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SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2090
{316) 445-9338

December 8, 1998

Ms. Mara Melandry

Caltrans District 4

111 Grand Avenue

P.0O. Box 23660

Oakland, California 94623-0660

Dear Ms. Melandry:

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Statutory Exemption (DEIS/SE) for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay
Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project proposed by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), with the
U.S. Coast Guard as a cooperating agency. The stated purpose of the project is to
either retrofit or replace the existing San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge (SFOBB) East
Span in order to assure that the span would withstand a maximum credible earthquake
(MCE) (an earthquake of magnitude 8.0 or greater on the Richter scale), thus providing
a vehicular lifeline connection between Yerba Buena Island (YBI), Treasure Island (T1)
and the cities of San Francisco and Oakland. The retrofit or replacement would also
satisfy current operational and safety standards. The project is exempt from the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under the California
Streets and Highways Code Section 180.2, and CEQA Section 21080, due to the fact

that the retrofit or replacement of the existing bridge are considered actions necessary
to prevent or mitigate an emergency.

The DEIS/SE describes five alternatives that include a No-Build Alternative; an
alternativerfor the retrofit of the existing structure; and three replacement alternatives.
A preferred alternative was not identified in the DEIS/SE. Two of the replacement
alternatives (N-2 and N-6) would be aligned north of the existing bridge and one to the
south of the existing bridge (S-4). Each of the three replacement alternatives would
require the dismantling and disposal of the existing East Span of the Bay Bridge. All of
the alternatives, with the exception of the No-Build Alternative, would require dredging,
the use of explosives, new Bay fill, and the use of heavy pile-driver equipment mounted
on deep draft barges. The amount of dredge material, depending on the alternative
chosen, ranges from 417,075 to 842,474 cubic yards (cys). Caltrans and the FHWA
propose in the DEIS/SE that the dredged material would be disposed of at the in-Bay
Alcatraz Disposal Site. The quantity of explosives that would be necessary to aid in the
construction of support piers for the new bridge or the retrofitted bridge is caiculated in
the DEIS/SE to be 70,000 pounds, resulting in the subsequent removal and disposal of
353,100 cubic feet (cf) of rock. New Bay fill, depending on the alternative chosen,
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would range from 522,700 to 720,400 cf. The deep draft barges in the Retrofit

alternative would require a -12 foot channel created in shallow water for the duration of
the project construction.

As a result of project activities related to bridge replacement, there would be a
loss of, or impacts to, seasonal wetlands, mudflats, and eelgrass (Zostera marina)
habitats. The two northern replacement alternatives (N-2 and N-6) would result in the
loss of 0.3 acres of mudflats, 0.07 acres of non-tidal wetlands, and 0.61 acres of
eelgrass beds, all located north of the existing San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge Toll
Plaza. Along the northern rocky shore of YBI, 1.2 acres of eelgrass would be affected
by the placement of work barges used for the duration of coristruction. The scuthern
alternative (S-4) would result in the loss of 0.1 acres of non-tidal wetlands, 0.15 acres
of mudflats (located along the beach on the south side of YBI), and approximately 0.75
acres of eelgrass (located along the southern shore of YBI). The No Build and Retrofit
Alternatives would not affect any of these critical habitats.

The DFG concurs with the need to either retrofit or replace the existing East
Span of the Bay Bridge for the reasons stated above. We understand the need to
address the purpose and need of the project in the most cost effective way that ensures
constructibility of the project. However, we do have substantial concerns related to the
lack of information in the DEIS/SE regarding mitigation for impacts to fish and wildlife
resources in San Francisco Bay, and in some cases fully identifying impacts as a result
. of the project. It is DFG's position that the fact that this project is exempt from the

normal CEQA procedures does not exempt the project sponsors from replacing

unavoidable project-caused losses to the State’s natural resources. Failure to provide

for this replacement would result in the unlawful subsidization of this project with these
natural resources losses

