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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY
{(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT)
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20380-5000

November 23, 1998

Ms. Mara Melandry

State of California

Department of Transportation
District No. 4

111 Grand Avenue

Post Office Box 23660

Oakland, California 94623-0660

Re: 'Draft Environmental Impact Statement For
The Proposed San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge
EFast Span Seismic Safety Project

Dear Ms. Melandry:

I have enclosed the Department of the Navy's comments on
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement For The Proposed San
Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project
dated September 24, 1998 (Draft EIS).

By way of background, Yerba Buena Island, upon which the
Oakland Bay Bridge is anchored and upon which the proposed new
bridge would be anchored, is property owned by the United States
of America. The United States Department of the Navy (Navy) and
the United States Coast Guard are the executive agencies
responsible for Yerba Buena Island. Navy is responsible for
most of the property on the island.

The Navy property on Yerba Buena Island is part of Naval
Station Treasure Island. Treasure Island is within the city
limits of the City of San Francisco, California. The City of
San Francisco is the Local Redevelopment Authority recognized by
the Department of Defense as the entity responsible for planning
for the redevelopment of Naval Station Treasure Island.

Under the authority of the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1990, Public Law 101-510, 10 U.S.C.
§ 2687 note, the 1993 Defense Base Closure And Realignment
Commission recommended the closure of Naval Station Treasure
Island. This recommendation was approved by President Clinton
and accepted by the One Hundred Third Congress of the United
States in October 1993. Naval Station Treasure Island closed on
September 30, 1997. Since that time, Navy has leased






[image: image2.png]significant parts of the base to the City of San Francisco as
the Local Redevelopment Authority, and the base is occupied by
various commercial tenants.

In Section 2901 of the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 1994, Public Law 103-160, Congress recognized
the economic hardship occasioned by base closures, the Federal
interest in facilitating economic recovery of base closure
communities, and the need to identify and implement
redevelopment of property at closed military installations. 1In
Section 2903 (c) of Public Law 103-160, Congress directed the
Military Departments to consider each base closure community's
economic needs and priorities in the property disposal process.
Under Section 2905 (b) (2) (E) of the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1990, Navy must consult with local
communities before it disposes of base closure property and must
consider local plans developed for reuse of the surplus Federal
property.

The Department of Defense's goal, as set forth in Section
174.4 of the Department of Defense Rule on Revitalizing Base
Closure Communities and Community Assistance, 32 CFR Parts 174
and 175, is to help base closure communities achieve rapid
economic recovery through expeditious reuse of the assets at
closed bases, taking into consideration local market conditions
and locally developed reuse plans.

In accordance with these authorities, Navy has been working
with the City of San Francisco since 1993 to support and assist
the City in preparing a reuse plan for Naval Station Treasure
Island, including the Navy property on Yerba Buena Island.
Additionally, Navy and the City of San Francisco are preparing a
Joint Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)
and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). These
environmental analyses will consider and evaluate various
alternative uses for the property, including the City's proposed
reuse plan, and will address the effects of disposal on
protected resources, such as the Admiral Nimitz House (Quarters
1), under the National Historic Preservation Act.

The California Department of Transportation’s Draft EIS
assumes that Navy will convey Yerba Buena Island to the City of
San Francisco. However, Navy has not yet completed its analysis
under NEPA for the disposal and reuse of Naval Station Treasure
Island. Navy must consider various alternative uses of the
property, including a "no action" alternative. Therefore, until
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[image: image3.png]Navy has made its decision concerning disposal, an easement from
Navy would be necessary to implement a new bridge alignment.
Indeed, because the acquisition of Navy-controlled property is
an essential element of the proposed project, Navy should have a
greater role in analyzing the alternatives.

The Department of the Navy opposes the proposed northern
alignment of the new East Span of the Oakland Bay Bridge. The
Draft EIS does not adequately consider and treat the substantial
adverse impacts of this proposed alignment on the environmental
and historic resources on Yerba Buena Island, or on the City of
San Francisco's ability to redevelop the island in accordance
with its reuse plan for Naval Station Treasure Island. Navy is
particularly concerned about the proposed northern alignment of
the new bridge in light of the availability of other alignments,
such as the southern alignment, that would have minimal adverse
impacts on Yerba Buena Island.

The proposal also impedes Navy's ability to dispose of the
property on Yerba Buena Island by substantially limiting its
utility and reuse potential for private sector activities by
removing land from the most developable area. The northern
alignment would leave Navy with uneconomic remnants of property
that would be adversely affected by the shadow from the bridge,
by noise and vibration, and by poor traffic flow.

