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Jeffrey A. Lindley

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration-California Division
980 Ninth Street Suite 400

Sacramento, California 95814-2724

Dear Mr. Lindley:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay
Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project, located both in the County of Alameda and
the City and County of San Francisco, California. Our comments are provided pursuant
to Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and
the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing NEPA. (40
CFR Parts 1500-1508).

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) in cooperation with the U.S. Coast Guard are proposing to
either seismically upgrade the existing bridge or to replace the eastern span to establish a
San Francisco Bay (Bay) crossing which would withstand a maximum credible
earthquake (MCE) and provide a “lifeline connection” between San Francisco and
Oakland. The DEIS evaluates five alternatives including: No Action; retrofitting the
existing east span structure; and three optional east span replacement alignments (one
alignment south of the existing structure and two alignments to the north). All of the
replacement options would include the dismantling and removal of the existing east span
structure. Construction activities for each of these replacement options would include

* dredging, pile driving, and the use of explosives. FHWA/Caltrans propose to dispose of
the dredged materials, estimated to be as much as 712,000 cubic yards, in the Bay at the
Alcatraz Disposal Site. With the exception of No Action, all alternatives would affect
eastbound and westbound traffic crossing the bridge to varying degrees and for varying
lengths of time during retrofit activities. A preferred alternative has not been identified.

- In reviewing the DEIS, the EPA has identified critical areas in which pertinent,
readily available information is absent. We are particularly concerned by the lack of
information on hazardous materials and a full analysis of air and water quality impacts
associated with dredging and dredge materials disposal activities directly related to the
East Span Project. We believe that the absence of this information within the DEIS is a
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[image: image2.png]significant omission. Similarly, we are also concerned by the lack of a quantitative
cumulative impacts analysis of other projects within the geographic vicinity of the
proposed project, including the absence of such information from retrofit activities
associated with the West Span of the Bay Bridge. The inclusion of such information in
the EIS at the draft stage is necessary to advise the public of potential environmental
impacts and provide the opportunity for public and agency review and eomment.

EPA staff and management have made this project a priority both in California
and in Washington, D.C. Accordingly, we have worked closely with FHWA, Caltrans
and the other agencies since September 1997 and have consistently advised that the
dredging and disposal issues associated with a project of this scope should be addressed
in the DEIS. We reiterated the importance of these dredging-related issues in our
comments on the Administrative Draft EIS dated September 10, 1998. Our comments are
not addressed in the DEIS. While we firmly believe that establishing a secure “lifeline
connection” between San Francisco and Oakland is of paramount importance, we also
believe that the proposed project can and should help promote the long-term health and
viability of the San Francisco Bay.

Tn an October 26, 1998 letter to you, the Dredge Material Management Office
(DMMO) - a multi-agency workgroup, expressed concerns that the proposed project as
presented in the DEIS could be in conflict with the San Francisco Bay Long Term
Management Strategy (LTMS). We fully concur with the concerns expressed by DMMO.
The LTMS Programmatic Final EIS clearly states that one of the goals of the Long Term
Management Strategy is to target disposal of dredge materials to achieve 40% disposal in
upland sites for beneficial reuse and 40% to the ocean, which would leave only 20%
targeted for in-Bay disposal. We continue to be extremely concerned that the Alcatraz
Disposal Site (in-Bay) is the only option evaluated for disposal of dredge materials and
believe strongly that a discussion of disposal options in keeping with the LTMS disposal
goal should have been a fundamental objective of this DEIS.

Inasmuch as disposing of dredge materials at Alcatraz, as proposed in the DEIS,
could prove to be inconsistent with Federal, State, and regional regulations, we view this,
along with the absence of information referenced earlier, as being inconsistent with one
of the fundamental goals of NEPA - to create better actions through early public
involvement and disclosure, and with 40 CFR 1502.25, which states “to the fullest extent
possible, agencies shall prepare draft environmental impact statements concurrently with
and integrated with environmental impact analyses and related surveys and studies
required by...environmental review laws and executive orders.”