While the DEIS/SE identifies both the amount of each habitat that would be lost
or impacted due to the proposed replacement alternatives, and the potential
replacement ratio (3:1) for each habitat loss, it lacks adequate information regarding
the conceptual mitigation and monitoring plans for all of the habitats impacted. For
example, the DEIS/SE asserts that one potential mitigation site for the loss of mudflats
would be Oakland Middie Harbor. If Caltrans/FHWA is referring to the Oakland Middle
Harbor Enhancement Area (MHEA), this is not an appropriate option. This site is
currently proposed as a mitigation/enhancement site for the Port of Oakland/Army
Corps of Engineers -50 ft dredging project. The DEIS/SE does not identify any other
potential mitigation sites for the loss of mudflats. Other possible sites should have
been identified and discussed. Furthermore, the DEIS/SE states in numerous places
that the conceptual mitigation and monitoring plans for impacts to eelgrass, mudflats,
non-tidal wetlands, and other resources and habitats (as a result of blasting) will be
provided in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). These plans should
have been outlined and discussed in the DEIS/SE to enable the DFG, other agencies
and environmental groups, and the general public to review and provide comment to
ensure the adequacy of the plans prior to the completion of the FEIS. Additionally, it
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was difficult to provide a thorough review of the DEIS/SE without the assessment
documents that were used to generate the DEIS/SE. While these documents were
available at the Caltrans office, they were not provided along with the DEIS/SE for
review. We request that Caltrans provide us with a copy of the Biological Assessment,
Hazardous Waste Assessment, and the Natural Environment Study that were used to
create the DEIS/SE.

According to the DEIS/SE, a substantial amount of explosives (70,000 Ibs) would
be needed for all of the alternatives (except the No-Build alternative) to help construct
new support structures for the bridge. In addition, explosives would be needed to
dismantle the existing bridge, however, the quantity of explosives needed for this
aspect of the project was not discussed. The DEIS/SE indicates that the 70,000 Ibs of
explosives could be deployed all at once, or, if the shock wave is too great, in a series
of three smaller explosions spaced 1 week apart. While there is mention of a shock
wave, no information is provided on the intensity of the shock wave or its potential
impacts on fish and wildlife. Again, the DEIS/SE states that mitigation and monitoring
plans would be developed and included in the FEIS. It is the DFG’s view that more
information regarding the potential adverse impacts on fish and wildlife in the area of
the blasting is necessary to ensure that adequate measures are taken to protect
resources as much as possible, and that this information should have been presented

in the DEIS/SE. Additionally, this information will be necessary for the issuance of a
DFG blasting permit.

Although the DEIS/SE mentions the potential need for dredging a -12 foot
channel, no discussion regarding the impacts to intertidal habitat as a result of this
activity are discussed. It is DFG's contention that any dredging in intertidal habitat to
allow barges to be used during construction will have to be fully mitigated. More
information needs to be provided describing potential impacts to intertidal habitat so
that adequate mitigation can be formulated.

Caltrans and FHWA state in the DEIS/SE that in-Bay or upland dredge material
disposal locations would be determined during the permitting stage after the FEIS.
This approach is unacceptable in our opinion. A full discussian of beneficial reuse at
upland sites (e.g., Hamilton Air Force Base and Montezuma Wetlands) should have
been included in the DEIS/SE. Along with beneficial reuse sites, the use of the deep
ocean site (SF-ODS) for disposal of dredged materials should also have been
discussed in detail. Neither of these disposal alternatives were addressed in the DEIS.
In addition, the DEIS states that the Dredged Materials Management Office (DMMO)
has “approved of the project volumes for in-Bay disposal’. As an active participant in
the DMMO, we are cognizant of the fact that the DMMO has not granted approval for
in-Bay disposal at the Alcatraz Disposal Site. We have received copies of the letters
sent to Caltrans and FHWA regarding this issue and we concur with comments from the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the DMMO on the suitability of project
materials for unconfined, open-water disposal in San Francisco Bay.
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Lastly, in our review of the DEIS/SE, we have noticed a substantial number of
statements regarding Pacific herring (Clupea pallasii) and its fishery in San Francisco
Bay that are in error. Corrections should be made in the FEIS/SE.

As always, DFG personnel are available to discuss our concerns and comments
in greater detail. To arrange for discussion, please contact Ms. Becky Ota, Associate
Marine Biologist, California Department of Fish and Game, Marine Resources

Laboratory, 411 Burgess Drive, Menlo Park, California 94025, telephone (850) 688-
6361.