Navy is committed to assisting base closure communities
with economic development of closed bases such as Treasure
Island. Thus, we oppose the selection of an alignment such as
the northern alignment that would prevent the Local
Redevelopment Authority from developing this property in a
manner that would benefit the local economy.

We believe that the historic structures are an important
part of our Nation's Naval heritage that should be preserved and
protected. Thus, we object to any alignment that would
adversely impact the Historic District and these structures.

The proposed replacement bridge project i1s an enormous
undertaking with substantial impacts both during and after
construction. One end would affect the City and Port of
Oakland. The other end of the bridge would affect the Navy
property on Yerba Buena Island. This project would have
substantial impacts on land-based facilities and resources and
the human environment at the points where the bridge touches
land.






1 Cont
2
3
[image: image4.png]The proposed northern alignments of the bridge would
connect it to Yerba Buena Island in a manner that places the
bridge directly over historic structures of national importance
and ecologically sensitive areas. The northern alignments would
physically dominate and render useless most of the developable
land on Yerba Buena that the City of San Francisco plans to
redevelop.

This Department objects to the proposed northern alignment
of this bridge with its many substantial adverse impacts,
particularly when there are alternative alignments that present
none of these adverse effects. Thus, the Department of the Navy
urges the California Department of Transportation to select a
different alignment, such as the southern alignment, that will
not have such drastic and negative effects on Yerba Buena
Island.

I have enclosed a description of additional instances in
which the Draft EIS is deficient. Navy looks forward to working
with you to ensure that the selected alignment proposal is
compatible with Navy's responsibilities and goals.

If you have any questions, I request that you contact
Mr. Kenn Parsons at the Naval Facilities Engineering Command's
Engineering Field Activity West in San Bruno, California, at
(650)244-3004.

Sincerely,

& T
A Tin -
ROBERT B. PIRIE, JR.

Enclosure
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CONCERNING THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE PROPOSED SAN FRANCISCO - OAKLAND BAY BRIDGE EAST SPAN
SEISMIC SAFETY PROJECT

Property Ownership and Coordination. The Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) does not adeguately treat the fact that
Yerba Buena Island, as well as the adjacent submerged lands and
the access ramps to the existing bridge (Draft EIS page S-10,
and page 3-2 para. 3.1.1), are Federal property under the
executive agency of the Department of the Navy (Navy), or the
legal ramifications of Federal ownership of the very property
where the proposed new bridge would be built (Page 1-11). Navy
approval will be necessary for any activity on this property.
There are alternative bridge alignments available, such as the
southern alignment, that would have minimal adverse effects on
the nationally significant historic structures on Yerba Buena
Island and the economic development of this island and Treasure
Island.

The Draft EIS process did not include the Department of the
Navy as a participating agency in the preparation of the Draft
EIS, in spite of the fact that Navy controls the property on
which the proposed project would be built. As early as March
10, 1997, Navy informed the California Department of
Transportation of both Navy’s and the City of San Francisco’s
(City) concerns about the proposed project, particularly the
northern alignments, because of the substantial adverse effects
these alignments would have on Yerba Buena Island’s natural and
cultural resources and on the City of San Francisco’s prospects
for redeveloping the island as an economically viable activity.

Navy and the City are preparing a Joint National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) EIS and California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Environmental Impact Report (EIR). This
Joint EIS/EIR will evaluate the effects of Navy’s disposal and
the reuse of Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island. In
particular, the Joint EIS/EIR will evaluate the City’s proposed
reuse plans for these properties. Decisions based on these
analyses will be made in 1999. If, upon conclusion of the NEPA
process, Navy decides to dispose of the property, the disposal
would not be complete until the year 2002. Thus, the
assumptions in the Draft EIS regarding the disposal of this
property to a particular grantee are premature. (Page 3-2 para
3.1.1, & page 3-8 para. 3.1.3).
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[image: image6.png]T.and Use/Reuse. The Draft EIS understates the adverse effects
that construction actions (Pages 4-94 through 4-110) and the new
bridge would have on existing land use and on future reuse.
Construction traffic, noise, vibration, and the locations of
staging areas will disrupt housing and activities in the
historic Navy Quarters on Yerba Buena Island. The construction
activities may also hinder operation of the existing fire
station. The proposed construction activities will likely
jeopardize the noise-sensitive film industry activities on
Treasure Island in Buildings 2 and 3. The Draft EIS also fails
to take account of the extensive public, institutional, social,
recreational, community service, and residential activities that
are ongoing on both Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island
(Pages 3-2, 3-15, 3-36, 3-38, 4-3, 4-8, 4-39 through 4-32, 4-
111).