To address these serious NEPA deficiencies, in mid-October we recommended
that the public comment period be extended, and an addendum to address the dredging-
related information missing from the DEIS be prepared and circulated for public and
agency review. Within that framework, EPA could then have considered the totality of
information in developing our rating for this document. Although our recommendation
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[image: image3.png]was not accepted, at a November 3rd meeting, FHWA and Caltrans offered to prepare a
conceptual dredging “management plan” and circulate it for public review after the
current DEIS comment period closes. Responses to comments on the management plan
would be included in the FEIS. This approach was confirmed in your letter of November
17, 1998. We continue to believe this information could have and should have been used
to supplement the existing EIS within an extended comment period and-that waiting until
the permitting stage of the project to provide the basic information and analyses identified
herein does not comply with NEPA. :

Unfortunately, FHWA’s approach provides the EPA with no other alternative but
to review the existing DEIS absent critical information. While we agree that the Bay
Bridge East Span can, and should, be replaced or repaired expeditiously, it is also
important that the public as well as the decisionmakers understand fully the ramifications
of the different dredging and dredge disposal options presented by this potential action.
This DEIS does not adequately address the options nor the potential ramifications of the
options. In keeping with EPA’s Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions
Impacting the Environment, we have, therefore, found the DEIS sufficiently lacking in
critical information to assign the document a rating of “3 - Inadequate Information.”
This rating indicates EPA’s opinion that the DEIS does not meet the purposes of NEPA
and our (Clean Air Act) Section 309 review. Accordingly, this project is a candidate for
referral to the Council on Environmental Quality pursuant to 40 CFR 1504.1(b). Fora
more detailed explanation of our rating system refer to the attached “Summary of Rating
Definitions and Follow-up Action and, for a more focused discussion of the issues and
our recommendations, refer to our detailed comments, also attached.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIS and would like to meet
with you again to discuss these critical issues. Mark Bartholomew of my staff will
contact your office to arrange a meeting in the near future. In the meantime, if you have
questions, please feel free to contact either Deanna Wieman, Deputy Director, Cross-
Media Division at (415) 744-1566, David Farrel, Chief, Federal Activities Office at (415)
744-1584, or have your staff call Mr. Bartholomew at (415) 744-1522.

Regional Administrator

Atchs: Rating Summary
Detailed Comments
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[image: image5.png]EPA COMMENTS ON THE DEIS FOR
THE PROPOSED SF-OAKLAND BAY BRIDGE RETROFIT PROJECT

. DREDGING AND DREDGE MATERIAL DISPOSAL
The Long Term Management Strategy (LTMS)

Starting in 1990, a comprehensive, inter-agency approach combining and coordinating the
authorities and policies of the federal and state agencies responsible for dredged material
management in the San Francisco Bay Area was initiated. The Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB), Bay Conservation & Development Commission (BCDC), and the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) joined together with navigation interests,
fishing groups, environmental organizations, and the public in a cooperative effort to
establish a comprehensive Long Term Management Strategy (LTMS) for Bay Area
dredged material. The fundamental goals of the LTMS are to ensure that dredging and
dredge material disposal is undertaken and completed in an environmentally sound and
economically prudent manner, to maximize the “beneficial reuse” of dredge material, and
to develop a coordinated permit review process for dredging projects. The LTMS
Programmatic Policy Final EIS/Report (ROD to be signed Winter 1999) is an important
milestone in the ongoing regional effort to minimize environmental impacts and
maximize environmental benefits of dredging and dredged material disposal in an
economically sound manner. Ultimately, the objective of the LTMS is to establish a
dredge material disposal policy of 20 percent in-Bay disposal, 40 percent ocean disposal,
and 40 percent upland/wetland re-use (“20/40/407).

The proposal brought forth in this DEIS is to dispose of all of the dredge materials, an
estimated maximum of 712,000 cubic yards (cys), in-Bay at the Alcatraz site. Inasmuch
as the LTMS is nearing the end of its formulative stage and that “20/40/40" is expected to
be the standard for disposal of dredge materials, we are very concerned that not
considering beneficial re-use, upland and ocean disposal options in the DEIS, could set a
negative precedent for future dredging proposals. We strongly recommend that FHWA
use “20/40/40" as the project standard for this important undertaking. Completing an
analysis of the available disposal options and presenting those options within the NEPA
process is a critical aspect of establishing a full perspective of the potential environmental
impacts associated with the project. This information should be made available to the
public prior to issuing the Final EIS (FEIS) for the project.

