Volume II:  Section 1 ( DEIS Comments and Responses

Department of the Navy 11/23/1998


Department of the Navy Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1

For the purposes of the East Span Draft/Final Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS/FEIS), in which all build alternatives would require property rights on YBI, Caltrans assumed that the County and City of San Francisco (CCSF) is the intended recipient of YBI.  This assumption was based on the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan, the CCSF's role as Local Reuse Authority, and the currently in-force Base Caretaker Agreement between the Navy and CCSF.  

It is acknowledged that the Navy’s analysis of the disposal and reuse of YBI/TI is not completed.  While there is a basis for Caltrans’ assumption that the CCSF will be the recipient of the land, it is understood that the disposal decision has not been finalized yet.

On October 25, 2000, pursuant to 23 USC 107(d), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) made a Federal Land Transfer of land on YBI previously owned by the United States to Caltrans.  FHWA transferred land to Caltrans, giving the State adequate rights-of-way and control of access for retrofit of the existing bridge or construction of any of the replacement alternatives (see Figure 3-2 in Appendix A).  There will be no physical change until the Record of Decision (ROD) is approved for the East Span Project and construction begins.  This Federal Land Transfer does not limit the evaluation of alternatives for the East Span Project.  Any right-of-way not required for the East Span Project will revert to the United States after project completion. 

The baseline of the YBI/TI Reuse Plan EIR/EIS should include recognition that the State of California holds fee title and temporary construction easement to land on YBI.  Caltrans responded in February 1998 to the Notice of Intent/Notice of Preparation for the YBI/TI Reuse Plan environmental document to inform the Navy and CCSF of the alternatives under consideration in the East Span Project DEIS, which was published in September 1998.  The East Span alternatives address a fully funded project that is included in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  As such, Caltrans recommended that a replacement bridge alternative be part of the baseline for the Navy’s unpublished environmental document.  (See Caltrans’ letter to the City and County of San Francisco Planning Department, dated February 12, 1998, in Appendix G of the FEIS.)

The Department of the Navy has had opportunities for participation in the EIS process for the East Span Project.  Navy representatives were invited and have participated in the Project Development Team (PDT) meetings, which included detailed presentations of the status of environmental technical studies, results of the studies, and findings of the EIS.  In addition, the Navy was invited to scoping meetings for the project, which included presentation of the project alternatives.  Also, Caltrans provided the Administrative Draft EIS to the Navy for review prior to public release of the Draft EIS.  No comments on the Administrative Draft EIS were submitted by the Navy to FHWA or Caltrans.  See also the list of coordination meetings in Appendix E.

Comment 2

Navy opposition to the northern alternatives is noted.  Selection of a southern alternative would not minimize adverse impacts to YBI as compared to a northern alternative, because there would be permanent impacts to the United States Coast Guard (USCG)-owned property with a southern alternative.  Construction impacts on YBI would be similar for either a northern or southern alternative.  See Section 4.1.5 — Development Trends for additional information.

Responses to specific comments that follow address the consideration of impacts to historic and environmental resources and the ability of the CCSF to redevelop the island in accordance with its redevelopment plan.  

The identification of Replacement Alternative N-6 as the Preferred Alternative is addressed in the FEIS in Section 2.2.6 — Preferred and Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative.

Comment 3

In January 2000, Caltrans completed an evaluation of the land use impacts associated with the East Span Project and the conceptual land uses proposed in the Naval Station Treasure Island Draft Reuse Plan, prepared by CCSF.  The Caltrans report concluded that the redevelopment concept described in the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan can be generally accommodated with any of the East Span Project alternatives.  The report stated that the redevelopment of Quarters 1-7, redevelopment of Building 262, development of a conference center, live/work units and artisan cottages can co-exist with the retrofit or replacement alternatives (see to Section 4.1.5 — Development Trends).  (Copies of the Land Use Study entitled, “Land Uses Associated with the SFOBB East Span Seismic Safety Project and the Naval Station Treasure Island Draft Reuse Plan,” are available at the Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office and at selected libraries listed in the Preface of the FEIS.  Copies of this study were transmitted to the Navy on January 18, 2000 by FHWA.  Additional copies were sent on March 20, 2000.  Copies of the transmittal letters can be found in Appendix G.

The Caltrans report noted that most types of development proposed by CCSF, including but not limited to restaurants, parking, and storage facilities are presumed to be possible types of development underneath a replacement alternative, subject to review and approval by Caltrans.  A minimum vertical clearance of 15 meters (50 feet) would need to be maintained between the bottom of the bridge and the top of any structure placed under the bridge.  The proposed building height limits in the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan would not be impacted (12 meters [40 feet]).  Caltrans has allowed for construction of office buildings and parking garages under the SFOBB in the vicinity of the West Approach and Rincon Anchorage in San Francisco.  There are numerous examples throughout California where Caltrans has allowed development (including office complexes, restaurants, and classroom facilities) under freeways.  In addition, in cities such as New York, Cincinnati, and Vancouver, B.C., restaurants and other businesses are located under bridges in retail/entertainment districts.

Because of its height above nearby buildings, a bridge with a northern alternative would not permanently cast shadows on Navy-owned buildings.  Compared to existing conditions, buildings would be in shadow for longer periods in mid-summer and for shorter periods in the winter, due to the angle of the sun.  Figure 4-24 in Appendix A shows projected shadows from the northern replacement alternatives over Building 262 during the spring equinox and summer solstice.
During construction, noise impacts would be the same for all of the build alternatives. Operational noise levels (after construction) would be higher in the area near the proposed residential development under the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan for the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative (74Leq dBA) than with the Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 (60Leq dBA), and S-4 (62Leq dBA).

While each of the replacement alternatives would create long-term changes to certain roadways (e.g., modifications to Macalla Road, US Coast Guard Road, Southgate Road, and the unpaved road to Building 262), there would be no impact to long-term vehicular access and traffic flow on YBI as a result of the East Span Project.

Like reuse of YBI and TI, the SFOBB is also important to the area’s economy.  The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) prepared a report on the economic effects of the one-month closure of the Bay Bridge as a result of the Loma Prieta earthquake.  The report concluded that San Francisco suffered a significant loss ($73 million) in taxable sales activity, and that “a major portion of the loss in economic activity in San Francisco may have been due to a loss in transportation access.”
   The majority of people, freight, and goods moving between the San Francisco Peninsula and the East Bay is on the SFOBB.  Providing a seismically safe vehicular bridge crossing is critical to retaining the ability to move high volumes of people and goods and maintaining the economic conditions of the area.  

The Caltrans land use report referenced above estimated that under the Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 (Preferred), the amount of developable area on the eastern edge of YBI was about 3.15 hectares (7.8 acres).  The area spanned by the bridge, 1.17 hectares (2.9 acres), would be available for development subject to review and approval by Caltrans.  In conclusion, Replacement Alternative N-6 would not prevent the Local Redevelopment Authority from redeveloping YBI.

Comment 4

The northern alternatives would be directly above only one historic structure:  Building 262 (Torpedo Building).  This building is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places at the state level of significance.  The historic resources of YBI are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places at the state or local level of significance; they are not eligible for listing at the national level of significance.  The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has concurred with this conclusion. 

It is acknowledged that the northern alternatives would impact two of three patches of coast live oak woodland habitat on YBI due to the realignment of Macalla Road.  To mitigate the loss of coast live oaks, Caltrans would develop and implement a revegetation plan that would include the planting of trees, monitoring, and replanting as necessary to ensure success of the plan in restoring affected areas to a natural appearance.

With the exception of the coast live oak woodland discussed above, there are no ecologically sensitive areas under the existing bridge on the east end of YBI.  Extensive biological surveys were conducted on the island and found that there are no wetlands, mudflats, eelgrass, or special status species directly impacted by the northern alternatives.  However, as discussed in Section 4.9.2 — Special Aquatic Sites, construction of a barge dock near Clipper Cove under any of the build alternatives would result in a permanent loss of 0.01 hectare (0.03 acre) of eelgrass.  Off-site mitigation would occur at an appropriate site.  See Section 4.9.6 — Natural Resources, Mitigation and the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites in Appendix N.