The northern alignment alternatives for a replacement
bridge would drastically reduce the desirability and economic
viability of Yerba Buena Island and adjacent areas on Treasure
Island (Page 4-4 para. 4.1.1). The Draft EIS is unclear
regarding the nature and extent of land needed for the bridge
alignments. It also fails fully to assess the likely impact on
occupancy and reuse of the structures that are located adjacent
to and under the proposed new bridge and ramps. San Francisco’s
reuse plan has had extensive public involvement and is awalting
certification of the EIR before final approval. This reuse plan
for Yerba Buena Island provides information that should have
been included in the Draft EIS as a baseline for evaluating the
proposed project’s short term construction and long term visual,
operational, cultural, biological and economic impacts as well
as avoidance or mitigation measures (Page 3-6 para. 3.1.2, 4-9,
4-94 through 4-110, 4-113, 4-116).

Project Description. The Draft EIS does not clearly describe
the project’s limits or depict them on a map. The Draft EIS
should include clear descriptions and maps delineating aerial
positioning and required rights-of-way, for both construction
and post-construction periods, in order to permit meaningful
comparison of all the alternatives. The Draft EIS refers to
large construction equipment and bulk materials that would be
delivered to Yerba Buena Island by barge or vessel but does not
evaluate the locations for landing such vessels or the
associated impacts on Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island
(Page S-1).

In Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, the description of each
of the alternatives and their impacts is grossly inadequate.
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[image: image7.png]Some immediate areas of concern that are not addressed in the
analysis include:

e Whether, and for how long, Macalla Road and Treasure Island
Road would be closed during construction. Would different
alternative alignments have more or less impact on the
continuing use of these important access routes?

e Under which alternatives would Macalla Road at the entrance to
the United States Coast Guard facility be closed? If so, what
mitigation measures would be required?

e How, and to what extent, would Macalla Road be physically
lowered? What impacts would this have on historic Quarters 10
and on utilities?

¢ How and where would the historic stairs that lead to the Coast
Guard facility be affected or relocated? What alternative
pedestrian access would be provided? What mitigation would be
required under the other alternative alignments?

e If barges would be used, where would they be moored and
unloaded? What impacts would these activities have on Yerba
Buena Island and Treasure Island?

e Will redevelopment be allowed under the bridge and its ramps?
Does the Department of Transportation contemplate that
structures that are located under the proposed new bridge and
its ramps could be occupied and that redevelopment and reuse
could occur in these areas? What restrictions would apply?

e What effects would each alternative alignment have on the
historic structures on Yerba Buena Island and on the viability
of the City’s reuse plan for Yerba Buena Island and Treasure
Island?

e How would detour bridges and ramps be constructed and managed?
What effects would be expected? What mitigation would be
required?

¢ What would be the nature of underwater pier construction?

' Would it vary under the different alternative alignments?

e Since the State of California would need Navy’s permission to
use Federal property, how does the State expect to acquire
property rights to land that would be required for
construction and permanent rights-of-way for the proposed new
bridge? (Pages 2-2, pages 2-32 through 2-36, page 3-49, pages
4-5 through 4-13).

Transportation. The Draft EIS does not adequately analyze
traffic, access, and related public safety impacts on Yerba
Buena Island (Page 1-5 para. 1.2.3, pages 3-17 through 3-22,
pages 4-20 through 4-24, & page 4-113). The analysis is
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[image: image8.png]particularly deficient in its treatment of the impacts that
would occur during the construction period.

Examples include:

e Failure to identify those Yerba Buena Island roads that would
be closed during construction and the duration of closure.

e The traffic, access, and air quality effects that would be
expected under different alternative alignments.

e The manner in which traffic would be rerouted through Yerba
Buena Island.

e The effects on Macalla Road, both physically and as a result

" of changes in traffic.

e The accident potential from the tight-radius existing
off-ramps from the bridge.

e Pedestrian and bicyclist safety on Yerba Buena Island during
heavy traffic periods.

e The impact of truck and heavy equipment traffic on existing
residential streets during construction.

s Alternative pedestrian access to the U.S. Coast Guard facility
other than the historic stairs.

Cultural Resources. Navy concurs with the Draft EIS finding
that Quarters 10 and its garage (Building 267) on Yerba Buena
Island, both having reached fifty years of age in 1998, meet the
National Register Criteria for Eligibility. However, the Area -
of Potential Effect (APE) established by CALTRANS with the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) on February 18, 1998,
fails to take account of all the impacts that would occur to the
historic properties (Pages 4-78 through 4-87, & 4-119). The APE
in the Draft EIS should include Treasure Island. Treasure Island
contains three buildings that are eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places.

