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Mr. Jeffrey Lindley

Division Admunistrator
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Sacramento, California, 93814-2724

Dear Mr. Lindley:

This is in response to the request for the Department of the Interior's comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS)/Statutory Exemption/Section 4(f) Evaluation for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay

Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project (SFOBB Project) (I-80 between Yerba Buena Island and Oakland),
San Francisco and Alameda Coundes, California.

SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION COMMENTS

We concur that there is no prudent and feasible alternative to the proposed project, if project objectives are

to be met. However, we do not believe that all possible planning has been done to minimize harm to Section
4(f) resources.

Park and Recreation Resources

Although the Section 4(f) Evaluaton indicates that no park or recreation areas will be affected by the proposed
project, the National Park Service (NPS) has participated in a series of planning meetings regarding the
proposed gateway park at the QOakland Touchdown. The NPS's interest is based upon authority to transfer
pordons of surplus Federal land as a public benefit convevance for park and recreatonal use. In October 1997,
the East Bay Regional Park District proposed the designation of a 14.7-acre portion of the Oakland Army Base
in the vicinirty of Oakland Touchdown for park use. We understand that this proposal has been accepted by
the Oakland Base Reuse Authority (OBRA) as a part of the reuse plan for the Oakland Army Base. The OBRA

is recognized by the Department of Defense as the local authority responsible for establishing the future land
use for the reuse of the Oakland Army Base.

We agree the recipient agency of the designated park land and the agency with lead implementation
responsibilities is yet to be determined; however, OBRA's designation provides a basis for an envisioned park
determination. Accordingly, we find that the S-4 Alternative Alignment impacts the envisioned park, and other
prudent and feasible alternatives exist to this alternative. This matter should be further addressed in the final
Section 4(f) Evaluation following consultations with the NPS, OBRA, and other park and recreation authorities
who may be concerned about potential project impacts to park and recreation resources. We also recommend
that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) be provided an opportunity to review and comment on the
mutigation and monitoring plan for the proposed shoreline park because it is concemned that public access may

adversaly affact fich and wildlife resources at the environmentally sensitive Oakland Touchdown area of the
proposed project.
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We recommend continued cooperation and coordination with the State Historic Preservadon Officer in order
to prepare a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) which should include measures to avoid and/or minimize
harm to historic and archeological resources which may be affected by the proposed project, in compliance

with Section 106 of the Natonal Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. A signed copy of the MOA
should be included in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.

ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT COMMENTS

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to retrofit or replace the existing San
Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge (SFOBB) East Span. The DEIS analyzes five alternatives: the No-Build
Alternative, Rewrofit Alternative, and Bridge Replacement Alternatives N-2, N-6, and S-4. The No-Build
Alternative would retain the existng SFOBB East Span. This alternative assumes that the interim'retroﬁtting,
currently underway, is a separate project. The Reuwotit Alternative would seismically retrofit and rehabilitate
the existing East Span of the SFOBB. The Rewofit Alternative includes the additon of two new piers to the
cantlever main span for additional support. While the Retrofit Alternative would require new Bay fill, it
would not affect wetlands, mudflars, or eelgrass beds (Zostera marina). The remaining alternatives (N-2, N-6,
and S-4), would construct a new bridge and dismantle the existing structure. Alternatives N-2 and N-6 would
be located north of the existing alignment, whereas S-4 would be located south of the existing alignment.

Alternatve N-2 was designed to minimize the length of the new bridge by closely following the alignment of
the existing East Span, whereas Altemative N-6 was designed to maximize views to the north of Yerba Buena
Island. Alternarves N-2 and N-6 would affect wetlands, mudflats, and eelgrass beds equally. Alternarives
N-2 and N-6 would result in habitat loss of 0.07 acre of wetlands, 0.3 acre of mudflats, and 0.61 acre of

eslgrass beds, whereas Alternative S-4 would result in habitat loss of 0.1 acre of wetlands, 0.15 acre of
mudflats, and 0.75 acre of eelgrass beds.

Among the alternatives analyzed in the DEIS, the Department prefers the Rewofit Alternative because it would
reduce the overall adverse environmental effects while still maintaining the feasibility of the project. However,
if the SFOBB East Span would require replacement, we then prefer implementation of the Bridge Replacement
Alternauve N-2. We recommend continued cooperation and coordination with the FWS for the development
of measures that would ensure no net loss of in-kind habitat acreage or value.

The FWS has made a determination that the proposed SFOBB may adversely affect the western snowy plover
(Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus). This species is listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended (ESA). The DEIS in section 3.9.6 identifies the snowy plover as poteniially occurring in
the vicinicy of the project area. However, it further states because suitable nesting habirat is lacking, the plover
would not be affected by the proposed project. The survey and support data used to make this determination
shoulid be provided to the FWS. If the data is not conclusive and the snowy plover may be adversely affected,
we advise Caltrans to consult with the FWS pursuant to section 7(a)(3) of the ESA before project constructon.