Construction of a northern alternative would not render most of the developable land on YBI useless.  Most of the types of development proposed by the CCSF could be developed underneath and adjacent to the replacement structure, subject to review and approval by Caltrans.  See the land use discussion in response to Comment 3 above.

The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) (Appendix O), developed through the Section 106 consultation process, provides measures to protect the historic structures on YBI during construction, to restore grounds within the historic district (the area around Quarters 1-7), and to develop a historic structure report for Building 262 to promote the rehabilitation and reuse of the structure.

Comment 5

Objection to implementation of any of the northern alternatives is noted.  

Other alternatives were considered during the environmental review process and impacts were taken into account.  While a southern alternative could have fewer permanent impacts on land that the CCSF proposes for redevelopment, it would have greater permanent impacts on the USCG facility on YBI, the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) facilities at the Oakland Touchdown, and the future Gateway Park in the Oakland Touchdown area.  Construction impacts on YBI would be similar for any build alternative.

Comment 6

Under Section 3.1.1 — Existing Land Uses in the Project Vicinity of the FEIS, the following sentences have been added to the YBI and TI discussion:

“YBI and TI are primarily federally owned properties.  YBI is currently under jurisdiction of and owned by the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) and the Department of the Navy (Navy) with the exception of the land for right-of-way for all alternatives for the project under consideration, which was recently transferred to Caltrans.  These federal agencies must approve any activity on their property.  In general, the Navy owns the property north of the existing East Span, as well as the ramps to and from the bridge; the USCG owns most of the property south of the bridge.  See Figure 3-2 in Appendix A for the jurisdictional boundary.  The Navy also owns TI and the causeway connecting YBI and TI.”

While the southern alternatives result in fewer impacts to Navy property, they would result in permanent impacts to USCG property.  Neither the southern or northern alternatives would have permanent impacts on the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District on YBI, which has been determined to be of state and local significance, not national historic significance.  The only permanent impact on historic resources resulting from the northern alternatives would be the visual intrusion to Building 262, which is not part of the historic district.  The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would have a permanent impact on the Senior Officers’ Quarters Historic District by expanding a column footing into the district.

Comment 7

The U.S. Navy was not a cooperating agency; however, it participated in key processes throughout the project.

Caltrans initiated coordination with the Navy regarding the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative in July 1995.  A meeting was held with the Navy on January 19, 1996 to discuss the seismic retrofit of the SFOBB and possible transfer of ownership of the bridge right-of-way to Caltrans.  When replacement alternatives were considered, the Navy was notified by letter in March 1997.  (See Appendix G.)

The Department of the Navy has participated in the EIS process for the East Span Project.  Navy representatives were invited and have participated in the PDT, which was assembled by Caltrans to advise in project development.  PDT meetings included detailed presentations of the status of environmental technical studies, results of studies, and findings of the EIS.  Navy representatives have also attended and participated in MTC Bay Bridge Design Task Force (Task Force) and Engineering and Design Advisory Panel (EDAP) meetings.  The Navy was also invited to scoping meetings for the project.

Navy representatives have been invited and have participated in meetings between Caltrans and the CCSF.  The Navy has been invited to meetings held with historic preservation organizations and local governments to discuss project effects on historic properties and mitigation measures.  Navy officials were also briefed by Caltrans and FHWA on several occasions at the Navy Facilities Engineering Command’s Engineering Field Activity West in San Bruno, California.  

Caltrans provided the Navy with a copy of the Administrative Draft EIS (ADEIS) for review (on August 17, 1998) prior to public circulation of the document (on September 24, 1998).  No comments on the ADEIS were submitted by the Navy to FHWA or Caltrans.

Comment 8

Please see response to Comment 1 above.  

Comment 9

Construction period impacts are the same regardless of what alternative is selected.  Proposed use of Quarters 1-7 during bridge construction would be compromised due to the following:

· Construction noise (especially nighttime noise);

· Lighting for night construction;

· Visual impact of temporary detours for the replacement alternatives and construction activity; and

· The adjoining Parade Grounds are part of the land transferred to Caltrans as a construction easement and would not be available for unauthorized parking during bridge construction.

Building 262 (Torpedo Building) located at the eastern end of YBI would not be usable during construction due to high levels of construction activity and the restricted access through the construction zone.  Following construction, access to Building 262 would be restored and the building would be available for reuse, subject to review and approval by Caltrans.  Because the vertical clearance from the top of Building 262 to the bottom of the bridge is 43 meters (141 feet), no major restrictions on reuse of the building are foreseen.

During the construction period, Caltrans would reimburse CCSF for documented loss of rental revenues for Quarters 1-7 as required by the State.  A pre- and post-construction survey of the buildings would be conducted and any construction-related damage to the buildings would be repaired as necessary.

According to the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan, new development on YBI is not scheduled to commence until 2007, which is approximately when SFOBB construction is targeted for completion.  In addition, East Span Project construction activity would not inhibit the land transfer process from the Navy to the CCSF, nor would bridge construction impact CCSF's redevelopment planning and permitting processes that require participation of federal, state and regional agencies.  Major redevelopment actions by CCSF cannot begin until the planning and permitting actions have been completed.

Section 4.14.2 — Transportation Impacts During Construction of the DEIS and FEIS discusses in detail the potential for traffic disruptions on YBI during construction of the various alternatives.  The realignment of Macalla Road and the impact of construction equipment on congestion levels and on the road itself are disclosed.  The FEIS includes additional information on the realignment of Macalla Road as well as modifications to Southgate Road, the USCG Road, and the unpaved road to Building 262.  Section 4.14.2 discusses the use of the Parade Grounds below Quarters 1-7 for construction staging and storage and the temporary loss of the use of the Parade Grounds for parking during special events at the Nimitz House.
Section 3.1.1 — Existing Land Uses in the Project Vicinity has been updated to provide further information about Building 213.  As a result of the Federal Land Transfer, part of Building 213 is now within Caltrans' right-of-way.  If requested by the Navy, Caltrans would work with the Navy to provide a replacement building of like size, construction materials, and quality and built to current code requirements.  The Navy would need to provide a suitable site outside of the State right-of-way for the replacement.  This building was once used as a fire station, but has stood vacant for many years and is currently being used to store a fire truck.  It is not occupied on a full-time basis.  Functional replacement for Building 213 would be provided with function being defined as use at the time of acquisition.  Replacement of buildings is based on use at time of project construction and not on future proposed uses.

The DEIS and FEIS, Section 4.14.1 — Temporary Impacts During Construction, Community Impacts, in the Construction Period Safety and Security discussion, acknowledges the potential impact to access by emergency vehicles.  The contractor would apprise police, fire, and other emergency response agencies of construction activities, detours, and road blockages throughout the construction process. 

In regard to the noise-sensitive film industry activities on TI, the existing peak-period noise level is estimated to be 67 A-weighted decibel equivalent sound level (dBA Leq).  The FEIS discusses construction period noise impacts in Section 4.14.5 — Construction Period Noise and Vibration.  At a distance of 400 meters (1,312 feet), noise levels generated by construction equipment are generally about 57 dBA Leq.  The movie studios on TI are located more than 400 meters (1,312 feet) from the project construction area as the distance from the YBI shoreline to the TI shoreline is 487 meters (1600 feet).  (See Figure 3-13 in Appendix A.)  As a result, the studios would not experience construction-period noise levels higher than current noise levels for the majority of the construction period.  However, pile driving is expected to increase noise levels. Pile driving could result in noise levels of 74 dBA, an increase of up to 7 dBA over the existing condition of 67 dBA.  Pile driving on YBI would be performed intermittently over a period of about two years.  Pile driving activities for a northern alternative would be a minimum of 610 meters (2,000 feet) from the southern shoreline of TI.  There would be no vibration effects to TI land use as a result of pile driving on YBI.  Noise and vibration monitoring performed at the film studios during the Pile Installation Demonstration Project (PIDP) indicated similar results.  During the PIDP, pile driving occurred 1,200 to 1,500 meters (3,900 to 4,900 feet) from the film studios. 