Buildings 1, 2 and 3 are located directly across Clipper
Cove, the body of water that separates the two islands. All
three buildings were constructed by the year 1939 and used in
the Golden Gate International Exposition, for which Treasure
Island has been designated a California Historical Landmark. We
believe that the potential impacts to these Navy properties
should be included in the analysis of impacts to the other
historic Navy properties on Yerba Buena Island, which include
the Senior Officers’ Quarters Historic District (Quarters 1-7
and Buildings 83, 205, and 230), Quarters 10 and Buildings 267
and 262, and Archeological Site CA-SFr-04/H, all of which have
been determined eligible for inclusion on the National Register
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[image: image9.png]scope of the environmental implications of these alignments has
been identified, analyzed and compared with the alternatives
that have considerably less adverse impacts such as the southern

alignment.

Thus, Navy urges the California
Transportation properly and fully to
alternative alignments, particularly
to select an alignment that does not

Department of

consider the other

the southern alignment, and
cause adverse effects on

Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island.
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[image: image10.png]in consultation with the California State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO).

The Draft EIS correctly states that the proposed seismic
retrofit of the existing East Span of the Bridge and the
proposed alignments and/or the temporary detour alignments for a
replacement of this span could adversely affect the prehistoric
component of Archeological Site CA-SFr-04/H. The Draft EIS also
correctly observes that the N-2 and N-6 northern alignments
would adversely affect Navy’s Building 262.

The Draft EIS fails to recognize or address the adverse
effects that will occur during construction to Quarters 1, which
is listed on the National Register of Historic Places, other
eligible buildings within the Quarters Historic District, and
Quarters 10. Most of these buildings are either leased to the
City of San Francisco or are about to be leased to the City.
These leases will ensure the adaptive reuse and continued
maintenance of these historic properties.

The noise and vibration produced by driving piles and other
construction activities, as well as interruptions in access to
these properties caused by construction and rerouting Macalla
Road, would prevent the adaptive reuse of these buildings and
substantially reduce Navy’s and the City’s ability to maintain
these properties. As a result, it would be impossible to
prevent deterioration of these historic properties, a recognized
adverse effect under Federal regulations governing the
Protection of Historic Properties, 36 CFR § 800.9(b) (4).

Similarly, the Draft EIS does not address the potential
impact of the loss of commercial tenants now occupying Buildings
1, 2 and 3 on Treasure Island. The City has subleased Buildings
2 and 3 to motion picture studios, and they are being used as
sound stages for making movies and television shows. Noise and
vibration will adversely affect the intended reuse of these
buildings, reducing their utility to the film industry which is
a substantial economic component of the City’s reuse plan.

The Draft EIS inadequately identifies and considers impacts
to the Quarters Historic District. Both the N-2 and N-6
northern alignments encroach on the Historic District. This
constitutes an intrusive element that is out of character with
the Historic District and is an adverse effect under Federal
regulations governing the Protection of Historic Properties,
36 CFR § 800.9(b) (4).
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[image: image11.png]The proposed regrading of Macalla Road in the vicinity of
Quarters 10 and Building 267 will substantially change the
setting in which these structures are located, an adverse effect
recognized by Federal regulations governing the Protection of
Historic¢ Properties, 36 CFR § 800.9(b) (4). Because it is related
only to construction of the N-2 or N6 northern alignments, this
adverse impact, like so many identified here, would be
completely avoided by selecting an alternative alignment, such
as the southern alignment.

The proposed detour structures that would be required when
the old bridge structure is removed and the replacement bridge
is connected to the tunnel would intrude on the Quarters
Historic District and substantially alter the setting of these
buildings and Quarters 10. This alteration would be an adverse
effect under Federal regulations governing the Protection of
Historic Properties, 36 CFR § 800.9(b) (4).

The visual impact of these temporary detour structures
would have a drastic negative effect on the lessees of and
visitors to the historic Quarters, and the Draft EIS did not
consider the visual impact of alternative alignments.
Construction of these structures would intrude on the historic
setting of the buildings, and the noise and vibrations generated
during construction could permanently damage these historic
buildings. The Draft EIS fails to consider these very
significant impacts, inadequately dismissing them as temporary
and, therefore, not adverse.

The Draft EIS recognizes that both of the proposed northern
alignments will adversely affect historic Building 262. These
routes will permanently place the shadow of the replacement
bridge on the historic Building 262 structure, and the
vibrations generated by driving the supporting piles and traffic
could physically damage the building. Furthermore, the
shadowing of this building by the bridge will make it difficult,
if not impossible, for Navy to dispose of the property or for
the City of San Francisco to find a tenant for the property.
This will result in deterioration of the building and its loss
as a national historic asset. These significant adverse effects
were not discussed in the Draft EIS nor were the effects of the
alternative alignments, which are considerably less severe.

