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The DEIS does not describe mitigation that may be necessary to offset temporal
losses (impacts) to the aquatic environment that could occur as a result of temporary
construction (e.g., temporary roads, piers, falsework, etc.) of the proposed project
alternatives. All temporary project impacts should be disclosed and quantified in the
FEIS. Based on the extent of the impacts, mitigation and/or restoration plans should
be developed to compensate for temporary construction effects and/or to restore
affected areas to pre-project conditions.

6. Water Quality Impacts

Section 4.14.7 of the DEIS does not provide sufficient detail for the Corps to
evaluate whether or not measures designed to reduce potential impacts to water
quality are adequate to offset potential project effects. The DEIS states that a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be prepared for the project and that
this document will outline measures that will be carried out in the field to reduce
water quality impacts. The SWPPP does not need to be provided at this time;
however, the FEIS should outline specific measures and/or best management
practices (BMP) that would be in place for each proposed project alternative to
reduce water quality impacts.

7. Cumulative Effects Analysis

The cumulative effects section of the DEIS (Section 4.15) fails to describe 1)
how the cumulative effects study area were defined, 2) how the cumulative impact
study parameters were developed, and 3)what will be the project’s overall
contribution to cumulative impacts to specific aquatic resources (i.e., wetlands,
eelgrass beds, open water habitat, benthic ecosystems, vegetated shallows, and salt
marsh habitat). The cumulative impact assessment should be revised to include a
description of how the cumulative impact study area boundary was developed.
Within this study area boundary, relevant past, present and future actions should be
identified and the cumulative effects of these projects relative to the proposed project
should be quantified and described. Further, the cumulative impact analysis should
describe the cause-and-effect relationships between the project and relevant actions
(past, present and future) as well as their cumulative effect on natural resources
(including, but not limited to, terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject DEIS. We would
appreciate the opportunity to review an administrative draft of the FEIS to ensure that
our comments and concerns are adequately addressed. Please provide sufficient time
to for my staff to review the administrative draft and for any comments we may have
to be incorporated into the document prior to its release.






1
2
3

[image: image2.png]3. Temporary Construction Impacts

Section 4.14.8 of the DEIS does not sufficiently describe potential impacts to the
aquatic environment that could occur as a result of construction of each proposed
project alternative. The discussion should be broadened to include all proposed
temporary construction activities that could adversely affect the aquatic environment.
The discussion should include, but should not necessarily be limited to, impacts
resulting from 1) use of chemicals to dismantle the existing bridge, 2) excavation and
removal of existing bridge components, 3) placement of temporary piers and trestles
for construction access, 4) dredging and disposal of dredged material (see comments
above), 5) work area dewatering, 6) hazardous waste excavation and transport, 7)
installation and removal of falsework, 8) location, development and use of
construction staging areas, equipment storage areas and temporary access roads, and
9) work within temporary construction easement areas located outside the project
boundary.

4. Permanent Construction Impacts

" Section 4.9.2 (Wetlands and Special Aquatic Sites) of the DEIS provides a
discussion of potential impacts to resources within Corps jurisdiction. While this
section describes the extent of expected impacts resulting from each proposed project
alternative, it does not provide substantial information regarding the nature (cause) of
the impact. This section should be expanded to include a detailed description of each
potential project impact for each proposed project alternative. For clarity, and to
facilitate our review, the description should be accompanied by a table that provides
the information (nature of impact and resultant environmental effect) in tabular form.