Hazardous Materials

We are extremely concerned that the DEIS lacks a specific analysis of the proposed
project’s direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to the aquatic environment from
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[image: image6.png]hazardous materials which could be resuspended by dredging and disposal. Equally
disconcerting is the lack of information on the basic chemistry and toxicity of any
potential hazardous materials which could be resuspended by dredging. Without specific
information, we must infer that dredging could increase organics and/or metals in the
water column, which, in turn, could result in adverse environmental impacts. It would be
helpful for the public to understand the nature of the sediments and the anticipated
environmental effects of dredging and disposing of these materials prior to issuing the
FEIS.

Sediment testing previously conducted for possible pier placement for the seismic retrofit
of the existing structure (approximately 264,000 cys), does not reflect the depth nor
location where dredging is being proposed now (approximately 712,000 cys). Previous
testing was completed only to a depth of 6 feet rather than 20 feet - as called for in the
current dredging proposal. The actual location of the proposed dredging has yet to be
identified. A site plan delineating the proposed dredging footprint and a schematic
showing the proposed depth and typical profile should be provided to the public prior to
issuing the FEIS.

A chemical analysis and toxicity testing of sediments were not included in the DEIS.
Given the agreements contained in the multi-agency National Environmental Policy Act
and Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration Process for Surface Transportation
Projects in Arizona, California, and Nevada Memorandum of Understanding (NEPA/404
MOU), it would have been advantageous to have such information in the DEIS. The
timing of presenting this information to the public and agencies associated with the
NEPA/404 MOU is critical in identifying the Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) pursuant to Clean Water Act Section 404 since
sediment characterization is necessary before the LEDPA can be accurately selected. In
keeping with the NEPA/404 MOU, the LEDPA should be identified prior to circulation
of the FEIS. Throughout our involvement in this project, Caltrans has consistently
indicated that they intend to dispose of the dredge material in-bay, if permitted. EPA, in
turn, has consistently insisted that an analysis of disposal options should be included in
the DEIS to assist in identifying the LEDPA. We believe that the disposal issues have
not been adequately addressed within this DEIS. We acknowledge the need to press
forward on this important project, however, we strongly recommend that at minimum,
grain size and chemistry characterization should be completed prior to identifying a
preferred alternative and circulating the FEIS.

We are also troubled by the conclusion stated in the DEIS that the dredged sediments will
not cause adverse affects to marine biota when disposed of at the Alcatraz disposal site.
We believe this conclusion may be premature since the material to be dredged has yet to
be tested. We recommend that the FEIS include a statement of conclusion which
accurately reflects the results of sediment characterization and also addresses the
suitability of the material for disposal as beneficial reuse, as appropriate.
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[image: image7.png]Issues Identified by the Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO)

The DMMO, in a letter to FHWA/Caltrans, dated October 26, 1998, concluded that the
“DEIS’s analysis of dredging and dredged material disposal associated with the project is
inadequate and, of more concern, is somewhat misleading.” We concur for the following
reasons: : :

* The DEIS states that the DMMO has conceptually granted approval for in-bay
disposal. Actually, the DMMO has not approved the project volumes that are
discussed within the DEIS, in concept or otherwise.

* The DEIS states that up to 712,000 cys of material may be dredged. Thisisa -
substantial increase over the original estimate of 264,000 cys, a figure upon which
early planning was based.

* New sediment testing requirements have been put into effect since the DMMO
made its initial “suitability determination” in 1996. These new requirements
would apply to this project and could change the complexion of the disposal
options. The lead agencies were informed on July 8, 1998 that the 1996 DMMO
“suitability determination” no longer applies to this project.

* On July 8, 1998, the lead agencies were advised that the in-bay disposal option
would unlikely be accepted as the LEDPA. The lead agencies were 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 being not practicable. None of this information
and coordination is reflected in the DEIS.

Without data on the relative volumes of physically, chemically, and biologically suitable
material, it is not possible to determine the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
environmental impacts of dredging and disposing of that material. EPA has discussed
this issue at length with FHWA/Caltrans. We have also identified several feasible
beneficial re-use options for consideration, such as the proposed Montezuma Wetlands
and Hamilton Wetlands restoration projects; we suggested considering habitat restoration
at another close location which is already owned by the California State Lands
Commission; and, we suggested considering the use of the suitable materials as
construction fill for other projects. These disposal options were not evaluated in the
DEIS.