The Caltrans proposes to mitigate the losses of wetlands. mudflats, and eelgrass beds at a ratio of 3:1. The
DEIS states mitigation of project wetland impacts could be accomplished by purchasing some property in the
Oakland outer harbor or the Emeryville Crescent for the creation of shallow non-tidal wetlands. Inter-tidal
mudflac habitat restoration is proposed at the Oakland middle harbor. The DEIS acknowledges that creation
of eelgrass beds is experimental. The eelgrass mitigation would include the transplantation of existing eelgrass
to in-till existing stands, currently containing scattered patches of eelgrass. The Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS) should stipulate that the Caltrans conduct pre-creation studies and post-project monitoring
and develop contingency measures 0 ensure successtul eelgrass bed creation.
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[image: image4.png]The wetlands and special aquatic sites (mudflats and eelgrass beds) within the project area support numerous
“sh and wildlife species. The wetlands and mudflats of the Oakland Touchdown (the Qakland side of the
JFOBB Project proposal) support shorebirds such as ducks, herons, egrets, and swailows. The nearby Albany
and Emeryville mudflats support thousands of migratory waterfow! and shorebirds each year. Censuses by
the Pacific Flyway Project conducted by the Point Reyes Bird Observatory between 1988-1993 found that
these combined areas supported approximately 60 percent and at times over 75 percent of the shorebirds in
the North San Francisco Bay area (the area between SFOBB and Richmond Bridge). The FEIS should address
the current scarcity of wetlands and mudflats and the value of these habitats for the species dependent on them.

The eelgrass that vegetates the shallow, gradual sloping sand substrates within the project area provides
important nursery habitat and protection for many fish and invertebrate species. Pacific herring (Clupea
harengeus) utilize eelgrass beds for spawning habitat. While other substrates are available for egg attachment,

the FEIS should discuss the importance of project area’s eelgrass beds as a component of the area’s herring
fishery.

We are concermned with the experimental nature of the eelgrass habitat creation based on the results of the
following feasibility study. For the restoration of esigrass within San Francisco Bay, California, an eelgrass
transplant was made into bare areas within and near existing eelgrass beds along both sides of the Richmond
Training Jetty (Merkel and Associates, Inc., 1998). It did not provide conclusive results because both control,
and transplant areas did not expand vegetatively. However, the Richmond Training Jetty analysis was one
of 43 eslgrass restoration projects that were analyzed by Merkel and Associates, Inc. While the Richmond
project was inconclusive, Merkel and Associates, Inc. researchers are-optimistic that successful eelgrass
transplantation is possible. The authors report a 93.2 percent success rate on 22 eelgrass transplantaton
projects in which engineering measures were developed and implemented to support eelgrass habitat.

Engineering measures include the filling, excavation, and protectuon from physical storm damage. Based on
e analysis of eelgrass restoration projects. Merkel and Associates. Inc. recommend that restoraton attempts
would take place on sites engineered for eelgrass restoration. We request the FWS be provided an opportunity
to work in Caltrans’ development and implementation of pre-creation studies. post-project monitoring, and

contingency measures. Such a cooperative effort would help to ensure successful eslgrass bed creation without
the need for routine maintenance. .

SUMMARY COMMENTS

The Department of the Interior will provide you with further comments on the Section 4(f) aspects of this
project when the FEIS is circulated for public review and comments.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comment.

Sincerely,

Willie R. Taylor

Director, Office of Environmental
Policy and Compliance






United States Department of the Interior Letter dated 12/18/1998
Comment 1

Comment noted.  Please see responses below in regard to specific Section 4(f) issues.

Comment 2

Caltrans and FHWA, in developing the East Span Project, have coordinated with interested agencies, including the U.S. Army, the National Park Service, the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD), the City of Oakland, the Port of Oakland, and the Oakland Base Reuse Authority (OBRA).  As a result of this coordination, FHWA has concluded that the proposed Gateway Park is a Section 4(f) resource and that Replacement Alternative S-4 would involve a Section 4(f) use of the park.  It should be noted that Replacement Alternative S‑4 has not been identified as the Preferred Alternative.

This Section 4(f) use was addressed in a supplemental draft Section 4(f) evaluation that was circulated prior to release of this FEIS.  Revised information has also been included in the final Section 4(f) evaluation, which is in Chapter 6 of this EIS.

Comment 3

The EBRPD will be the lead agency in developing the shoreline park.  USFWS will be able to comment on the park plan through the EBRPD’s environmental review process.