Sincerely,

Donald L. Lollock, Chief

Scientific Division

Office of Spill Prevention
and Response

cC: see attached page
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cc: Ms. Nadell Gayou
Projects Coordinator
Resources Agency
Sacramento, California

Ms. Becky Ota
Department of Fish and Game
Menlo Park, California

Mr. John Webber

San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission

San Francisco, California

Mr. Jack Gregg

San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board

Oakland, California

Mr. Ed Ueber

Gulf of the Faralones National
Marine Sanctuary

San Francisco, California

Mr. Steve Schoenberg
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Sacramento, California

Mr. Chris Mobely
National Marine Fisheries Service
Santa Rosa, California

Mr. Mark Bartholomew
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
San Francisco, California






California Department of Fish and Game Letter dated 12/8/1998

Comment 1

Information regarding dredging, the use of explosives, new Bay fill, and pile driving has been refined since publication of the DEIS.  The latest construction information can be found in Section 2.6 — Construction Activities of the FEIS.  Dredging information has been updated in Section 4.14.10 — Construction Excavation and Dredging.  A new section (Section 3.12 — Disposal of Dredged Materials) has been added to discuss regulatory context and sediment sampling and analysis results.  Also, a Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) has been prepared and is included in the FEIS as Appendix M.  New Bay fill discussions can be found in Sections 4.9.1 — Placement of Fill in San Francisco Bay and 4.14.8 — Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources.  For the East Span Project, the use of detonations has been withdrawn due to the potential for adverse impacts to marine life. 

Comment 2

Since publication of the DEIS, further coordination has occurred between Caltrans and appropriate federal and state agencies in regard to impacts to and mitigation for natural resources.  Refined mitigation concepts have been developed for eelgrass, sand flats, and aquatic species to address permanent and temporary impacts.  The mitigation discussions in Sections 4.9.6 — Natural Resources Mitigation and Section 4.14.8 — Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources have been updated to include the most recent information.  Mitigation measures for special aquatic sites are discussed further in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites in Appendix N.
Comment 3

Comment noted.  The Oakland Middle Harbor Enhancement Area has been withdrawn from consideration as a mitigation option, and reference to that site has been deleted.  Caltrans has refined conceptual plans for eelgrass and sand flat mitigation (see the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Specific Aquatic Sites in Appendix N).  Off-site mitigation for eelgrass beds and sand flats would occur at an appropriate site.  The EPA, ACOE, and USFWS have given preliminary agreement on the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites.  (See Appendix F — NEPA/404 Integration Process for copies of their concurrence letters.)  Creation of a tidal marsh ecosystem from existing uplands would include new mudflats, tidal channels, tidal marsh, and enhancement of existing jurisdictional wetlands and upland refugia.  See Section 4.9.6 — Natural Resources, Mitigation for a summary of mitigation measures.  Specific issues of cost and design of mitigation will be addressed prior to final site selection and mitigation implementation.

Comment 4

Preliminary mitigation concepts for impacts to natural resources were presented in the DEIS.  The conceptual mitigation measures were presented to resource agencies for review before and after the draft was published.  The mitigation measures have been refined in consultation with state and federal resource agencies, including the CDFG.  The mitigation descriptions in Sections 4.9.6 and 4.14.8 of the FEIS have been updated to include refined information based on this coordination.  As noted in response to Comment 1 above, the use of detonations has been eliminated as a method of construction or dismantling.

Comment 5

As requested, copies of the 1998 Biological Assessment, Hazardous Waste Assessment, and the Natural Environment Study were transmitted to CDFG on December 17, 1998, for its review.  The Biological Assessment was revised in 1999 and resubmitted on July 15, 1999, January 27, 2000, and June 12, 2000, to CDFG for its review, and CDFG provided a response on August 8, 2000 (see Appendix G — Agency Consultation Letters).

Comment 6

Please see response to Comment 1 above.

