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SUBJECT: BCDC Pre-Application File: SFOBB East Span Seismic Retrofit - Replacement Project
Dear Ms. Melandry:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the September 24, 1998 Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Statutory Exemption which was received in our office on September 25, 1998. We
appreciate your consideration of thesé comments submitted after the published deadline. We
have been somewhat short of experienced staff and as you know many of the toll bridges are
going through our review process at the same time. Be that as it may, the following staff
comments/questions are based on the consistency of the project with BCDC’s law , the McAteer-
Petris Act and San Francisco Bay Plan (Bay Plan). Our comments focus primarily on Bay fill
issues, however, they also address alternative modes of transportation and priority land use issues
that arise from the proposed project. However, our comments are based solely on the alternatives
which are discussed in the DEIS/SE. Should there be additions to the list of proposed alternatives
or if previous alternatives are reconsidered, the DEIS/SE will have to be revised accordingly. In
that event, we would like the opportunity to make further comments as necessary.

Jurisdiction. The Commission’s Bay jurisdiction covers the Bay waters up to the shoreline at
mean high tide, and in marsh areas to five feet above mean sea level. The Commission’s shore-
line band jurisdiction extends 100 feet inland and parallel to the shoreline 100 feet.

Bay Fill. The McAteer-Petris Act provides that the Commission may only approve fill in the
Bay if the fill is for a water oriented use, minor fill to improve shoreline appearance or public
access to the Bay, is consistent with the provisions of the Bay Plan, or is necessary to the health,
safety and welfare of the entire Bay Area. In addition, there must be no alternative upland
location for the fill and it must be the minimum fill necessary. Mitigation may be required for fill

in the Bay in order for a project to be found consistent with the McAteer-Petris Act and the Bay
Plan.

BCDC Involvement in the Bridge Design Process. Section 66604 of the McAteer-Petris Act
provides that the “Legislature further finds and declares that in order to protect the present
shoreline and body of the San Francisco Bay to the maximum extent possible, it is essential that
the Commission be empowered to issue or deny permits, after public hearings, for any proposed
project that involves placing fill, extracting materials or making any substantial change in use of
any water, land or structure within the area of the Commission’s jurisdiction.”

Dedicated to making San Francisco Bay better.
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. The DEIS/SE states, in part, that the “project does not preclude the implementation of an

HOV Lane or a light rail system on the East span in the future”; no HOV lane or LRT
system is proposed, and the bridge is not designed to accommodate a heavier Bart-type
system in the future. The DEIS/SE should be revised to include an analysis of the addi-
tional costs to design and construct the bridge so that there is the ability to retrofit for a
Bart-type rail system in the future.

Although most bicycle groups are pleased with the inclusion of a 15.5-foot-wide
bike/pedestrian path, there is still some controversy over whether to place it one foot
above or somewhat below the traveled way. The DEIS/SE should be revised to include an

explanation of the reasoning behind the proposed placement of the_bike/pedestrian path
one foot above the traveled way.

The three bridge alternatives, cited by the DEIS/SE, each include the removal and
replacement of six oak trees. The DEIS/SE should be revised to include an explanation of

where these replacement, oak trees are likely to placed and whether this replacement will
be at a ratio of 1:1.

The DEIS/SE states, in part, that there will be temporary view blockage for residents,
users of YBI, and west-bound drivers on the existing bridge span. The DEIS/SE should
be revised to include potential mitigation for the temporary visual impacts (including
potential glare) during construction.

The DEIS/SE should be revised to explain whether a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) would be included in the PS&E or prepared by the contractor, and whether
a conceptual SWPPP would be included in the plans. The DEIS/SE should also explain
whether a continuation of the existing drainage system (runoff into the Bay) would be
utilized in the proposed alternatives for the new span.

The DEIS/SE should be revised to include proposed mitigation measures to offset the
potential harassment of harbor seals from the blasting/pile driving during construction.

The DEIS/SE states: “It is anticipated by CalTrans that a portion of the dredged material
will be approved for disposal at an in-Bay location, since the Dredged Material
Management Office (DMMO) had granted conceptual approval for disposal of the dredge
volumes associated with the retrofit existing structure alternative.”

It is BCDC’s understanding that USEPA is not satisfied with the conceptual dredge
disposal plan for various reasons and is rating this DEIS/SE a “Category 3", for addi-
tional information needed. The DEIS/SE should be revised to discuss this subject and
potential alternative disposal sites.