Comment 4

The final Section 4(f) evaluation is included in the FEIS as Chapter 6 and an executed copy of the MOA is included in Appendix O.
Comment 5

Preference for the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative is noted.  Preference for 

Replacement Alternative N-2 among the replacement alternatives is also noted.  Coordination with the USFWS, EPA, ACOE, BCDC, CDFG, and RWQCB to develop mitigation measures for impacts to special aquatic sites is ongoing.  The USFWS has been consulted in preparation of the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites (a copy of the plan is in Appendix N) and has given preliminary agreement that it is adequate.  Replacement Alternative N-6 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative for reasons outlined in Section 2.2.6 ( Preferred and Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative of this FEIS.

Comment 6

The USFWS has not made a determination that the East Span Project would adversely impact the western snowy plover.  Based on consultation with the USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act, the western snowy plover is not likely to occur within the project area due to lack of suitable nesting habitat.  Historically, the Oakland Army Base may have had nesting habitat, judging from aerial photographs, but the base no longer supports nesting habitat.  The snowy plover requires unvegetated dune areas, and the dunes in the project area are mostly covered with saltgrass and iceplant.  Sand flats in the project area provide a forage area; however, the loss of foraging habitat from construction of the alternatives is not likely to impact the species.  This information is provided in the Biological Assessment, a supporting technical report to the EIS, and in the revised Section 3.9.6 ( Special Status Species of the EIS. 

Comment 7

Mitigation concepts have been refined for special aquatic sites since publication of the DEIS.  The mitigation discussion in Section 4.9.6 — Natural Resources Mitigation has been updated to summarize the most recent information.  Information is further discussed in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites.  A copy of the report is in Appendix N.  Following approval of the Record of Decision, Caltrans will develop a more detailed mitigation and monitoring plan that will outline success criteria and contingency actions to be taken should mitigation measures not attain the success criteria.  Mitigation measures include pre- and post-construction monitoring and surveys of eelgrass.

The FEIS text has been changed to indicate that Caltrans is no longer considering the purchase of property at the Oakland outer and middle harbor.
Comment 8

The Natural Environment Study, a supporting technical report to the EIS, includes a discussion on functions and values of wetlands and intertidal flats, including sand flat habitat for several avian species.  The project site does not have mud flats.  In addition, the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites (in Appendix N) includes additional information about functions and values of eelgrass and sand flats.  This information has been incorporated into the FEIS, in Section 3.9.3 — Estuarine Environment and Associated Species.

Comment 9

As discussed in Section 3.9.4 ( Wetlands and Waters of the United States, the project area was surveyed for eelgrass, and eelgrass beds were delineated in October 1999.  Since publication of the DEIS, a Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites was prepared (November 2000), which includes a summary of the October 1999 survey.  A pre-construction survey was subsequently conducted in October 2000.  The purpose of the pre-construction survey was to provide current data immediately prior to construction to measure actual impacts to the greatest extent possible.  Since the survey was not intended for the purposes of an alternatives analysis, it did not include areas impacted by all alternatives.  As anticipated, the area occupied by the eelgrass beds at YBI and the Oakland Touchdown area has changed due to the natural annual variability in such beds.  As the eelgrass beds have grown between 1999 and 2000, the overall percentage of area impacted has not changed to any appreciable degree.
The importance of eelgrass for herring spawning is recognized.  Since Pacific herring are known to use eelgrass for egg attachment, it is assumed that eelgrass observed in the project area provide substrate for Pacific herring.  The percentage of eelgrass present in the project area used by Pacific herring is not known.  Herring have historically spawned elsewhere in the Bay.  According to CDFG representatives, impacts to eelgrass may result in the loss of substrate that can be used by Pacific herring for egg attachment.

Comment 10

The USFWS has been consulted in the preparation of the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites (a copy of the plan is in Appendix N).  The USFWS has given preliminary agreement that the plan is adequate.  The USFWS will continue to be involved in the design, monitoring, and contingency planning for eelgrass restoration plans.  

Caltrans has conducted detailed eelgrass surveys and has developed mitigation concepts.  Mitigation measures developed through this process have been presented to the ACOE, BCDC, EPA, USFWS, CDFG, and RWQCB at interagency meetings in May, August, October, and November 2000.  Mitigation measures for eelgrass impacted by the project that are included in this FEIS generally incorporate the views of resource agencies provided at the interagency meetings.  At this time, these agencies do not support placing additional fill within existing eelgrass beds to manipulate and raise the bathymetry for eelgrass creation.  However, these agencies, with the exception of BCDC, generally support the restoration of the barge access channel for eelgrass habitat.  This would involve restoring a portion of the barge access channel to its pre-existing bathymetry with stockpiled dredged material and excavated sand and replanting with eelgrass from an adjacent donor site.

Comment 11

Comment noted.
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