The conceptual land use plan for YBI contained in the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan is subject to a number of environmental, regulatory, and market constraints that would affect the amount and location of development on the eastern end of YBI.  The major factors affecting implementation of the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan on YBI include approval by the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, environmental constraints (slope stability, hazardous wastes, and cultural resources), access, infrastructure development, and market factors.  Construction of the northern alternatives would impact but not eliminate the development potential on eastern YBI, just as the other factors listed above would also impact final development plans. 

Comment 10

It is acknowledged that there are many diverse uses on TI, which are continuing to grow as activity on the island increases.  It is also acknowledged that residential units on the central and western portion of YBI, outside of the project area, have been refurbished and are in the early stages of leasing.

In the DEIS and FEIS, Section 3.1.1 — Existing Land Uses in the Project Vicinity lists the existing land uses on YBI and TI.  These documents incorporated all known uses on the islands:  the USCG facility with its associated maritime, administrative, and residential components; Quarters 1-10, including the Nimitz House; additional residential units along Macalla Road that are market-rate rental units; various land uses on TI; and historic structures that exist on the two islands.

Comment 11

The Caltrans report, referenced in response to Comment 3 above, concluded that the redevelopment concept described in the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan can be generally accommodated with any of the East Span Project alternatives.  The report stated that the general development pattern of reuse of Quarters 1-7, redevelopment of Building 262, development of a conference center, live/work units and artisan cottages can co-exist with the retrofit or replacement alternatives.

The Caltrans report noted that most of the types of development proposed by CCSF, including but not limited to restaurants, parking, and storage facilities, which are presumed to be possible types of development underneath a replacement alternative, could occur subject to review and approval by Caltrans.  A minimum vertical clearance of 15 meters (50 feet) would need to be maintained between the bottom of the bridge and the top of any structure placed under the bridge.

Regardless of the build alternative selected, redevelopment activity on TI would not be impeded by East Span construction activities with the exception of the temporary construction impacts discussed in response to Comment 9 above.

Redevelopment of the Treasure Island Marina (scheduled to begin in mid- to late-2001) would not be impacted by project construction because the site is accessed by land from TI.  The 488-meter (1600-foot) width of Clipper Cove allows for simultaneous unimpeded water access to the marina and East Span Project construction barge movements to and from YBI (see Figure 4-23 in Appendix A).

Comment 12

FHWA arranged for a transfer of land on YBI from the Navy to Caltrans.  The land, now owned in fee title by Caltrans, would accommodate any project alternative.  Caltrans has acquired permanent rights to an area on YBI that would encompass a replacement bridge structure and would extend 6 meters (20 feet) on each side of a replacement bridge structure.  Land not needed for the East Span Project would be reconveyed to the Navy after completion of the project (see Figure 3-2 in Appendix A).
Comment 13

The DEIS acknowledged the potential conflicts with the planned reuse of the eastern end of YBI.  Potential conflicts are depicted graphically in Figure 4-1 in Appendix A, and are discussed in Section 4.1.5 — Development Trends in both the DEIS and FEIS.  Since an EIR/EIS for the reuse of YBI/TI has not yet been issued, Caltrans has relied on the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan in its assessment of project impacts, as recommended by the Navy.  

The only building that would be under a new bridge structure with Replacement Alternative N-6 (Preferred) or N-2 would be Building 262.  Reuse of Building 262 is presumed feasible, as there would be sufficient vertical clearance between it and the bridge structure.  Possible uses of Building 262 under the bridge structure could include restaurants, parking, and storage facilities, subject to review and approval by Caltrans.  Caltrans will prepare or fund the preparation of a historic structure report for Building 262 to promote the reuse of this building.  (See Stipulation IV, C of the Memorandum of Agreement in Appendix O.)

The East Span Project does not include general replacement of the ramps on YBI, which are owned by the Navy.  With the exception of the eastbound on-ramp which must be dismantled and rebuilt to construct the East Span Project, replacement of the ramps is not related to the purpose and need of the project and there is currently no funding for ramp replacement other than the eastbound on-ramp.

Comment 14

The 1996 Draft Reuse Plan was considered in the preparation of the DEIS and FEIS.  Guiding policies of the Plan are listed under Section 3.1.3 — Adopted Goals and Policies, and served as a baseline for discussion of potential impacts.  Figure 4-1 in Appendix A depicts the draft development scenario for YBI superimposed over the proposed replacement alternatives.  Section 4.1.5 — Development Trends includes a discussion of potential impacts to the planned future uses on YBI.  Finally, potential conflicts with Plan goals and policies are discussed in Section 4.1.6 — Adopted Goals and Policies.  Additional information from the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan has been added to the FEIS, such as the Reuse Plan implementation phases.

The 1996 Draft Reuse Plan envisions that development of TI/YBI would occur in five phases.  Each phase would build on the previous phase to generate the revenue necessary for infrastructure improvements, in turn, the construction improvements would allow for more intensive development in subsequent phases.  The phased implementation process is projected to extend over a period of 35 years.  In the Reuse Plan, development on YBI is envisioned to occur within the first three phases of implementation, which is projected to occur over a 15-year period.  To the extent the implementation plan was premised on release of the final NEPA/CEQA document several years ago, the phasing schedule in the Reuse Plan appears to be behind schedule, as the NEPA/CEQA document has not yet been released.  Development near the bridge on YBI, including the conference center, artisan cottages and live/work units, is included in Phase 3 and was originally scheduled to begin in 2007.  This date is approximately the same as the expected completion of the replacement bridge.  Accordingly, there is no conflict in terms of the timing of the two projects.
Comment 15

Project limits are described in Section 2.1.2 — Project Limits/Location.  The general project area is shown in Figure 2-2.  The footprint of each build alternative is delineated on aerial photography drawings, presented as Figures 2-4.1 through 2-7.5 and 2-10.1a through 2-11.5 (Figures are located in Appendix A).  Footprints for the temporary detours on YBI and temporary construction limits for each replacement alternative are shown on Figures 2-16.1 through 2-18.  Construction impacts would be the same regardless of the selected build alternative.  The eastern end of YBI would be used as a construction yard, with the exception of the Quarters 1-7, which would be excluded from the temporary construction easement needed.  A typical cross section for the replacement alternatives is presented in Figure 2-8.  A conceptual profile showing the height of replacement alternatives on YBI is shown on Figure 2-9.  Visual simulations of the build alternatives from the vantage point of TI at Clipper Cove are presented in Figures 4-17a through 4-17c (figures are located in Appendix A).
Comment 16

Due to the geographical constraints (shallow water and steep hillsides) and to avoid conflicts with USCG marine activity, the build alternatives exclude barge access on the south shore of YBI.  As a result, barge mooring locations would be limited to the north and east shores.  Two sites have been identified as possible locations (on the north side adjacent to the Parade Grounds and at the eastern end adjacent to Building 262).  These locations are shown on Figure 2-17.2 in Appendix A.  These locations are likely to be selected because they provide direct access to the flat Parade Grounds area on YBI that is expected to serve as an equipment and supply laydown area.  The construction-period impacts on YBI would be similar for all of the build alternatives, including the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative.

Materials transported by barge would be off-loaded onto trucks by cranes.  The trucks would then shuttle the material from the mooring area to staging areas.  Also, some material trucked to YBI may be loaded onto barges and barged to construction sites along the bridge.