A clear discussion of dredging and disposal options and the potential adverse impacts that
may be associated such activities are critical elements of the project and NEPA
document. As such, this information should be circulated for full public review, before
completing the FEIS. In discussing the topic of dredging and dredge materials disposal
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[image: image8.png]with FHWA/Caltrans, it is apparent that information missing in the DEIS would be
addressed at the permit stage of the project. While it may be strategically advantageous
to defer providing information until the permitting stage, NEPA requires full public
disclosure. With its lack of dredging information and no evaluation of disposal options,
we believe the DEIS does not meet that public disclosure requirement. The Council on
Environmental Quality’s “40 Questions” supports early disclosure by stating clearly that
“Agencies must integrate the NEPA process into other planning at the earliest possible
time to insure that planning and decisions reflect environmental values, to avoid delays
later in the process, and to head off potential conflicts.” We recommend that the
information described herein be compiled and circulated for public review and comment
to the maximum extent possible prior to the publication of the FEIS. The discussion-
should also include all information necessary to ensure that the apparent mis-statements
contained in the DEIS are appropriately and accurately addressed.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The DEIS provides insufficient information on the acreage, location, and functions of
existing special aquatic sites and important resources (wetlands, mudflats, and eelgrass
beds) in the proposed project area. In particular, FHWA’s subsequent NEPA document
should include a map identifying the existing natural resources (including acreage) and
the specific areas of those resources which would be directly and indirectly impacted by
the proposed project.

The DEIS has identified sixteen special status wildlife species in the vicinity of the
project area. Special status species are defined as either endangered and/or threatened
species protected under the Endangered Species Act and marine mammals protected
under the Marine Mammal Protection Act. Protected species which could experience
negative adverse impacts from dredging and disposal activities include the Winter-run,
Spring-run, Fall-run Chinook Salmon, Central California-coast Steelhead, Central
California-valley Steelhead, Green Sturgeon, Longfin Smelt, Peregrine Falcon, and
Harbor Seal. We are particularly concerned that resuspension of dredge material and use -
of explosives could adversely affect protected species. Since neither the DEIS, the
Biological Assessment, nor the Biological Opinion specifically describe the proposed -
dredging and disposal options in detail, it appears that the direct, indirect, and cumulative
. adverse impacts to these species may not have been fully considered. Once the dredging
and disposal details are developed, the biological aspects of the project may need to be
revisited. This could necessitate re-coordination with the appropriate jurisdictional
agencies. FHWA should ensure that these agencies are aware of the lack of dredging
information in the DEIS and they should be advised that additional material is
forthcoming for their consideration.

Upland and the ocean disposal sites, which have yet to be evaluated, could also have
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[image: image9.png]endangered species present. Once optional disposal sites are evaluated, FHWA should
re-engage the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service to
ensure that any additional protection requirements are factored into the project and
project decsionmaking. This information should be included in the FEIS.

AIR QUALITY

The DEIS does not contain an analysis of the air emissions resulting from dredging and
disposal of the dredge material. FHWA should quantify the emissions resulting from the
dredging, disposal and other construction activities and present this information in the
FEIS. The FEIS should also discuss the applicability of the Clean Air Act Section 176
conformity requirements. If a conformity analysis is necessary, the conformity
determination should be provided. If the analysis indicates that the activities will be non-
conforming, strategies to ensure conformity must also be presented in the FEIS as part of
the determination. | '

One of the major goals of the East Span Seismic Safety Project is to provide a “lifeline
connection” between the Peninsula and the East-Bay. Coupling that goal with the need to
move more people more efficiently between the Peninsula and the East Bay over the
proposed 150 year life of the project, and an ongoing need to help reduce vehicle
emissions by providing additional mass transit opportunities, it may be prudent to
consider bridge-based rail options at this stage.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The FEIS should include an expanded discussion of cumulative impacts. That discussion
should include impacts from other projects within the geographic vicinity of the proposed
project, such as, but not limited to, the West Span Retrofit Project, the Benecia Martinez
Bridge Project, the San Mateo/Hayward Bridge Project, the Carquinez Bridge Project, the
Ports of Oakland and Richmond Deepening Projects, the maintenance dredging projects
scheduled for Alcatraz Disposal during the project’s construction period, and other
projects which affect the environment. The public should be apprised of the range of
projects and potential direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts from those
projects in keeping with 40 CFR 1502.16 (b), 1508.7, 1508.8, and 1508.25.
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[image: image10.png]SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize EPA's level of concern with a proposed action.
The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the environmental impacts of the
proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT QF THE ACTION
“LO* (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the

proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be.
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

“EC" (Environimental Concerns)

‘The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation
measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce
these impacts.