BCDC Permit 11-93 (Cypress Replacement Project), issued June 8, 1994, requires
CalTrans, as mitigation, “to create a public access pedestrian/bicycle pathway connecting
the cities of Emeryville and Oakland to the touchdown area...conditioned on the feasi-
bility of construction...should construction prove infeasible...financial compensation
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f. The DEIS/SE statement that the dredged material disposal site "will not be deter-
mined until after the FEIS" is unacceptable. The DEIS/SE should be revised to
include a full discussion of the possible upland disposal sites, as well as the deep-
ocean disposal site, for disposition of dredged materials; and

g. The DEIS/SE should be revised to correct mistakes with regard to statements made
about Pacific herring and the Pacific herring fishery in San Francisco Bay.

These are our initial comments/questions regarding this Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/ Statutory Exemption. Please keep us informed of any proposed changes or decisions
which are made regarding alternative selection.

Please feel free to phone me at (415) 557-8766 or e-mail me at “arthurd@bcdc.ca.gov.”

Sincerely,

Lk, -

ARTHUR P. DUF

Staff Engineer
APD/ra
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would be accepted in lieu....” The DEIS/SE should be revised to more adequately
differentiate the public access for the proposed project versus the required, but not yet
provided, public access for the Cypress Replacement project.

9. The DEIS/SE should be revised to adequately address potential impacts (i.e., impacts to
the existing wildlife and proposed public access) which the various alternatives would
have at the proposed park or the Port of Oakland. The DEIS/SE appears to disregard the
on-going planning, by several agencies working together, to create a park. “ ...the envi-
sioned gateway park is not a section 4(f) resource and is not protected by the provisions
of section 4(f).” Regardless, the different alternatives would have varied impacts on park
proposals.

10. The DEIS/SE should be revised to discuss the impacts that the various alternatives would
have on the Yerba Buena Island priority use areas, as defined by Map 4 of the Bay Plan.
The Bay Plan , Recreation, Policy #7 states, in part, that "...public access should be
included wherever feasible in any shoreline development...." Specifically , if there is to be
development within the shoreline band on YBI, the DEIS/SE needs to address possible
alternatives to increase public access.

11. The DEIS/SE should be revised to discuss the likely impacts and proposed mitigation
measures related to the pile-supported, low-level, suspended, and solid fills. Table 4.9-1
is not an adequate summary of the new fill inherent in the proposed east span, Bay Bridge
proposals. Further, the DEIS/SE should be revised to describe the proposed touchdown
area fills associated with the various alternatives and whether they would be consistent
with the Commission's law and policies regarding Bay fill.

12. BCDC staff concurs with the California Dept. of Fish & Game's comments of December
8, 1998 in response to the September 24, 1998 DEIS/SE, and believes that the DEIS/SE
should be revised to address these comments, including:

a. CEQA procedures do not exempt the project sponsors from replacing project-caused
losses to the State's natural resources;

b. The DEIS/SE lacks adequate information regarding the conceptual mitigation and
monitoring plans for all of the habits impacted;

c. The mitigation site proposed in the DEIS/SE, the Oakland Middle Harbor
Enhancement Area , is not an appropriate option, as it is already proposed by the Port

of Oakland and the Army Corps of Engineers as mitigation for one of their dredging
projects;

d. The DEIS/SE should be revised to include more information on the potential impacts
which the deployment of 70,000 (+) Ibs. of explosive could have on fish and wildlife;

e. The DEIS/SE should be revised to include a discussion of the potential impacts to
intertidal areas that could result from the proposed "-12 foot channel" needed to
accommodate the deep-draft, construction barges;
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San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Letter dated 12/17/1998

Comment 1

The legislative framework for BCDC comments is noted.  The consideration of additional alternatives to those analyzed in the DEIS has led to expanded documentation of the withdrawal of Replacement Alternative S-1 and consideration of a similar alternative proposed by CCSF after circulation of the DEIS (referred to in this FEIS as the CCSF Modified S-1 Alternative).  Expanded discussion of Replacement Alternative S-1 and the CCSF Modified S-1 Alternative is provided in Section 2.7.5 — Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn, Alternative S-1.