5. Proposed Project Mitigation
Habitat Mitigation for Permanent Impacts

Section 4.9.6 (Mitigation) of the DEIS and the supporting technical studies
(Biological Assessment and Natura] Environment Study) do not provide sufficient
detail regarding steps that were taken to avoid and minimize impacts. Further, the
proposed compensatory mitigation described in these documents is not contain
sufficient detail to determine if project impacts for each proposed project alternatives
would be adequately offset. A conceptual mitigation plan for each proposed project
alternative should be developed and presented in the FEIS. The mitigation plans
should include, but not necessarily be limited to, a description of 1) how the affected
functions and values would be replaced, 2) proposed mitigation location(s), 3)
acreage of each habitat type to be created and/or restored and 4) the replacement
methodology expected to be utilized. Contingency plans should also be developed
and included in the mitigation plans in the event that the proposed habitat mitigation
is unsuccessful.
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REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF:
Regulatory Branch oy 18 1908
SUBJECT: File Number 230138
Ms. Mara Melandry ’ Mr. John Schultz, Chief
Division of Toll Bridges District Operations North
Caltrans District 4 Federal Highway Administration
111 Grand Avenue 980 Ninth Street, Suite 400
Oakland, California 94623-0660 Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Ms. Melandry and Mr. Schultz;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) would like to take this opportunity
to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Statutory
Exemption (DEIS) for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge (SFOBB) East Span
Seismic Safety Project. The subject DEIS was published on September 24, 1998, by
the United States Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) and the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in
cooperation with the United States Coast Guard (USCG).

1. Dredging

The Corps feels that the potential impacts resulting from project dredging could
result in major impacts to resources under our jurisdiction. Therefore, in addition to
the dredged material quantities described in the DEIS, the proposed dredging
locations should be identified (mapped) for each proposed project alternative and the
resultant impacts fully described in the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS). The dredging impact evaluation should also disclose environmental effects
that could occur 1) beyond dredging limits (e.g, sedimentation of adjacent areas), 2)
as a result of dredge timing (when dredging activities are expected to be performed),
and 3) as a result of proposed dredging methods (i.e., suction, clamshell, etc.).

2. Dredged Material Disposal

The DEIS does not provide sufficient detail regarding the disposal of dredged
material. Information regarding proposed dredged material disposal should be fully
documented in the FEIS. This information includes, but is not necessarily limited to,
1) an alternatives analysis of proposed dredged material disposal sites (i.e., ocean, in-
bay and upland), 2) the type, quality and quantity of dredged material, and 3) a _
description of direct and indirect impacts that could result from dredge material
disposal.
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Department of the Army — Corps of Engineers Letter dated 11/18/1998
Comment 1

Please see Figures 2-21 through 2-22 in Appendix A.  These figures identify potential dredging locations for each replacement alternative.  Biological resources that may be impacted by dredging activities are indicated on Figures 4-21 through 4-24 in Appendix A.  Impacts of dredging would be similar for each of the build alternatives given the similarity of potential impacts and proximity of alignments.  Dredging-related impacts identified for the Preferred Alternative in the Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) would result with any of the build alternatives.  (See Appendix M for a copy of the DMMP.)  A summary of the impacts discussed in the DMMP is presented in the FEIS.

Comment 2

The DMMP describes the impacts that would result from dredging to construct the Preferred Alternative as well as the other build alternatives, including impacts on surrounding waters, scheduling of dredging activities to comply with construction windows, and the range of dredging methods that may be used.  Impacts to natural resources as a result of dredging are discussed as part of temporary impacts during construction activities.  See Section 4.14.8 — Natural Resources.  Permanent impacts to natural resources such as eelgrass and sand flats are discussed in Section 4.9 — Natural Resources, Special Aquatic Sites.  As mentioned in response to Comment 1, figures have been added to the FEIS that show proposed dredging locations and impacts to biological resources for each replacement alternative.  Dredging is also discussed in Section 4.14.10 — Construction Excavation and Dredging.  In general, access dredging would be unconfined dredging.   Caltrans would implement a turbidity control program, including the possible use of turbidity curtains, to control turbidity.  Caltrans is evaluating the effectiveness, feasibility, and design of turbidity curtains for use during unconfined dredging.