Construction activities on YBI related to barge loading and offloading may result in inconvenience due to truck traffic, noise, etc.  Specific construction activity details will not be known until the contractor submits a work plan to Caltrans for approval.  Caltrans will invite the CCSF, Navy, and USCG to review and comment on the work plan.

Section 4.14.2 — Transportation Impacts During Construction of both the DEIS and FEIS discusses in detail the potential traffic disruptions on YBI due to construction of the various replacement alternatives.  A detailed construction period Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would be prepared before construction that would include provisions for notification of the location and duration of road closures.  The TMP would include measures to ensure necessary access to Navy facilities and other land uses on YBI and to mitigate traffic disruptions during project construction.  

Construction specification documents would establish Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) for oak woodlands, buildings, eelgrass beds, and wetlands adjacent to construction zones and would establish access limitations and restrictions, as necessary, to minimize traffic disruption and impacts to resources.

At YBI, increased turbidity in the water resulting from such activities as dredging, pile driving, and barge maneuvering may impair oxygen and water transfer to eelgrass beds, the benthic community, and fish.  Impacts and mitigation are discussed in Section 4.14.8 — Temporary Impacts During Construction, Natural Resources of the FEIS.  
Pre- and post-construction monitoring would be done on YBI.  During construction, controls and ESAs would be included in project plans, specifications, and estimates to avoid impacts to eelgrass near YBI that are outside the impact zone.  Turbidity would be monitored and Caltrans would implement a turbidity control program, which may possibly include turbidity curtains, to control turbidity.  Caltrans is continuing to evaluate the effectiveness, feasibility, and design of turbidity curtains.

Construction of the barge dock near Clipper Cove would result in the permanent loss of 0.01 hectare (0.03 acre) of eelgrass.  Off-site mitigation would occur at an appropriate site.

Barge access would have no impact on TI unless the existing pier on TI is made available to contractors for loading and unloading equipment and supplies.  Currently, Caltrans does not propose use of the TI pier for construction access.  

Temporary construction limits defined on and adjacent to YBI would not directly impact TI.  The limits have been drawn to avoid conflicting with vessel access into the Treasure Island Marina.  Redevelopment of the Treasure Island Marina (scheduled to begin in mid- to late-2001) would not be impacted by project construction because the site is accessed by land from TI.  The 488-meter (1600-foot) width of Clipper Cove allows for simultaneous unimpeded water access to the marina and construction barge movements to and from YBI (see Figure 4-21 in Appendix A).

Comment 17

The descriptions of alternatives provided in Chapter 2 — Project Alternatives and the conceptual alignment drawings in Appendix A provide a description of the location, length, height, cross section, and footprint of the build alternatives.  The items requested for inclusion in the project description are requests for description of impacts of the alternatives and discussion of mitigation measures for potential impacts.  This information is provided in Chapter 4 — Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures.  The following responses to Comments 18-27 summarize impact findings and mitigation measures.

Comment 18

A detailed discussion of construction period traffic changes on YBI is provided in Section 4.14.2 — Transportation Impacts During Construction.  Information developed since publication of the DEIS has been included in the FEIS.  Macalla Road and Treasure Island Road would remain open during construction or alternative access would be provided.  At times, Macalla Road would be regulated by flaggers to ensure that there are no conflicts between oversized vehicles and other vehicles.  Macalla Road may have to be realigned around bridge and detour foundations to ensure that vehicles could navigate the hairpin turn where Macalla Road and Southgate Road intersect.  While a northern alternative would encroach into Macalla Road slightly more than a southern alternative, realignment would be required for any of the replacement alternatives.

Comment 19

As mentioned above in response to Comment 18, Macalla Road would remain open or alternative access would be provided.  Realignment of the road and USCG entrance would be planned and staged in consultation with the USCG so that it would have an operational entrance to its facility at all times.

Comment 20

Under a northern alternative, Macalla Road would be lowered about 1 meter (3.3 feet) at the point where Southgate Road intersects Macalla Road.  The lowered Macalla Road would conform back to the existing grade 75 meters (246 feet) up slope and about 60 meters (197 feet) down slope.  The Macalla Road hairpin at the Southgate intersection would be shifted about 5 meters (16 feet) towards the inside of the curve.  

The realignment of Macalla Road for a southern alternative would be similar to what would occur under a northern alternative, but the roadway would probably be lowered less than 1 meter (3.3 feet).

The 1998 Finding of Effect report prepared by Caltrans for FHWA for the historic buildings concluded that the realignment of Macalla Road in the vicinity of Quarters 10 would not have an adverse effect on this property.  The SHPO reviewed the Finding of Effect report and concurred that the project would have an adverse effect on historic properties.  The SHPO did not specify which properties would be adversely affected.  

Vehicular access to Quarters 10 would be maintained during realignment of Macalla Road, except for approximately one day when the driveway to Quarters 10 would be re-graded to align with the new Macalla Road configuration.  Pedestrian access would be maintained at all times.

If utilities cannot be avoided, they would be relocated or protected in place.

Comment 21

The stairway on YBI provides a link between the USCG base and a bus stop served by San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni).  Presently, Muni bus route 108, starting at the Transbay Transit Terminal in San Francisco, exits the Bay Bridge via the ramps on the eastside of YBI and, using Treasure Island Road, stops at this bus stop before continuing on to TI.  During construction of any of the replacement alternatives, when the existing underpass is blocked, the Muni bus route would not be able to serve the bus stop and would be rerouted via the on- and off-ramps on the west side of YBI.  As a result of construction activities and the required removal of the stairway (under a  northern alternative), shuttle service would be provided from the TI gate via Macalla Road to bring people to the USCG facility.  Upon request, the shuttle would also serve Quarters 8.  Once construction of the bridge is completed, the stairway would be rebuilt at a new location under a northern alternative or re-opened under Replacement Alternative S-4.

The existing stairs have not been listed or determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.  The stairs are not a contributing element to the historic district or individual properties.  

Comment 22

Please see response to Comment 16.

Comment 23

For any project alternative, development directly beneath the bridge structures can be accommodated, subject to review and approval by Caltrans.  A minimum vertical clearance of 15 meters (50 feet) would be required between the tops of buildings and the bottom of the bridge structure.  As mentioned in response to Comment 13, the ramps are not part of the SFOBB East Span Project.

Comment 24

A discussion of impacts and mitigation for historic buildings can be found in Section 4.10.3 – Impacts to Historic Architectural Resources of the FEIS.  Impacts to historic resources are also discussed in Chapter 6 – Section 4(f) Evaluation of the DEIS/FEIS and the Supplemental Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation (June 1999).  No historic buildings would be removed under any of the project’s build alternatives.  The MOA (Appendix O) outlines protective measures for historic properties.

The FEIS includes an updated discussion of the impact of the build alternatives on the CCSF’s plans for redevelopment of YBI/TI in Section 4.1.5 — Development Trends.  For a discussion of the viability of the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan, please see the response to Comment 11.

Comment 25

An updated description of how the temporary detours on YBI would be constructed is provided in the FEIS in Section 2.6.2 – Bridge Replacement Alternatives and Section 2.6.4 – Temporary Detours on YBI and Oakland Touchdown Area.  Impacts and mitigation measures related to temporary detours can be found according to resource in Section 4.14 – Temporary Impacts During Construction Activities.  As stated in response to Comment 13, with the exception of the eastbound on-ramp which must be dismantled and rebuilt, construction of new ramps is not part of the project.

Comment 26

A description of underwater pier construction is included in the discussion of in-water construction in the FEIS in Section 2.6.2 – Bridge Replacement Alternatives.  Construction would not vary substantially for different alternatives, though there are differences in the number of piers that would need to be constructed and in the depth to bedrock for founding the main tower, which ranges from 67-71 meters (220-233 feet) for Replacement Alternative S-4, to 11-14 meters (36-46 feet) for Replacement Alternative N-2, and 6-9 meters (20-30 feet) for Replacement Alternative N-6. Replacement Alternative S-4 would have 41 in-water piers, Replacement Alternative N-2 would have 36 piers, and Replacement Alternative N-6 would have 34 piers.  There would be no detour piers in the water for either Replacement Alternative N-6 or Replacement Alternative N-2.  For Replacement Alternative S-4, there would be two or three piers along the south shore of YBI.
Comment 27

FHWA executed a Federal Land Transfer of land on YBI from the United States to Caltrans.  Please see response to Comment 1 for a description of the land transfer process.