Comment 2

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is currently studying transit service options in the Transbay Corridor, especially the possibility of rail.  Studies already completed by MTC include a long-term capital and operating cost analysis for various transit options for the Transbay Transit Terminal and a feasibility analysis of rail on the SFOBB.  A study examining the possibility of non-SFOBB transbay rail crossings will be completed by fall 2002.  As part of the feasibility study, a working paper on structural issues of placing rail on the SFOBB was prepared in October 1999.  The four rail vehicle types analyzed in the working paper were BART, LRT, commuter rail, and high-speed rail.  The working paper found that, in structural terms only, rail could be implemented on the SFOBB with modifications particularly to the West Span and YBI tunnel.  However, given the high cost of making these necessary modifications to the SFOBB (approximately three billion dollars) and the age of the existing West Span, it was decided that other options for a high-capacity transbay crossing should be evaluated and compared to implementing rail on the SFOBB.  Please see Section 2.5 — Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies for additional details of the studies completed or currently being conducted by MTC.  MTC’s Regional Transportation Plan does not include rail on the Bay Bridge; BART is envisioned as the only transbay rail facility.

In the Bridge Rail Feasibility Study, MTC estimates the total cost of implementation of rail to be $4 to $9 billion, depending on the type of passenger service.  Potential factors contributing to the high cost include the redesign of the West Span, probable demolition and replacement of several highway structures in San Francisco, and substantial modifications to the Transbay Transit Terminal.

The project's Purpose and Need is very specific:  to provide a seismically safe vehicular lifeline connection.  Caltrans' focus on seismic safety to the exclusion of congestion relief, such as rail, was intentional, because Caltrans considers the need for improved seismic safety in this corridor to be paramount.  Because of the project’s size, it has led some members of the regional community to advocate for multiple purposes that address congestion relief in addition to safety.  However, expanding the scope of the project to include congestion relief would have resulted in lengthy public and agency debate about how best to implement a congestion relief solution, with the result that the seismic safety component of the project would have been substantially delayed.  Caltrans anticipates beginning construction of this critical safety project in late 2001.  This would not have been possible if the scope of the project had included congestion relief.

Comment 3

The Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) identified several reasons for making the East Span bicycle/pedestrian facility elevated approximately 0.3 meter (1 foot) above the roadway deck level.  BPAC recommended the elevated path to provide:  greater visibility of path/users by motorists; greater visibility for bicyclists; emphasis of path separation from the roadway; and avoidance of roadway litter.

Comment 4

The oak trees would be replaced at a ratio of 3:1 in the same area to create a visual setting comparable to the existing pre-construction condition.  Due to the root structure of mature oak trees, it is not certain that Caltrans would be able to successfully plant replacement trees of the same size.  As a result, the replacement trees may be smaller than those displaced.  After replanting, monitoring and additional replanting, as necessary, would be performed to ensure success of the new trees (see Section 4.9.6 — Natural Resources, Mitigation).  Additional mitigation information in regard to the oak trees can be found in Section 4.3.4 — Impacts Due to the Removal of Vegetation on Yerba Buena Island and at the Oakland Touchdown area.

Comment 5

As discussed in Section 4.14.3 — Construction Visual Changes, measures would be implemented to reduce the temporary impacts of construction on the visual landscape, including directing lighting away from residences and removal of temporary structures as quickly as possible.

Comment 6

A SWPPP for the project to be utilized by the construction contractor would be prepared by Caltrans.  Section 4.14.7 — Water Resources and Water Quality of the EIS describes the purpose of the SWPPP and how it will identify the controls and procedures to be implemented by the contractor for minimizing impacts to storm water and the Bay.

Comment 7

Caltrans is continuing to investigate water quality issues in coordination with the Regional Water Quality Control Board.  Runoff into the Bay would continue.  Caltrans evaluated the possibility of collecting storm water and piping it off the bridge.  Results indicated that implementing such a system would not be appropriate because placing piping on the bridge would not be cost-effective considering the limited pollutant removal benefit obtained.  (See Section 4.8 — Water Quality for more information.)

Comment 8

Use of explosives is no longer being considered as a construction method for a replacement bridge due to the potential adverse impacts to marine life.
Adequate mitigation measures to prevent potential disturbances to harbors seal and sea lions would be developed after fully evaluating the results of the Pile Installation Demonstration Project (PIDP) for which Caltrans received an Incidental Harassment Authorization from the National Marine Fisheries Service.  The PIDP, completed in December 2000, provided Caltrans with an opportunity to measure sound pressure levels resulting from pile driving activities both in air and under water and to specifically monitor impacts to marine mammals.  Initial results indicate no impacts to harbor seals at the YBI haul-out site and minimal impacts to marine mammals at the PIDP site.  The PIDP also tested the effectiveness of two sound attenuation systems (a bubble curtain and a floating barrier with a contained aerating mechanism) to attenuate underwater sound pressure levels generated by pile driving.  Results of the PIDP suggest that the sound attenuation devices tested are effective.  Methods, such as a sound attenuation system and/or monitoring, would be used to avoid impacts to marine mammals.  The decision as to what measures to implement will be made in consultation with the NMFS.  Depending on the final results of these tests, appropriate mitigation measures would be developed in consultation with NMFS.