Sedimentation impacts have been evaluated by Caltrans.  The proposed dredging operations would increase suspended sediment concentrations in the water column immediately surrounding the dredging area; however, the sediments would settle relatively soon after the completion of the dredging activities.  The highest concentrations would be located near the bottom of the water column with decreasing concentrations near the surface.  Heavier particles, such as sand, would settle very rapidly, and silt particles are expected to settle in 1 to 2 days.  However, very fine clay particles, which have an estimated settling velocity of less than 1.2 meters per day (3.9 feet per day) based on a particle size of 4 microns in still water, are expected to remain suspended in the water column for several days.  These clay particles are subject to movement by tidal currents in the Bay that can create a sediment plume.  Numerical model simulation studies for the San Francisco Bay indicate that sediments generated in the western portion of the project area would be transported to deeper portions of the Bay and quickly transported away.  Suspended sediments generated in the eastern portion of the project area may be transported to the Oakland Harbor.  However, the Oakland Harbor is located approximately 2 kilometers (1.2 miles) south of the dredging area, allowing the opportunity for sediments to settle before reaching the harbor area.

If construction sequencing permits, dredging would be avoided in shallow water during the peak juvenile outmigration period for fish (January 1 through May 31).

Dredging would be conducted with equipment that minimizes turbidity to the extent feasible.  Caltrans is still investigating dredging methods.  Factors that will be taken into consideration include cost, feasibility, and effectiveness.

Comment 3

A DMMP has been prepared and is included in Appendix M.  The DMMP presents estimates of potential dredged volumes, impacts of dredging and dredged material disposal, and evaluates reuse/disposal of options for the build alternatives.  Section 4.14.10 — Construction Excavation and Dredging of the FEIS has been updated to incorporate the findings of the DMMP.

A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report was completed by Caltrans in June 2000.  This report summarizes the results of testing to determine the quality of materials.  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 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 4

The use of chemicals as a dismantling method is no longer being considered.  The reasons include difficulty in controlling the chemicals in water, potential environmental impacts, the ineffectiveness of the chemicals in water, and the slow rate of dismantling when using chemicals.

Increased turbidity resulting from dredging and excavation, placement of piers and trestles, barges, removal of existing bridge components, and installation of falsework may impair oxygen and water transfer to the benthic community, fish, and to Pacific herring eggs attached to eelgrass, algae, and pilings located within the project area.  Potential impacts to the benthic community and fish would be localized, short-term, and transient in nature.  During the Pacific herring spawning season, a monitor would observe the construction area for spawning activities.  To reduce adverse impacts to herring eggs, if spawning is observed, work in the immediate area would be stopped for up to 14 days.  Caltrans would also implement a turbidity control program, including the possible use of turbidity curtains, to control turbidity.  Caltrans is evaluating the effectiveness, feasibility, and design of turbidity curtains.

Temporary impacts to the aquatic environment associated with dredging, dewatering, construction of piers and trestles, excavation and removal of the existing bridge, and disposal of dredged material are addressed in the DMMP (see Appendix M).

Hazardous waste excavation and transport are addressed in Section 4.14.6 — Hazardous Wastes.

The location of the known construction staging area is shown on Figures 2-16.1 through 2-18 in Appendix A.  Figure 3-2 shows Caltrans' right-of-way and temporary easement areas as a result of the recent federal land transfer from the Navy through FHWA to Caltrans.  The construction contractor would be responsible for obtaining all necessary permits for any additional off-site construction staging areas, equipment storage areas, or temporary access roads used during the construction period.  

Although it is not possible to predict exactly how an individual contractor would access construction sites or what off-site areas would be used, construction specification documents would be explicit in establishing Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) and would establish access limitations and restrictions, as necessary, to minimize traffic disruption and impacts to resources.  The FEIS in Section 2.6 — Construction Activities designates potential construction zones on Yerba Buena Island (YBI) and notes potential access points for construction barges.  Additional information on construction impacts can be found in Section 4.14 — Temporary Impacts During Construction Activities.

Comment 5

Section 4.9 — Natural Resources has been revised.  The section has been expanded to provide more detailed discussion of project impacts to natural resources.  Table 4.9-5 has also been added to summarize the impacts to special aquatic sites.  A Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites has also been prepared (see Appendix N for a copy of the plan).