) "EO" (Envzronmental Objectwns)
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in ordcr to provide
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred
alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new
alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

“EU" (Env:ronmentally Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magmtude that thcy are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the
final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

'ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT
Category 1" (Adequate)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the pmfemed .ﬂtcmauvc and those

of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis ordata collection is necessary,
but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or informaﬁon.

“Category 2" (Insufficient Information).
‘The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess cnvmmmcntal sunpacts that should
be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available
alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should
be included in the final EIS. .

“Category 3'' (Inadequate) »

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum
of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant
eavironmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are
of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft
EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and
made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised deaft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant
impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640, “Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.”





United States Environmental Protection Agency Region IX Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1
This comment summarizes EPA comments on the DEIS.  Responses are provided to specific comments below.

Comment 2

A DMMP (please see Appendix M) has been prepared by Caltrans to address the EPA's concerns related to dredged material reuse/disposal.  The DMMP was published in June 1999 and circulated for public review and comment for 30 days.  Responses to the comments received are provided in the FEIS in Volume II:  Section 2 — DMMP Comments and Responses.
The DMMP presents refined estimates of potential dredged volumes, impacts of dredging and dredged material disposal, and evaluates reuse/disposal options.  It should be noted that since publication of the DMMP in June 1999, estimated dredged volumes have been further refined and the new estimated quantities are presented in Section 4.14.10 ( Construction Excavation and Dredging and in an errata sheet attached to the DMMP in Appendix M.  Caltrans proposes that most of the dredged material be beneficially reused at upland wetland sites, provided such sites accept material during the periods when the 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.  During construction of new piers and footings, a small amount of dredged material, approximately 460 cubic meters (4600 cubic yards) on a monthly basis, is being proposed for in-Bay disposal.  The reuse/disposal plan being proposed for this individual project is consistent with the LTMS policy of 20/40/40.

Comment 3

Impacts of dredging and dredged material reuse/disposal are addressed in the DMMP.  The East Span Project as well as other dredging projects as defined in the LTMS have been evaluated in the cumulative analysis (see Section 4.15.19 ( Cumulative Impacts, Dredging).  Chapter 8 — Cumulative Benefits and Impacts of the LTMS may also be referred to for additional details.

A Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) was prepared by Caltrans and was approved by the DMMO in May 1999.  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 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.

The proposed dredging operations would increase the suspended sediment concentration in the water column near the dredging area and, thus, could resuspend metals and organic compounds.  Several studies of metals released during dredging operations have been conducted in various parts of the U.S. and were reported in the Port of Oakland 50-foot Dredging Project EIS.  Results of these studies as well as modeling conducted for the Port of Oakland indicate that metals and organic compounds that may be resuspended during dredging would not cause San Francisco Bay water quality objectives to be exceeded.  Mitigation measures to minimize impacts to biological resources, such as the implementation of a turbidity control program, which may possibly include turbidity curtains, would also protect water quality.  Caltrans is currently evaluating the effectiveness, feasibility, and design of turbidity curtains. 

Impacts related to reuse/disposal of the material are expected to be minimal as only sediments that are deemed suitable by the DMMO would be allowed to be placed at aquatic disposal and reuse sites.  Chemical, physical, and toxicity criteria as well as volume limitations have been set for the various reuse/disposal sites addressed in the DMMP (e.g., Hamilton and deep ocean).  These criteria and volume limitations account for impacts to the environment and are established to limit the impacts at the sites to less than significant levels.  Any materials determined to be unsuitable for aquatic disposal would be appropriately disposed upland at a landfill licensed to receive the material.

Comment 4

Please see response to Comment 3 above.

