Volume II:  Section 1 ( DEIS Comments and Responses

East Bay Municipal Utility District 11/20/1998


[image: image1.png]Recycied Paper

EAST BAY
MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

November 20, 1998

DAVID R. WILLIAMS
DIRECTOR OF WASTEWATER

Ms. Mara Melandry
CalTrans District 4
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623

Dear Ms. Melandry

Re:  San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project
Draft — Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Statutory Exemption

The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) has reviewed the above referenced document
and submits the following comments with regard to the impact of this project on EBMUD
facilities.

On Page S-4, Section 8.3.5 it states that “Alternative S-4 has been developed to avoid conflicts
with the alignment of the existing EBMUD sewer outfall” and then on Page S-11, Table S-3 it
states that “Replacement alternative S-4 would affect the southeastern corner of the EBMUD
dechlorination facility at the Oakland Touchdown. The facility would be relocated or this
alternative, if selected, would be redesigned to avoid the Sacility.”

The critical importance of the outfall and dechlorination system to the operation of the
wastewater treatment plant should be emphasized. Dechlorination of the effluent prior to
entering the bay is a 24-hour a day process and is necessary to comply with our discharge permit.
Shutdown of the outfall and dechlorination system is limited to brief durations, generally no
longer than 4 hours, and subject to seasonal, diurnal and current plant conditions. The system
outage limitations should be considered when evaluating alternatives that will require relocation
of these facilities.

If the dechlorination facility is relocated, the operational efficiency of the disinfection system
could be impacted and would need to be mitigated. The distance from the chlorine injection
point (on the plant site) to the dechlorination point determines the chlorine contact time and the
ability to meet EBMUD's coliform limit. Relocation of the dechlorination facility would need to
maintain that minimum contact time; otherwise, chemical use and/or hydraulics would be
adversely impacted. If relocated, EBMUD’s preference is for chlorine contact and
dechlorination facilities to be located at the plant site. A change in outfall ali gnment would need
to maintain the capacity and discharge characteristics of the current outfall. The outfall
discharge location in the Bay determines EBMUD’s wastewater discharge limits. Any adverse
impact to these permit limits would need to be mitigated. If relocated, EBMUD’s preference is a
deep-water outfall in the Central Bay, which would maintain or increase existing permit limits.

On Page S-11, it states that “Replacement alternative S-4 would occupy a portion of the first 450
meters (500 yards) of the Oakland Army Base vacant land south of the existing East Span.”
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The information provided is not sufficient to determine the exact parcel of land CalTrans intends
to use and the potential conflicts with EBMUD planned land use in the vicinity. The Qakland
Base Reuse Authority has recently designated 9 acres of the Oakland Base property for public
conveyance to EBMUD (see enclosed map). EBMUD intends to swap this parcel for land
adjacent to the treatment plant for future expansion. Any impact from this project on EBMUD
planned land use must be mitigated.

On Page S-12, Table S-3 it states that “Replacement alternative N-2 and N-6 would contribute to
assembly of large developable space to the south of the alignment. Beneficial impact on
cooperative park development at Oakland Touchdown area.” and then on Page S-17, Table S-3
it states that “loss of jurisdictional wetlands will be mitigated at a mitigation ration of 3:1 by the
creation of new wetland habitat or enhancement of existing wetlands within the project area.”

Given the proximity of the project area to EBMUD’s treatment facility and the on-going efforts
to educate the public on the benefits of recycled water, EBMUD recommends a demonstration
wetland sustained by EBMUD recycled water as one element of this cooperative park. This is a
rare opportunity to include another public agency in this cooperative effort, establish wetlands
near public access, educate the public on natural systems, reduce discharge to San Francisco Bay
and promote recycled water to reduce reliance on limited Bay Area water supplies.

On Page S-13, Table S-3 it states that “Replacement alternative S-4 would require realignment
of Burma Rd. and CalTrans maintenance road at the Oakland Touchdown. No impacts
associated with change in access.”