Comment 28

These concerns are addressed in more detail in the Traffic Circulation, Access and Parking Assessment and Bicycle and Pedestrian technical studies.  The studies address SFOBB freeway operations, ramp closures, construction impacts, and YBI/TI access and circulation.  The studies provide background and technical support for the EIS.

· A detailed discussion of construction-period traffic changes on YBI is provided in Section 4.14.2 — Transportation Impacts During Construction of the FEIS.  Ramp closures, road closures, and rerouting of Macalla Road and Treasure Island Road are disclosed.  The exact duration of road closures is not known, but it is expected that Southgate Road will be closed for approximately two years and the eastbound off-ramp and westbound on-ramp would be closed for approximately three  years.  The TMP would include provisions for notification of the location and duration of road closures, and other methods of access.

· Section 4.14.2 — Transportation Impacts During Construction presents potential construction period impacts to traffic and changes in access.  Air quality impacts during construction are addressed in Section 4.14.4 — Construction-period Air Quality.  Information is presented for all build alternatives.  Traffic, access, and air quality effects would be similar for all alternatives.

· See first bullet above.

· See first bullet above and response to Comment 20 above.

· Traffic operational characteristics of the existing Navy-owned off-ramps would not be modified by the proposed project.  The only ramp to be modified by the East Span Project would be the eastbound on-ramp.  This new ramp would meet current design and safety standards and would therefore reduce the potential for accidents on the ramp compared to existing conditions.

· The bicycle/pedestrian facilities on YBI are discussed in the SFOBB East Span Project’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Study, which is available for review at the Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office and at selected libraries listed in the Preface of the FEIS.  There are currently no bicycle facilities on the island and few pedestrian facilities.  Pedestrian facilities include sidewalks, footpaths and stairways.  Most of the roadways on the island are not designed to accommodate pedestrians and bicycles, but also do not explicitly forbid non-motorized travel.  It is recognized that with the potential increase in population on YBI that there may be an increase in bicycle and pedestrian activity.  The TMP would include provisions for signage to all motorized and non-motorized traffic, including bicycle and pedestrian traffic, proximate to project construction areas. 

· Heavy trucks may conflict with other roadway users.  Measures would be taken to reduce the impacts as much as possible.  Truck traffic would be regulated by flaggers to ensure that there are no conflicts between oversized vehicles and other vehicles.

Truck and heavy equipment traffic on YBI streets may cause damage to roadway pavement.  The roadway surfaces would be restored at the end of the East Span Project construction period.

· Please see response to Comment 21.  As previously noted, the existing stairs have not been listed or determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.

Comment 29

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) for this undertaking includes the northeastern portion of YBI where construction activities would take place and within which the build alternatives have the potential to affect historic properties.  Typically APEs are established for permanent impacts, not construction period activities.  TI and the remaining portion of YBI were not included in the APE because there is no potential to affect historic properties in these areas.  The SHPO did not object to the definition of the APE.

The three historic buildings on TI are more than 600 meters (2,000 feet) from the eastern portion of YBI.  Because of the distance between these buildings and the construction area, noise generated by most construction activities would be considerably diminished by the time it reaches TI, and is not expected to exceed the ambient daytime noise level at these historic buildings.  

Please see response to Comment 9 for a discussion of noise impacts.

Comment 30

See response to Comment 29 above.  See also Section 4.5 – Noise and Vibration for discussion of future noise levels at receptor locations on TI.

Comment 31

Comment noted.
Comment 32

The architecture of the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District and its association with military history are the attributes that qualify it for the National Register.  Alterations to the grounds of the historic district during construction of a new bridge and other temporary construction activities on YBI are not considered to have an adverse affect on the historic properties because of their temporary nature and because they do not change the architectural characteristics of the buildings.  

Caltrans would ensure that the grounds of the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District and Quarters 10 are restored, after completion of the bridge project and removal of all temporary structures, to their condition prior to the start of the undertaking.  See the MOA in Appendix O.

The historic district on YBI is outside the temporary construction easement that Caltrans acquired in October 2000.  Public access to these buildings would be restricted during the construction period.  Vehicular access to Quarters 10 would be restricted for approximately one day when the driveway is re-graded to align with the new Macalla Road configuration.  Since access would be maintained for the Navy and CCSF, their ability to meet their obligations to maintain these buildings will not be diminished.

It is acknowledged that the desirability of Quarters 1-7 and Quarters 10 would be impacted during the construction period for the East Span.  Potential impacts during construction include possible traffic disruptions, noise, visual impacts due to temporary detours, and the unavailability of the Parade Grounds for event parking.  Caltrans would reimburse CCSF for documented loss of rental revenues for Quarters 1-7.  A pre- and post-construction survey of the buildings would be conducted and construction-related damage to the buildings would be repaired as necessary.  Caltrans would also provide reimbursement for documented losses to Quarters 10 as well.  In addition, measures to protect these buildings during construction would be undertaken, as stipulated in the MOA, included in Appendix O of the FEIS.

Comment 33

Construction activities on YBI may result in inconvenience from truck traffic, noise, etc.  However, these temporary disruptions would not physically alter the historic buildings or affect the characteristics that qualify them for National Register listing.  Please see response to Comment 32 regarding use and maintenance of historic buildings on YBI.  In addition, development near the bridge on YBI proposed in the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan is scheduled to begin in 2007.  This date is approximately when construction of the new East Span Project would be completed and, accordingly, there is no conflict in terms of the timing of the two projects.
Comment 34

DEIS/FEIS, Sections 4.4 — Noise and Vibration and 4.14.5 — Construction Period Noise and Vibration present the findings of the noise and vibration analysis.  The buildings on TI used for film production are included as noise- and vibration- sensitive receptors.  There would not be noise and vibration impacts to activities in these structures.  (See Comment 11 for a discussion of noise impacts from pile driving.)

The studios may be more concerned about the construction of the CCSF Treasure Island Marina expansion, which may require pile driving immediately adjacent to Buildings 2 and 3 (the film studios).

Comment 35

Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 would each place the westbound structure over the southeast corner of the historic district; however, no buildings are located in this area.  The new structure would be approximately 10 to 12 meters (33 to 40 feet) closer to Quarters 1 than the existing structure and would be about 36 meters (120 feet) above the historic district.  The 1998 Finding of Effect report concluded that the project would not diminish any aspect of the district's integrity.  

The SHPO reviewed the Finding of Effect report and concurred that the project would have an adverse effect on historic properties, but did not specify which properties would be adversely affected.

An Addendum Finding of Adverse Effect report was prepared in October 1999, which included visual simulations looking east from Quarters 1, showing the existing bridge, Replacement Alternative N-6, and Replacement Alternative S-4.  While the northern alternatives would bring the new bridge slightly closer to Quarters 1 than the existing bridge, it would be only a minor change from the existing condition and would not constitute an adverse effect.  The historic district was determined eligible for listing in the National Register for its architecture and association with military history with the existing bridge in place.  None of the replacement alternatives would affect these qualifying characteristics.

