to less than one full barge trip per month.  Caltrans proposes this material for in-Bay disposal at the Alcatraz site.  This amount assumed that the materials proposed are chemically and physically suitable for in-Bay disposal.  Any materials determined to be unsuitable for aquatic  disposal or beneficial reuse would be disposed of at an appropriate landfill.

The statement concerning density of material to be disposed at SF-11, which was in error, has been eliminated in the FEIS.

Comment 4

The DMMP (in Appendix M) includes evaluation of numerous reuse/disposal options and combinations of these options.  The list was narrowed to a smaller set based on availability, cost, existing technology, and location.  The alternatives analyzed in detail in the DMMP include in-Bay (SF-11), ocean (SF-DODS), the Hamilton Wetlands Restoration Project, Montezuma Wetland restoration, sidecasting and upland disposal at various landfills.  Caltrans proposes to beneficially reuse a majority of the material at an upland wetland site, provided such sites accept material during the periods when East Span Project construction activities would generate dredged material and that such sites are cost-effective.  If approved sites are not available or found to be not cost-effective, Caltrans may beneficially reuse materials at landfill sites as daily cover or dispose of materials at the deep ocean disposal site.  In addition, Caltrans proposes to beneficially reuse some dredged materials and excavated sand to restore portions of the barge access channel for eelgrass habitat.  A small amount of dredged material per month from construction of piers would be allocated to the Alcatraz site.

In its comment letter on the DMMP of August 20, 1999, EPA concurred with Caltrans/FHWA’s preferred combination of reuse/disposal options.  This letter can be found in Volume II, Section 2 — DMMP Comments and Responses of the FEIS.  

Comment 5

A geologic cross section and discussion of sediment types is provided in the DMMP in Appendix M.  Sediment sampling for chemical, physical, and biological suitability was conducted.  Please see response to Comment 2 above for a summary of testing results.  

Comment 6

Revised SAPs were submitted to the DMMO on February 25 and May 3, 1999.  The SAP was approved by the DMMO on May 14, 1999.  The revised SAP included testing at in-Bay, ocean, and representative upland wetland sites and was prepared in conformance with referenced guidance from the DMMO. 

Comment 7

The DMMP has taken the 404(b)(1) approach and has evaluated alternative reuse/disposal options based on potential environmental impacts, logistics, and economics.  Please refer to the DMMP in Appendix M for the evaluation results.

Comment 8

The DMMP evaluates seven combined practicable reuse/disposal options in detail, including an air quality evaluation (which shows that the preferred reuse/disposal option, Option A, would generate the least amount of air pollutant emissions, with the exception of the option to dispose of all dredged material at a landfill).  The information provided in the DMMP includes environmental setting information and evaluation of potential impacts for in-Bay disposal, ocean disposal, reuse at the Hamilton site, reuse at the Montezuma site, sidecasting of the material, and the use of upland landfills for disposal.
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ATTENTION OF:

Construction-Operations Division

SUBJECT: File Number 23013S - DMMO Comments on the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge
East Span Seismic Safety Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ Statutory

Exemption
Ms. Mara Melandry Mr. John Schultz, Chief
Caltrans District 4 . District Operations North
111 Grand Avenue Federal Highway Administration
PO Box 23660 980 Ninth Street, Suite 400
Oakland, California 94623-0660 Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Ms.Melandry and Mr. Schultz: -

The Dredged Material Managernent Office (DMMO) is a cooperative effort of the US Army
Corps of Engineers San Francisco District, the US Environmental Protection Agency Region 9, the San
Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality
Control Board, and the California State Lands Commission. The role of the DMMO is to review and
reach interagency consensus on proposals for dredging and dredged material disposal in the San
Francisco Bay area. Specifically, the DMMO directs appropriate sediment sampling and analysis,
reviews resulting data from the standpoint of suitability of the dredged material for aquatic disposal, and
makes recommendations for the subsequent permitting decisions of its member agencies.

The purpose of this letter is to correct some significant omissions and misstatements regarding
the dredging-related aspects of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Retrofit Project
contained in the subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). As discussed in the following
paragraphs, the DEIS’s analysis of dredging and dredged material disposal associated with the project is
inadequate and, of more concern, is somewhat misleading. Furthermore, the nature of these issues raises
the concern that, despite recent (pre-DEIS) meetings, Caltrans does not appear to understand the
comments DMMO has previously provided or the serious difficulties the project faces for approval of
in-Bay disposal of the expected significant volumes of dredged material the proposed project will
generate. DMMO therefore invites you to attend one of our regularly scheduled meetings in the near
future to discuss these issues in order to ensure that the project proceeds without delay. Please note that
these comments focus on dredging-related aspects of the proposed project and do not supercede any
additional comments on the DEIS that any individual DMMO ‘member agency may make.

1. Dredging Quantmes Are Not “Approved”
The DEIS mappropnately states that the DMMO “has approved the project volumes, in concept,

for 1n—Bay disposal.” In fact, DMMO has not approved the project volumes that are discussed in the
DEIS, in concept or otherwise. By the letter of December 16, 1996, the DMMO did identify much (but