Comment 5

Please see Figures 2-21 through 2-22 in Appendix A.  These figures identify potential dredging activities for each build alternative, including barge access channels.  Sediment testing has been performed for Replacement Alternative N-6 (Preferred Alternative) to a depth of 3.7 meters (12 feet) as approved by the DMMO.  Barge access locations vary depending on alternative and are typically to depths to provide enough water for barges to float.  The typical width of the barge access channel would be 50  meters (165 feet).  Most of the barge access channel would have a depth of 4.3 meters (14 feet).  The access channel adjacent to the Oakland Touchdown would be reduced to a 3.7-meter (12-foot) depth and the width of the channel narrowed to 45 meters (150 feet) to minimize the impacts of dredging on special aquatic sites.

Comment 6

A SAP was implemented.  The Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report summarizes the testing results relative to grain size and chemistry characterization.  Results of the sampling will be used in establishing reuse/disposal sites will be used.  EPA and ACOE have agreed on the determination of the Preferred Alternative as the LEDPA.  See correspondence in Appendix F ( NEPA/404 Integration Process.  The East Span Project is a seismic safety project, not a dredging project; therefore, the disposal of dredged material and sediment characterization are not factors in determining practicability or comparing alternatives.

Comment 7

Impacts of dredged material disposal at the Alcatraz site are discussed in Section 5.1 of the DMMP (Appendix M).  The DMMO letter of October 31, 2000 concluded that up to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) are suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal in-Bay and 319,181 cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) are suitable for reuse at upland wetland sites.  Caltrans recognizes the limitations in using the Alcatraz site and only proposes to take a small monthly amount (460 cubic meters [600 cubic yards]) to this location during construction of new piers and footings.  This phase is expected to last approximately 26 months, resulting in approximately 12,000 cubic meters (15,600 cubic yards) of dredged material proposed for the Alcatraz site.
Comment 8

· The referenced statement in Section 2.6.1 ( Construction Activities, Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative regarding approval has been deleted.  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 aquatic disposal.”  The previously reviewed retrofit project has been included in the DEIS and FEIS as the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative.

· The total volume of dredged material expected to be generated by the Preferred Alternative has been reduced from the 543,000 cubic meters (710,000 cubic yards) estimated in the DEIS to approximately 413,000 cubic meters (540,000 cubic yards) as a result of refining the construction techniques.  

· A SAP was prepared by Caltrans and approved by the DMMO on May 14, 1999.  The SAP conforms to revised testing procedures and includes sampling at multiple locations along the Preferred Alternative alignment and at potential representative reuse/disposal locations.  

Comment 9

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 the EPA and ACOE) is for the East Span Project and not for the disposal of dredged materials.
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 Wetlands restoration, sidecasting and upland disposal at various landfills.  Caltrans proposes to beneficially reuse a majority of the material at upland wetland sites, 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.  Caltrans proposes to send approximately 460 cubic meters (600 cubic yards) per month during pier construction to the in-Bay site for disposal.
In its comment letter of August 20, 1999 on the DMMP, 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 this FEIS.

Comment 10

Please see response to Comment 9 above regarding beneficial reuse options that were considered.  Land owned by the California State Lands Commission was determined to be considerably farther away from the project site as compared to other possible locations, resulting in higher disposal costs.  Caltrans investigated using dredged materials as roadway fill, but it was determined that this was not feasible due to compaction problems inherent in dredged material.  In addition, transportation of dredged material to other construction projects would increase project costs significantly.
Comment 11

The DEIS disclosed the anticipated quantities of dredged material to be generated by each build alternative.  Similar quantities, construction methods, and potential impacts would result from construction of any of the build alternatives.  Additional detail concerning dredging activities required to construct the alternatives and dredged material disposal options is provided in the DMMP (Appendix M).  Also, see updated Section 4.14.10 — Construction Excavation and Dredging in the FEIS and an errata sheet attached to the DMMP in Appendix M.  The DMMP documents the potential dredging impacts of the identified Preferred Alternative as well as for the other build alternatives.  The DMMP was published in June 1999 and circulated for public review and comment for 30 days to provide additional and updated information to the public; responses to the comments on the DMMP are provided in the FEIS in Volume II:  Section 2 — DMMP Comments and Responses.  