Comment 9

In response to EPA's comments regarding the treatment of dredged material handling in the DEIS, Caltrans has prepared a Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) (in Appendix M) for the East Span Project.  The DMMP discusses impacts of dredging and reuse/disposal of the sediments and provides a reuse/disposal options analysis based on environmental concerns, logistics, and economics.  The DMMP was circulated to agencies, including EPA and BCDC, and the public for a 30-day comment period.  Comments received and responses can be found in Volume II:  Section 2 — DMMP Comments and Responses.  Information about dredging is also summarized in the FEIS in Section 4.14.10 — Construction Excavation and Dredging.
Comment 10

Under BCDC Permit 11-93, Caltrans would construct a bicycle/pedestrian path that connects the cities of Emeryville and Oakland with the Oakland Touchdown area, create two overlook areas, and provide six parking spaces.  These requirements are discussed further in Section 3.1.2 — Developable Land and Development Trends.  To clarify the differences between requirements of BCDC Permit 11-93 and the East Span Project, the discussion in Section 4.1.6 — Adopted Goals and Policies under San Francisco Bay Plan has been amended to include a reference to the discussion in Section 3.1.2.

The replacement alternatives would include improved visual and physical public access to the Bay in the project area.  This would be provided through the bicycle/pedestrian path on the replacement span, several belvederes, and landings on Yerba Buena Island (YBI) and the Oakland Touchdown.  Caltrans would provide at least six parking spaces at the Oakland Touchdown as required under BCDC Permit 11-93 and would coordinate the East Span Project with the public access improvements required under BCDC Permit 11-93.  However, special condition II.C.5 of the permit recognizes that Caltrans may not be able to provide all of the public access improvements required under BCDC Permit 11-93 because of the East Span Project.  The condition allows Caltrans to pay BCDC a sum equal to the costs of the required amenities should construction of the overlooks or other required public access improvements prove infeasible.  Payment of the in-lieu fee is subject to BCDC approval.  BCDC may disburse the funds to the EBRPD or another public entity to improve public access where feasible.

Comment 11

The Department of Interior, in its comment letter on the DEIS, recommended that FHWA and Caltrans consult with agencies that may be concerned about potential project impacts to the planned park and recreation resources.  A meeting was held on March 11, 1999, with staff from the East Bay Regional Park District, the Port of Oakland, the City of Oakland, and the National Park Service.  As a result of the meeting, the proposed Gateway Park has been determined to be a Section 4(f) resource.  Replacement Alternative S-4 would result in a Section 4(f) use of the proposed park.  This impact is addressed in a supplemental draft Section 4(f) evaluation that was circulated for comment prior to release of this FEIS.  Comments and responses on the supplemental draft Section 4(f) evaluation are presented in Volume II:  Section 3 of this FEIS.  The final Section 4(f) evaluation, which includes consideration of the comments received, is included in Chapter 6.

In January 2001, BCDC voted to amend the San Francisco Bay Plan and Seaport Plan by deleting the "Port Priority Use" area designation from the Bay Bridge Site, Pier 7, and the Bay Bridge Terminal.  Deleting the "Port Priority Use" designation from these areas will allow the City of Oakland to implement a development plan for the area to accommodate non-maritime land uses.  The build alternatives would, for the most part, be consistent with the Seaport Plan and OBRA's redevelopment concepts. Replacement Alternative S-4 would use a portion of the OARB property that is designated for the proposed Gateway Park. 

Comment 12

In reference to YBI, Plan Map 4 of the Bay Plan states that “If and when not needed by Navy or USCG, redevelop released areas for recreational use.”  Decisions concerning redevelopment of YBI are being made through the redevelopment planning process being conducted by the Navy and CCSF.  The East Span, regardless of the alternative chosen, would remain part of the uses shown on Map 4 of the Bay Plan.  The design of the East Span Project replacement alternatives includes the construction of a bicycle/pedestrian path along the entire East Span between the Oakland Touchdown and YBI.  Construction and operation of the build alternatives would not preclude future public access to and along the shoreline or recreational uses at YBI.  Specific shoreline access and development on YBI are currently the responsibility of the Navy and USCG, with the exception of land around the existing bridge on YBI held under an easement by Caltrans and right-of-way acquired to accommodate any of the replacement alternatives.  Right-of-way not needed to construct or maintain a replacement alternative would revert to the Navy.  Any changes in public access would need to be addressed in environmental documentation for Navy and USCG projects.