Comment 6

Caltrans has refined mitigation concepts for eelgrass and sand flats to address permanent and temporary impacts.  This has been done in consultation with ACOE, BCDC, EPA, USFWS, NMFS, CDFG, and RWQCB.  The revised information on mitigation for natural resources impacts is summarized in the updated Section 4.9.6 — Mitigation and is further discussed in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites presented in Appendix N.  On January 22, 2001, Caltrans responded to the ACOE and EPA regarding their comments on the Mitigation Plan (see Appendix G — Agency Consultation Letters for a copy of the letter).  The goal of the Conceptual Mitigation Plan is to ensure no-net-loss of functions and values of Section 404 special aquatic sites.

Comment 7

Please see updated Section 4.9.6 — Mitigation and Appendix N.  Following approval of the Record of Decision, Caltrans will develop a more detailed mitigation monitoring plan for resources protected under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  The plan would be developed in consultation with the ACOE and would be incorporated into the project’s Section 404 Individual Permit.

Comment 8

Please see updated Section 4.14.8 — Natural Resources and Appendix N.
Comment 9

Caltrans anticipates the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) for dewatering, concrete wastes, spill prevention, material management, and sediment control.  Once construction processes and design details are developed and refined for the approved alternative, Caltrans will select appropriate BMPs to complement each activity.  Please see updated Section 4.14.7 — Water Resources and Water Quality.

Comment 10

Please see Section 4.15 — Cumulative Impacts.  The cumulative impacts section has been expanded to include a more detailed discussion of study area delineations for impact categories, how impact measures were set, and what cumulative impacts may result to aquatic and terrestrial resources.

Comment 11

The ACOE has been provided with a preliminary copy of the FEIS prior to its publication.
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Section 4.14.8 of the DEIS does not sufficiently describe potential impacts to the
aquatic environment that could occur as a result of construction of each proposed
project alternative. The discussion should be broadened to include all proposed
temporary construction activities that could adversely affect the aquatic environment.
The discussion should include, but should not necessarily be limited to, impacts
resulting from 1) use of chemicals to dismantle the existing bridge, 2) excavation and
removal of existing bridge components, 3) placement of temporary piers and trestles
for construction access, 4) dredging and disposal of dredged material (see comments
above), 5) work area dewatering, 6) hazardous waste excavation and transport, 7)
installation and removal of falsework, 8) location, development and use of
construction staging areas, equipment storage areas and temporary access roads, and
9) work within temporary construction easement areas located outside the project
boundary.

4. Permanent Construction Impacts

" Section 4.9.2 (Wetlands and Special Aquatic Sites) of the DEIS provides a
discussion of potential impacts to resources within Corps jurisdiction. While this
section describes the extent of expected impacts resulting from each proposed project
alternative, it does not provide substantial information regarding the nature (cause) of
the impact. This section should be expanded to include a detailed description of each
potential project impact for each proposed project alternative. For clarity, and to
facilitate our review, the description should be accompanied by a table that provides
the information (nature of impact and resultant environmental effect) in tabular form.

5. Proposed Project Mitigation
Habitat Mitigation for Permanent Impacts

Section 4.9.6 (Mitigation) of the DEIS and the supporting technical studies
(Biological Assessment and Natura] Environment Study) do not provide sufficient
detail regarding steps that were taken to avoid and minimize impacts. Further, the
proposed compensatory mitigation described in these documents is not contain
sufficient detail to determine if project impacts for each proposed project alternatives
would be adequately offset. A conceptual mitigation plan for each proposed project
alternative should be developed and presented in the FEIS. The mitigation plans
should include, but not necessarily be limited to, a description of 1) how the affected
functions and values would be replaced, 2) proposed mitigation location(s), 3)
acreage of each habitat type to be created and/or restored and 4) the replacement
methodology expected to be utilized. Contingency plans should also be developed
and included in the mitigation plans in the event that the proposed habitat mitigation
is unsuccessful.