The California Department of Transportation has not
discussed the potential effects of the proposed undertaking with
the historic preservation community in the San Francisco Bay
area other than in an early informational contact as a part of
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[image: image12.png]the data-gathering phase of the Draft EIS process. Obtaining
public comment is a prerequisite to reaching agreement on
mitigation pursuant to Federal regulations implementing Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 36 CFR Part 800.
The Draft EIS merely assumes that “[m]easures to mitigate the
impacts of the East Span Project on historic properties will be
stipulated in [a] Memorandum of Agreement” prepared pursuant to
those regulations. In light of the substantial adverse impacts
on Navy’s historic properties, it is unlikely that such an
agreement will be reached, particularly when reasonable
alternatives are available that have little or no impact on
these important national assets.

Visual Impacts. The Draft EIS understates the significant
adverse visual effects that the bridge and its temporary
construction equipment, ramps, and activities would have on the
historic buildings on Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island,
and on the viability of the City's reuse plans for Yerba Buena
Island (Pages 3-23 through 3-29 and 4-27 through 4-36).
Similarly, the Draft EIS does not adequately address mitigation’
or alternative alignments that would eliminate these impacts.
The EIS must describe impacts and mitigation for each alignment
alternative or the ultimate decisionmaker will not have
sufficient information upon which to base the decision
concerning selection of bridge alignments.

Public Safety. The Draft EIS does not adequately identify the
effects on or measures to assure public health and safety for
residents on and visitors to Yerba Buena Island and Treasure
Island. The EIS does not adequately address measures that would
ensure the safety of pedestrians, bicyclists, and automobiles on
Yerba Buena’s narrow, winding roads. (Pages 1-5 through 1-7,
page 2-13, pages 2-21 through 2-27, pages 2-32 through 2-36,
page 4-3). The EIS should also evaluate means of assuring
adequate fire and police access to Yerba Buena Island and
Treasure Island during periods of intense construction and
traffic backups and detours.

Biology/Wetlands/Eelgrass/Marine Water Quality/Natural
Resources. The Draft EIS does not include field surveys or
quantification of the impacts to, or mitigation for, the impacts
on marine biological species, eelgrass beds, marine habitat on
piers to be removed or replaced, increased areas that would be
permanently shaded by the new bridge, or water quality and
turbidity (Pages 3-62 through 3-65, page 3-83, , pages 4-62
through 4-77). It does not address impacts on the habitat of
the Black Crowned Night Heron or related impacts on Yerba Buena
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[image: image13.png]Island. The EIS does not address erosion and visual impacts or
mitigation for removing Yerba Buena Island vegetation during and
after construction. It does not address possible dredging or
turbidity effects arising out of the proposed barging of
construction equipment or the places where such equipment would
be moored, landed and stored.

Utilities. The Draft EIS should address impacts or mitigation
for construction-related impacts to the existing utility systems
on Yerba Buena Island. This analysis must include the effects
on telephone, electricity, water supply, flood control systems,
sewer systems, as well as the under-bay water, power, and
telephone cables that serve Yerba Buena Island and Treasure
Island (Page 2-30, page 4-3, page 4-89). The EIS also fails to
consider alternatives, i.e., avoidance or mitigation measures.
The EIS should identify the agency that would be responsible for
utilities disruption, replacement or relocation and mitigation
measures (Page 4-89).

Soils and Aquifers. The Draft EIS does not adequately
characterize and compare the soils and bedrock conditions or the
aquifers that would be affected by each alternative alignment.
Such comparisons should be made in terms of their relative cost
and construction feasibility, marine biological impacts, and
risk relative to seismic activity (Pages 2-32 through 2-36, page
3-49, page 3-56).

Noise/Vibration. The housing on Yerba Buena Island will be
completely occupied within the next ten to twelve months. Some
residences are already occupied. The noise and vibration
impacts on these residents and on visitors to the island and
mitigation should be discussed. The impacts of noise and
vibration on the historic properties and on activity in Nimitz
House should also be addressed (Page 3-38, pages 4-5 through 4-
13, page 4-100).

Conclusion. The Department of the Navy strongly objects to the
northern alignments because of the profound and adverse effects
that these alignments will impose on the nationally significant
historic structures on Yerba Buena Island. The northern
alignments will also have a devastating impact on the City of
San Francisco’s plans and efforts to redevelop Yerba Buena
Island and Treasure Island.

Navy is particularly concerned that the proposed northern
alignments appear to have been finally decided, with
implementation underway (e.g., bridge design), before the full
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