Comment 7

As mentioned in Comment 1, the East Span Project will not be using detonations; therefore, information about blasting impacts has not been added to the FEIS.
Comment 8

Impacts to special aquatic sites from possible dredging are evaluated in Section 4.9.2 — Special Aquatic Sites and Section 4.14.8 — Temporary Impacts During Construction Activities, Natural Resources of the FEIS.  Please refer to Figures 4-21 through 4‑24 in Appendix A for dredging-related impacts at the Oakland Touchdown and nearby YBI.  Excavation of intertidal areas could result in removal of eelgrass and sand flats.  In addition to the off-site mitigation discussed in response to Comment 3, there would be some on-site mitigation.  On-site restoration of eelgrass and sand flats would include harvesting eelgrass from a portion of the barge access channel prior to dredging and replanting it in adjacent eelgrass beds; restoring a portion of the barge access channel to its original bathymetry and replanting with eelgrass to facilitate colonization; restoring portions of the sand flats to original grade; and constructing rock slope protection to provide an upland transition zone that would be planted with native plants.  
Comment 9

A Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) has been prepared and is included as Appendix M.  The DMMP was published in June 1999 and circulated for public review and comment for 30 days to provide additional and updated information to the public.  The DMMP, among other things, evaluates reuse/disposal options.  The reuse/disposal options list was narrowed to a smaller set based on site availability.  The alternatives analyzed in detail in the DMMP include in-Bay (SF-11), ocean (SF-DODS), the Hamilton Wetlands Restoration Project, Montezuma Wetlands restoration, sidecasting and upland disposal at various landfills.  Caltrans proposes to beneficially reuse a majority of the material at upland wetland sites, provided such sites accept material when East Span Project construction activities generate dredged material and that such sites are cost-effective.  If approved sites are not available or found to be not cost-effective, Caltrans may beneficially reuse materials at landfill sites as daily cover or dispose of materials at the Deep Ocean Disposal Site.

Comment 10

The referenced statement in Section 2.6.1 — Construction Activities, Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative has been deleted.  The intent of the statement was to document that the DMMO had previously concluded that most of the materials to be dredged for the previously reviewed retrofit project were “suitable for aquatic disposal” at SF-11.  The previously reviewed retrofit project has been included in the DEIS and FEIS as the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative and is subject to review by the DMMO (but has not been identified as the Preferred Alternative).

A DMMP has been prepared to address the concerns of the DMMO participants.  This document evaluates alternative reuse/disposal options for Bay sediments that would need to be dredged for the project.  For complete information on dredged material management, please see the DMMP (Appendix M).
A Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) was prepared by Caltrans and approved by the DMMO on May 14, 1999.  The SAP documented the methodology to be followed in determining if dredged material would be suitable for reuse/disposal.  The SAP was prepared in conformance with revised testing procedures and included sampling at multiple locations along the Preferred Alternative and at potential representative reuse/disposal locations.  Caltrans understands that, for all replacement alternatives, the sediments in the barge access channel for dismantling the existing bridge would need to be characterized in the future. 

A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report was completed by Caltrans in June 2000 and is available for review at the Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office and at selected libraries listed in the Preface of the FEIS.  This report summarizes the results of testing to determine the quality of materials.  The sediments encountered during the testing were primarily silt and clay.  Chemical analyses indicated that although some metals were detected in site sediments at levels exceeding San Francisco Estuary ambient concentrations, the majority of organic and inorganic analyte concentrations in site sediments were similar to concentrations detected in baseline sediments.  Solid phase bioassays to evaluate the effect of site sediments on benthic organisms indicated that sediments from several locations near the Oakland Touchdown are not suitable for aquatic disposal (in-Bay or deep ocean) or for beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.  

In its letter of October 31, 2000 (see Appendix G for a copy of the letter), the DMMO made the following conclusions regarding the disposal of dredged materials:

· Up to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal; and

· Up to 319,181 cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

Any sediment not suitable for the above sites would be properly disposed of at a landfill.  See Section 4.14.10 — Construction Excavation and Dredging for a discussion of project dredging quantities.

Comment 11

Discussions of Pacific herring and its fishery in San Francisco have been corrected.  Please refer to Sections 3.9.3 — Estuarine Environment and Associated Species and 3.9.6 — Special Status Species.
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