In the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between FHWA, USCG, SHPO and ACHP, which was signed in May 2000, mitigation measures were included to ensure that the historic district grounds are fully restored after construction is completed.  Stipulation V, C of the MOA states:

“Caltrans would ensure that the grounds within the National Register boundaries of the Senior Officers’ Quarters Historic District, Quarters 8, and Quarters 10 are restored after completion of the bridge project and removal or all temporary structures, to their condition prior to the start of the Undertaking.  Caltrans would photographically document the grounds of these properties prior to the start of the undertaking to establish the baseline condition for restoration.  A copy of this photographic documentation would be provided to the Navy, USCG, and the CCSF.  Restoration of the grounds would include, but would not necessarily be limited to:  new sod in grass areas, replacement of shrubbery and trees; regrading and revegetation of disturbed slopes; repair or replacement of damaged trees; regrading and revegetation of disturbed slopes; repair or replacement of damaged paving, sidewalks and curbs.”

Comment 36

Please see response to Comment 20 regarding details as to how Macalla Road realignment under the replacement alternatives would impact Quarters 10 and its garage (Building 267).  The realignment of Macalla Road would not be completely avoided with a southern alternative.  Some realignment would be required.  However, it is anticipated that the roadway would not have to be lowered as much as with a northern alternative.  In either case, the changes are temporary and not permanent, which is the basis for evaluating effects.

Comment 37

The project would not permanently diminish the integrity of these historic properties or alter the architectural characteristics that make the buildings eligible for National Register listing.  As shown in Appendix A on Figure 2-17.2 for the Preferred Alternative, temporary detours would not physically affect Quarters 1-7 or Quarters 10.

Comment 38

The DEIS and the FEIS address the potential visual impacts associated with the placement of temporary detours on YBI in Section 4.14.3 — Construction-period Visual Impacts.  Both documents note that the number of columns would range from 59 for Replacement Alternative S-4 to 91 columns for Replacement Alternative N-2.  The placement of these columns would restrict views from YBI and have a negative visual impact.  However, these columns would be temporary.  The period from the beginning of construction to the end of operational use of the temporary detours would be approximately four years.  The detours may be removed as soon as they are no longer needed to carry traffic or they may be removed as one of the last steps of bridge construction on YBI, because the contractor may use them as platforms from which to construct other portions of the bridge.

While the placement of these detour columns on YBI during construction would result in a negative visual impact on views from the island, these structures are necessary to construct all the replacement alternatives without closing the East Span for extended periods.  The visual impact during construction would make Quarters 1-7 less desirable for potential lessees and visitors.  Caltrans would reimburse the CCSF for documented losses of income. 

Noise cannot damage buildings.  Normal project construction activities do not generate substantial levels of vibration, but in rare circumstances can damage structures.  Pile driving occurring within 30 meters (100 feet) can cause architectural and structural damage to some buildings, especially unreinforced or older buildings.  Since all buildings on YBI would be more than 30 meters (100 feet) away from construction activities that would generate vibration, it is expected that vibration levels experienced at buildings would be well below the architectural damage risk level.  While no damage is expected, historic properties on YBI would be monitored for vibration damage.  See the vibration abatement discussion in Section 4.14.5 — Construction-period Noise and Vibration.

Section 4.14.5 of the FEIS has been revised to include more information about construction noise impacts on YBI and possible measures to minimize impacts.

Caltrans, in consultation with the Navy and the Coast Guard, has developed appropriate measures to protect the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District, Quarters 8, Quarters 10, and Buildings 262 and 267 from damage during the undertaking.  The protective measures would be included in contract specifications.  Caltrans would ensure that any inadvertent construction-related damage to the buildings would be repaired in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.  Caltrans would photographically document the condition of these buildings and their grounds prior to construction to establish the baseline condition for assessing damage.  A copy of this photographic documentation will be provided to the Navy, USCG, and CCSF.

Comment 39

Caltrans would carry out vibration monitoring at Building 262 as well as for other historic properties..  In the unlikely event that the building is damaged by vibration due to bridge construction activities, it would be repaired in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.  Please see response to Comment 38 for additional details about protective measures and repair of inadvertent damage.  Vibration from traffic on a new bridge under any of the replacement alternatives is expected to be lower than from the existing bridge because the new bridge would be paved with concrete and have fewer expansion joints.  The amount of vibration would be well below the level that could pose any risk to Building 262.  

A northern alternative, because of its height above Building 262, would not permanently cast a shadow on this building.  Compared to existing conditions, the building would be in shadow for longer periods in mid-summer and for shorter periods in the winter, due to the angle of the sun in relation to the position of the bridge.  The existing bridge, to the south of Building 262, also casts a shadow on this building some of the time.  Figure 4-26 in Appendix A shows projected shadows from the northern alternatives over Building 262.

Building 262 would not be usable during construction due to high levels of construction activity and the restricted access through the construction zone.  Following construction, access to Building 262 would be restored and the building would be available for reuse, subject to review and approval by Caltrans.  As a mitigation measure, Caltrans would prepare or fund the preparation of a historic structure report for Building 262 to promote the reuse of this building; see Stipulation IV, C in the MOA (in Appendix O).  The report would include an assessment of the structural condition of the building and make recommendations for structural improvements.
Comment 40

The purpose of Section 106 review is to ensure that federally-involved projects include due consideration of the effects of the project on properties included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.  Mitigation measures for effects are included in the MOA.

Public involvement and coordination activities required in the Section 106 process are coordinated with the public involvement and coordination activities required under NEPA even though the Section 106 and NEPA processes are independent of each other.  The National Historic Preservation Act requires public involvement in the Section 106 process, but does not provide standards for providing notice and information to the public.  The Act states that the public involvement process under NEPA can be used for Section 106 public involvement.  

For the East Span Project, Caltrans and FHWA conducted the required public participation activities under NEPA.  Four scoping meetings were held.  Additional informational public meetings were also held.  The DEIS was circulated for a 60-day public review period during which the public was able to submit formal comments on the project by providing written comments or by giving oral comments to a court reporter at any of the four public hearings.  All comments received, including those from the historic preservation community, were responded to.  The comments and responses are presented in Volume II of the FEIS.

In addition to NEPA public involvement activities, Caltrans has contacted and invited to meetings several historic preservation groups and local governments.  Public involvement is not a prerequisite in reaching agreements on specific mitigation measures through the MOA.  In other words, the Section 106 process allows for disagreements.  Specific details about this coordination can be found in Appendix E of the FEIS.  Major highlights include:

· In April 1997, Caltrans invited the historic preservation groups to comment on the East Span Project with respect to historic properties and suggestions for possible mitigation measures;  

· In July 1997, Caltrans presented the project at a meeting of the Oakland Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (LPAB), which was also attended by other historic preservation groups;  

· In June and July 1998, copies of the Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR), including the Historic Architecture Survey Report and the Archaeological Survey Report were sent to the CCSF, Navy, USCG, and SHPO;

· In July 1998, Caltrans met Oakland LPAB staff to discuss possible mitigation measures;

· The Finding of Effect reports (one for buildings and structures and one for archaeological resources) were transmitted to the SHPO;

· In December 1998, Caltrans held a meeting with historic preservation groups to discuss possible measures to mitigate project effects on historic properties; 

· In February 1999, a representative of the ACHP and the SHPO toured the project area and the historic properties with representatives from Caltrans, FHWA, the Navy, and the USCG.  The following day, two meetings were held with invited historic preservation organizations and local governments, to further discuss project effects on historic properties and mitigation measures; 

· In May 1999, Caltrans sent letters to 14 individuals on a list provided by the Native American Heritage Commission, inviting their comment on the treatment of archaeological site CA-SFr-04/H on YBI; and

· In October 1999, the Addendum Finding of Adverse Effect and Consideration of Proposed Mitigation Measures reports were transmitted to the CCSF, City of Oakland, SHPO, ACHP, Navy and USCG, and Bay Area historic preservation groups.  The mitigation measures report contained the proposed MOA.  The SHPO, ACHP, Navy, and the USCG also received copies of the proposed MOA with the request that these agencies review and comment.  Their comments were considered and included in the MOA as appropriate (See Appendix O for the MOA.). 