Comment 13

Chapter 4 (Section 4.9.1 — Bay Fill and Section 4.14.8 — Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources) and Chapter 2 (Section 2.6.2 — Bridge Replacement) have been revised to include additional information about the options that may be used in construction of the replacement alternatives.  Fill discussions have also been updated to describe and quantify changes to both Bay volume and surface area.  Tables 4.9-1 and 4.14-1 have been revised to reflect this updated information.  Tables 4.9-2 through 4.9-4 and Table 4.14-2 have been added to show impacts to Bay surface area.  As discussed in Section 4.1.6 — Adopted Goals and Policies, the East Span Project is consistent with the laws and policies regarding fill.  Caltrans has consulted with BCDC concerning the seismic safety attributes of low-level structure versus earthen fill solutions at the Oakland Touchdown area.  On November 4, 1999, Caltrans obtained BCDC commission guidance that an earthen fill solution at the Oakland Touchdown would be considered by BCDC if technical analysis justifies that the fill solution is required.  An engineering analysis was conducted comparing the construction methods for slab-on-pile and solid-fill roadways.  It was concluded that the solid-fill approach is preferable because the roadway could more easily be repaired following a seismic event, would require the least amount of future maintenance, and would be the most cost-effective solution.  However, the solid-fill option as compared to the slab-on-pile option would result in more fill in the Bay and would have greater impacts to sand flats.  Nevertheless, the Commission stated that it would be willing to consider solid fill, thereby allowing Caltrans to further examine solid fill as an option.

During a meeting with BCDC in August 2000, Caltrans was asked to investigate the possibility of realigning the westbound roadway to further minimize impacts to the Bay from using solid fill.  Caltrans determined that realigning the roadway was not feasible because it would create significant design issues for the new Caltrans maintenance road.  This road would serve as the primary access route for emergency vehicles responding to accidents and emergencies on the bridge and for maintenance vehicles accessing the median toll plaza and maintenance facility.  Realigning the westbound roadway would require reducing the width of the maintenance road and its medians and shoulders, which would not meet current design standards. The separation between the maintenance road and the westbound and eastbound roadways would also not meet current design standards.  In addition to these issues, any change in roadway alignments would require reevaluation of current designs, causing increased costs and project delay.

Impacts from fill on special aquatic sites resulting from the build alternatives are discussed in Section 4.9.2 and 4.14.8.  Conceptual mitigation for impacts to special aquatic sites is discussed in Section 4.9.6 — Natural Resources Mitigation and in Section 4.14.8.  The Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites is presented in Appendix N.  Final mitigation for these impacts would be developed in consultation with BCDC during the federal consistency and permitting process, which would be conducted following the publication of the FEIS and the Record of Decision.

Comment 14

Please see response to Comment 13 above.

Comment 15

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 special aquatic sites and aquatic species to address permanent and temporary impacts.  The mitigation discussions in Section 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.  A more detailed mitigation program, including monitoring plans, will be provided at the time of project review and permitting by the appropriate federal and state agencies.
Comment 16

Please see response to Comment 15 above.

Comment 17

Comment noted.  Reference to the Oakland Middle Harbor Enhancement Area has been withdrawn from consideration as a mitigation option.

Comment 18

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

Comment 19

Impacts to intertidal areas from possible dredging are evaluated in Sections 4.9 and 4.14.8 of the FEIS.  Please refer to Figures 4-21 and 4-22 in Appendix A for dredging-related impacts at the Oakland Touchdown.  Excavation of intertidal areas for the northern replacement alternatives could result in the permanent removal of eelgrass, approximately 0.21 hectare (0.52 acre) and sand flats, approximately 1.36 hectares (3.36 acres) at the Oakland Touchdown.  In addition, 0.01 hectare (0.03 acre) of eelgrass would be permanently displaced at YBI due to barge dock construction.  Replacement Alternative S-4 would cause the loss of 0.01 hectare (0.03 acre) of sand flats and 0.16 hectare (0.40 acre) of eelgrass at YBI.  A portion of the barge access channel would be restored to its original bathymetry and planted with eelgrass to encourage eelgrass colonization.  Eelgrass and sand flat losses would be mitigated according to the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites in Appendix N.
Comment 20

A DMMP has been prepared to address concerns about dredged material disposal.  This report evaluates alternative reuse/disposal options in detail.  Please see the DMMP in Appendix M and updated Section 4.14.10 — Construction Excavation and Dredging of the FEIS.
Comment 21

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