Comment 12

Areas where project construction activities would impact natural resources are shown on Figures 4-21 through 4-24 in Appendix A.  Functions of existing special aquatic sites and wetland resources are discussed in Section 3.9.4 ( Wetlands and Waters of the United States.  Please refer to Section 4.9.2 and 4.14.8 of the EIS for impacts to special aquatic sites.
Comment 13

Impacts to special status species from dredging activities are addressed in the DMMP (Appendix M) and in Section 4.14.8 ( Temporary Impacts During Construction, Natural Resources.  Resource agency representatives have been involved and have provided recommendations in the development of the Biological Assessment and DMMP.  The USFWS, in its letter of August 31, 1999 (in Appendix G), notified FHWA that the peregrine falcon was removed from the Endangered Species List on August 25, 1999, and that consultation under the Federal Endangered Species Act was no longer required.  Measures to avoid or minimize impacts to special status species were incorporated into the Biological Opinion for the project rendered by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) on September 23, 1999 (Appendix G).  These measures are also listed in Section 4.14.8.  The Biological Opinion was not completed by NMFS until after issuance of the DMMP and the DEIS.

Potential impacts to special status species present at dredged material reuse/disposal sites would be addressed by the managing entities of the reuse/disposal sites.  Impacts and mitigation for these sites would be included in environmental documentation prepared for each reuse/disposal project and would not be part of the East Span Project.

The proposed dredging operations would increase suspended sediment concentrations in the water column surrounding the dredging area; however, the sediments would settle relatively soon after the completion of the dredging activities.

The use of detonations has been withdrawn due to potential adverse impacts to marine life.  

A discussion of cumulative impacts to special status species can be found in the FEIS in Section 4.15.13 — Cumulative Impacts, Natural Resources — Special Status Species.

Comment 14

The FHWA has concluded that the East Span Project is subject to the Transportation Conformity Rule and thus does not require a Clean Air Act General Conformity assessment.  As such, quantification of construction emissions is not required.  After consultation with the EPA, an air quality evaluation of dredging operations was completed as part of the DMMP to address its concerns.  The analysis concluded that the emissions from dredging would represent an insignificant portion of the total Bay Area emissions. 

Caltrans would provide the air quality analysis to allow the ACOE to comply with the Clean Air Act. 
Comment 15

Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended in 1990, establishes criteria and procedures by which the FHWA, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and metropolitan planning organizations determine the conformity of federally funded or approved highway and transit plans, programs, and projects to state air quality implementation plans.  Conformity ensures that transportation plans, programs, and projects do not produce new air quality violations. The East Span Project is federally approved and will use federal funds and, as such, must comply with transportation conformity regulations.

A project is considered to be from a conforming program if the following conditions are met:

(1)  The project is included in the conforming Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the design concept and scope of the project were adequate at the time of the TIP conformity determination to determine its contribution to the TIP’s regional emissions, and the project design concept and scope have not changed significantly from those which were described in the TIP; and

(2)
If the project describes a project design concept and scope which includes project-level emissions mitigation or control measures, written commitments to implement such measures must be obtained from the project sponsor and/or operator in order for the project to be considered from a conforming program.

This project is included in the 2000/01 Federal Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (FSTIP), which includes as a component the TIP developed by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  MTC’s TIP was jointly approved by FHWA and FTA on October 5, 2000.  The design concept and scope of the proposed project have not changed since inclusion into this document.  Further details can be found in Section 4.4.3 ( Air Quality Conformity of the EIS.

Comment 16

Providing a lifeline vehicular connection is the primary purpose of the East Span Seismic Safety Project (see Section 1.1 ( Project Purpose).  Rail connection across the Bay is envisioned as BART in the regional transit plan.  MTC is currently studying transit service options in the Transbay Corridor, especially the possibility of rail.  Studies already completed include a long-term capital and operating cost analysis for various transit options for the Transbay Transit Terminal and a feasibility analysis of rail on the SFOBB.  A study examining the possibility of non-SFOBB transbay rail crossings will be completed by fall 2002.  See Section 2.5 — Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies for additional details of the studies completed or being conducted by MTC.  The East Span replacement alternatives would not preclude light-rail transit (LRT) should these studies find rail feasible and decision-makers choose to fund and construct a LRT system as a separate future project on the SFOBB East Span.  

Comment 17

Section 4.15 ( Cumulative Impacts has been revised and expanded.  The referenced projects have been considered in the expanded discussion, but not necessarily included depending on the geographic context for the various evaluations.  Indirect impacts have been addressed through the FEIS.





















San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS
Page 1-50