Caltrans also met with the Navy in August of 1998 to discuss project effects on historic properties on YBI.  In evaluating all possible mitigation, Caltrans and FHWA sought the Navy’s input and cooperation; see Section 106 chronology above.  On June 23, 2000, the Navy was asked to concur on the MOA (see Appendix G for FHWA's letter).  The Navy did not sign the MOA.
Comment 41

The existing bridge, support columns, and ramps occupy a substantial portion of the eastern side of YBI and dominate existing views to and from the island.  While the replacement alternatives would require new columns to be placed on YBI that would obstruct views, the visual impact of these new columns is offset by the removal of the existing East Span and columns, resulting in changes in views blocked.  Views from the eastern portion of the island are already blocked in some directions by existing columns.  All replacement alternatives would block some views that are now available, and would open views now blocked by the existing bridge.  Additional simulations have been provided in the FEIS (Figures 4-15a through 4-15c in Appendix A) to address the concern about views from the eastern side of YBI.

There would be visual changes during construction from grading and other related activities on the eastern portion of YBI.  Disturbance of slopes caused by grading and related activities would be mitigated by re-grading and revegetation.  

Columns required for temporary detours would also restrict views from YBI as described in the FEIS in Section 4.14.3 – Construction-period Visual Impacts.  However, these columns would be temporary and would be dismantled as soon as possible after opening the new bridge to traffic.  It is estimated that these structures would be in place for approximately four years from initial construction to removal.  Since the columns would be removed after construction of the bridge is complete, the visual impact of these columns is temporary.

None of the replacement alternatives analyzed would have a substantial visual impact on the historic buildings on TI.  As discussed in Section 4.3.3 – Impacts on Views to the Bridge, the self-anchored suspension bridge design would have a minimally beneficial impact on visual quality due to an increase in vividness and unity and the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would have a minimally adverse impact on visual quality due to an increase in view obstruction.
Comment 42

The visual impact analysis presented in the DEIS/FEIS in Section 4.3, describes the visual impacts associated with each of the proposed project alternatives.  The information in this section is presented in terms of the visual impacts of the various alternatives and design variations on:  1) landscape units (Section 4.3.1), 2) views from the bridge (Section 4.3.2), and 3) views to the bridge (Section 4.3.3).  Under each of these topics, the impacts of each alternative are discussed.

With regard to the various visual impacts of the bridge alternatives and design variations, the only substantial visual impact is related to the removal of vegetation on both YBI and the Oakland Touchdown area.  Mitigation is proposed for both of these areas (see Section 4.3.4 — Impacts Due to the Removal of Vegetation and Slope Disturbance, Mitigation Measures and Appendix O – Memorandum of Agreement).
Comment 43

The DEIS and FEIS present build alternatives that would ensure safety of YBI residents and visitors by providing a lifeline vehicular crossing between YBI and the Oakland Touchdown area.  YBI visitors and residents would benefit from the replacement alternatives because the alternatives would provide a lifeline structure and dismantle the existing East Span, which could experience multiple failures and/or collapse during a major seismic event.  Failure and/or collapse on the East Span that could result from the No-Build Alternative or Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would potentially endanger YBI residents and guests and would eliminate public safety and emergency vehicle access from the East Bay to YBI.

In regard to traffic-related public safety issues during construction, please see response to Comment 28.

Comment 44

During construction, there would always be access to and from YBI and TI.  However, there would be some roadway closures and detours.  Caltrans is continuing to investigate lane and bridge closures to transition traffic from the existing bridge to the temporary detours and a replacement bridge.  Caltrans would plan the closures in an effort to simultaneously minimize public inconvenience, facilitate construction, and maximize public safety.  The closures would be scheduled to occur during off-peak hours to the maximum extent feasible.  Caltrans would implement a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to manage impacts to traffic.

The TMP, prepared before construction, would include provisions for notification of the location and duration of road closures.  To ensure that emergency vehicles have access to YBI and TI during construction, the provisions in the TMP would include that the contractor performing the construction must apprise police, fire, and other emergency response agencies of construction activities, detours, and road blockages throughout the construction process.  Although lanes would be closed to general traffic, emergency vehicles would be allowed to pass through the closure most of the time.  Caltrans will coordinate with the contractor and emergency service providers regarding access needs during the periods when no vehicles can pass.

Comment 45

Field surveys were conducted for eelgrass, wetlands, and sand flats.  Survey results are discussed in Section 3.9.4 — Wetlands and Waters of the United States of both the DEIS and FEIS.  Water quality impacts are discussed in Section 4.8.  These sections in the FEIS have also been updated to include additional information that resulted from refinement of previous data in response to comments.  Impacts to intertidal habitat are now quantified in Table 4.9-5 and Table 4.14-3 of the FEIS.  

Marine habitat created by the existing East Span piers was evaluated in the Essential Habitat Assessment, which is an appendix to the June 1999 Biological Assessment.  Approximately 15,000 square meters (161,000 square feet) of vertical habitat is provided by the existing bridge piers.  The bridge piers support a diverse community of benthic organisms associated with mussel beds, including starfish, shrimp, sponges, worms anemones, oysters, and crabs.  The piers do not provide habitat or foraging areas for any special status species.  The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would result in the removal of existing benthic organisms at all existing piers during construction.  However, after completion of retrofit activities, the vertical habitat would be slightly larger due to expanded piers.  With the replacement alternatives, the habitat on the existing East Span would be removed as part of the dismantling process, but a replacement bridge would provide new habitat.  The new habitat would be smaller than the existing habitat because the pier surface area within the water column for the replacement alternatives would be less than for the existing East Span due to the use of smaller piers.  The decrease in the amount of habitat would not create an impact to overall marine habitat in San Francisco Bay given the size and extent of the Bay.

For the most part, additional areas of shadow caused by a replacement bridge structure would not impact marine habitat.  Plankton productivity would not be impacted, considering the short period of time that the plankton, which circulates with the currents, is under the bridge.  The general depth of the water under most of the bridge length already limits the occurrence of light-dependent anchored macroalgal beds.  

The impacts of shading on eelgrass beds in the project area have been further evaluated since publication of the DEIS.  This information is summarized in Section 4.9.2 – Special Aquatic Sites, Section 4.9.6 – Natural Resources, Mitigation, and Section 4.14.8 — Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources of the FEIS.  The northern alternatives would not have permanent impacts to eelgrass in the Oakland Touchdown area as a result of shading from the bridge deck.  However, dredging at the Oakland Touchdown area and construction of a barge dock at YBI would permanently impact eelgrass beds.  No shading impacts to eelgrass beds are anticipated with Replacement Alternative S-4 because it would be constructed high enough above the water surface to allow sunlight to penetrate the area from an angle to the north or south.  However, dredging at YBI for barge access and construction of a barge dock at YBI would permanently impact eelgrass beds.

Construction of a northern alternative would shade portions of the sand flats (along the northern portion of the Oakland Touchdown area) that would be underneath or immediately adjacent to a replacement structure.  This would decrease the amount of shorebird feeding habitat available.  

A Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites has been developed to replace the functions and values of impacted eelgrass and sand flats to the extent feasible (see Appendix N). 

Comment 46

Several heron species may nest and roost on YBI.  The black-crowned night heron is not a listed species; however, it is protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which states that breeding birds cannot be disturbed.  

Prior to the removal of trees during construction on YBI, a biological monitor would survey for black-crowned night heron nests.  Any trees with nests or those adjacent to trees with nests would not be removed until the nesting period is complete.  Alternatively, to the extent feasible, trees that need to be removed could be removed prior to the nesting season (after surveys have been conducted), so as to not impact the construction schedule.  Nesting usually occurs between February and July.  

Comment 47

In accordance with Caltrans’ National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. CAS000003, a site grading plan would be prepared that would address earthwork issues, including temporary and permanent measures to control surface rainfall runoff and to prevent erosion.  Typical features consist of surface water collection and conveyance systems, soils subdrains, ground surface erosion control matting, rapid-growth vegetation, etc.  These and other appropriate techniques may be employed to create stable, erosion-resistant earth slopes.  The contractor would prepare and implement a plan and Caltrans would be responsible for final approval of the plan.

Visual impacts and mitigation are discussed in the DEIS/FEIS in Section 4.3.4 — Impacts due to the Removal of Vegetation and Slope Disturbance on Yerba Buena Island and at the Oakland Touchdown Area.

Comment 48

For dredging impacts, please see the Dredged Material Management Plan that has been prepared and circulated since publication of the DEIS and is included as Appendix M of the FEIS.  Also, see Section 4.14.8 — Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources and 4.14.10 — Construction Excavation and Dredging of the FEIS.

Increased turbidity resulting from activities such as dredging, pile driving, barge maneuvering, removal of existing pilings, and installation of falsework may impair oxygen and water transfer to the benthic community, fish, and to any 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 spawning area would be stopped for up to 14 days.  Caltrans would also implement a turbidity control program, which may possibly include the use of turbidity curtains to control turbidity.  Caltrans is continuing to evaluate the effectiveness, feasibility, and design of turbidity curtains.

Comment 49

All utilities on YBI and the Oakland shore that are impacted by construction would be relocated or protected in place.  Underwater utilities on the Oakland shore (254-millimeter [10-inch] diameter natural gas line and 12 kilovolt electrical line) would be protected in place.  Bridge footings would be located to avoid impacts to the underwater utilities.  Caltrans and the contractor will coordinate with utility providers throughout the design process and construction.  Caltrans or the contractor would repair inadvertent damage resulting from construction activities.
Comment 50

See response to Comment 49.
Comment 51

Caltrans, in coordination with the Navy and CCSF (for YBI) and EBMUD (for the Oakland Touchdown), would prepare an emergency response plan for the contractor.  This plan would include an emergency contact list with the telephone numbers of personnel responsible for each of the utilities.  The contractor would be responsible if disruption of service happens and would be responsible for contacting the appropriate utility personnel in case of an emergency.  These requirements would be included in the contract specifications.  
Comment 52
The DEIS was not intended to characterize the soils and rock conditions in great detail, but to summarize available information.  The detailed information is included in the following three reports, which are available for public review at the Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office:

· Preliminary Marine Geotechnical Site Characterization;

· Preliminary Yerba Buena Island Geotechnical Site Characterization; and

· Preliminary Oakland Shore Approach Geotechnical Site Characterization.

The impact to the existing soils and bedrock conditions or aquifers would be similar for any of the replacement alternatives.  However, the alignments of Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 provide easier access to bedrock to construct the main span tower.  With Replacement Alternative N-2, depth to bedrock would be approximately 11-14 meters (36-46 feet) below the mudline, and with Replacement Alternative N-6, the depth to bedrock would be approximately 6-9 meters (20-30 feet) below the mudline.  In contrast, the depth to bedrock for Replacement Alternative S-4 would be approximately 67-71 meters (220-233 feet) below the mudline.  Easier access to bedrock for Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 (easiest for N-6) would allow for shorter piles, which would reduce the overall seismic load demands on the main span tower.  For construction of Replacement Alternative S-4, the tower would need to be longer to reach bedrock, thereby subjecting it to greater stresses in an earthquake.  Its design would need to be more massive to provide the same seismic resistance provided by a shorter tower for Replacement Alternative N-2 or N-6.  As a result, the foundation would also need to be more massive to support the longer and more massive tower.  The greater depth to bedrock and the larger foundation together would increase the area of excavation and the quantity of excavated material requiring disposal.  Placing a key structural element of the bridge in over 60 meters (200 feet) of soft sediments would present substantial logistical challenges during construction.

Comment 53

As discussed in the DEIS/FEIS in Section 4.5 — Noise and Vibration, peak-noise-hour noise levels resulting from the replacement alternatives after project completion would generally be lower than existing levels. 

As stated in Section 4.14.5 — Construction Period Noise and Vibration, construction noise is unavoidable and could adversely impact some nearby residents during construction activity periods, including Quarters 1-7.  However, the impact would be temporary and would be limited to when construction is closest to a particular location.  Abatement measures would be incorporated into the project’s contract specifications to minimize construction noise impacts.

Also discussed in Section 4.14.5, the historic buildings on YBI would not be close enough to vibration-causing construction activities to be vulnerable to potential damage.  However, measures to monitor and minimize the risk of damage from vibration at historic buildings are described in the “Abatement” portion of Section 4.14.5 of the DEIS/FEIS and are included in the MOA (in Appendix O).

Comment 54

The Navy’s opposition to the northern alternatives is noted. 

The historic resources of YBI are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places at the state or local level of significance; they are not eligible for listing at the national level of significance.  See response to Comments 9, 13, 20, 24, 29, 32, 33, 34, and 37-40 above.  Caltrans would reimburse CCSF for documented loss of rental revenues for Quarters 1-7 during the construction period,.  Access would be maintained.  A pre- and post-construction survey of the buildings would be conducted and construction-related damage to the buildings would be repaired as necessary.

Building 262 (Torpedo Building), located at the eastern end of YBI, would not be usable during construction due to high levels of construction activity and the restricted access through the construction zone.  Following construction, access to Building 262 would be restored and the building would be available for reuse, subject to review and approval by Caltrans.  At the present time, Building 262 is vacant, unusable, and not maintained.

The Caltrans land use report on YBI, referenced in Response 3, concluded that the redevelopment concept described in the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan can be generally accommodated with any of the East Span Project alternatives.  The Caltrans report also noted that most types of development proposed by the CCSF under a replacement bridge, including but not limited to restaurants, parking, and storage facilities are presumed to be possible, subject to review and approval by Caltrans.

Comment 55

Caltrans is preparing a risk design for Replacement Alternative N-6.  In December 1998, Caltrans identified this alternative as its Preferred Alternative following circulation of the DEIS and consideration of public and agency comments on the document.  In October 2000, FHWA identified Replacement Alternative N-6 as its Preferred Alternative following the ACOE study that concluded that replacing the existing East Span was better than retrofitting it.  The ACOE stated that, “A replacement alternative is the path that most quickly resolves the exposure of the public to the seismic vulnerability of the existing structure.”  The design work on the Preferred Alternative is called a risk design because it has not yet been approved pursuant to environmental compliance.  Designing prior to environmental approval shortens the time before the seismic improvements are actually completed, if that alternative is selected.  The risk is that a different project alternative may be approved, and then the design work would have to start over.  For most projects this would not be a prudent risk.  Because this project involves seismic safety and a major earthquake could happen at any time, Caltrans has concluded that this risk is worthwhile.  Months and even years can be saved if the approved alternative has already been designed and is ready for construction when the environmental process is completed.  

There were several reasons why Caltrans considered a northern alternative to be reasonable.  State Senate Bill 60 provided a financing mechanism and identified funding sources for seismic improvements for Bay Area toll bridges.  As part of this bill, the estimated cost of replacing the East Span included the assumption that the new bridge would be located north adjacent to the existing bridge.  MTC, a regional governmental agency that provides regional transportation planning and coordination of transportation activities for the nine-county Bay Area, recommended a northern alternative following public input at many open meetings.  The recommendation also occurred after MTC took into consideration expert input from renowned geologists, seismologists, bridge engineers, and designers.

As mentioned in response to Comment 5, other alternatives were considered during the environmental review process and all impacts were taken into account during the identification of the Preferred Alternative.  While a southern replacement alternative would have fewer permanent impacts on Navy-owned land expected to be transferred to the CCSF, it would have greater permanent impacts on the USCG facility on YBI, EBMUD facilities, and the future Gateway Park at the Oakland Touchdown area.  Construction impacts on YBI would be similar for any build alternative.
�  Association of Bay Area Governments, Macroeconomic Effects of the Loma Prieta Earthquake, 1991.
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