EBMUD uses Burma Rd and the CalTrans maintenance road to access the dechlorination
facilities and the outfall transition structure, which is a regulatory compliance sampling point.
EBMUD uses these roads on an hourly basis for routine operation and maintenance, for daily
chemical delivery and for periodic facility improvements. Access to these facilities must be
maintained.

On Page S-20, Table S-3 it states that “Utilities on bay bottom may be disturbed by construction.
Submarine utilities would be avoided to the greatest extent possible. If utilities cannot be
avoided, they will be relocated or protected in place.”

EBMUD’s outfall is shallow and highly susceptible to damage. If the southern alignment is
chosen, EBMUD would strongly prefer relocation of facilities, as we cannot risk damage to this
very critical component of our treatment process. If the outfall is not relocated, EBMUD would
require extremely stringent protection requirements, including but not limited to, approval of all
temporary and permanent construction documents and contingency plans around the interceptor,
a pre- and post- construction survey of the outfall by CalTrans to assess for damage and full
compensation for all repairs, and payment of any fines associated with environmental violations.
In addition, EBMUD would reserve final approval of distance from outfall to construction
activity and outfall protection methods. The District recently read an article in the San Francisco
Chronicle indicating that the cost to protect EBMUD's outfall would be $3M and the cost to
relocate approximately $100M. The protection figure seems extremely low, and is likely to be in
the tens of millions, assuming that it is indeed possible. The relocation cost of $100M (our

original, very preliminary estimate) appears, on the other hand, to be much higher than we would
expect.
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On Page 2-2, Section 2.1.2 it states “EBMUD water treatment facility”.
This should be corrected to read “EBMUD wastewater treatment facility”.

On Page 3-5, Section 3.1.1 Oakland Touchdown Area it states “The outfall extends 5 kilometers
(3.1 miles) into the Bay”.

This should be corrected to read “The outfall is 3.1 miles long and extends approximately 1 mile
into the Bay™.

On Page S-19, 3-13 and 4-89 regarding water supply on the existing east span.

There is a potable water line on the East Span that is under the control of the City & County of
San Francisco (CCSF). This pipeline is owned by the Navy and conveys water from EBMUD.
This pipeline is a back-up supply to Treasure Island (TI) and Yerba Buena Island (YBI), used
only in case of emergency when full water service is not readily available from CCSF. It also
provides fire protection to the East Span. If this pipeline is taken out of service during
construction, there will be no back-up service to TI or YBI from the East Side. CalTrans will
need to verify that mitigation, satisfactory to CCSF, is taken during periods for which this
pipeline is out of service.

On Page 3-13 it states that EBMUD has supply pipes throughout the Oakland Army Base
property.

The potable water distribution system at the Oakland Army Base is private and is not owned by
EBMUD. The District does own pipelines that traverse the base property, but the majority of the
pipelines are private. The EIR should be corrected to reflect the ownership.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Bill McGowan at 287-1031
regarding water utilities and Sanna Garcia at 287-1679 regarding wastewater utilities. For your
records, EBMUD has designated the following division as a clearinghouse for environmental
documents from outside agencies:

William R. Kirkpatrick, Manager
East Bay Municipal Utility District
Water Distribution Planning, M/S 701
P. O. Box 24055

Oakland CA 94623-1055

EDWARD H. McCORMICK
Manager of Support Services Division

EHM:slg
Enclosure
cc: WW File PC82V.A01, WDPD File A-515 wi\phng\word\98-138
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East Bay Municipal Utility District Letter dated 11/20/1998

Comment 1

Avoidance and protection of the EBMUD sewer outfall has been a priority in the design of project alternatives and in the consideration and withdrawal of alternatives from consideration in the DEIS.  Replacement Alternative S-4 was designed to avoid an in-Bay transverse crossing of the outfall.  However, Replacement Alternative S-4 would cross over the onshore portion of the outfall for a length of 400 meters (1,300 feet).

Replacement Alternatives N-2 and  N-6 (Preferred) completely avoid the dechlorination facility.  Replacement Alternative S-4 is currently designed to place a column in the pipeline east of the EBMUD dechlorination facility.  While the column could be redesigned to avoid the pipelines, the vertical clearance between the structure and the service road is insufficient to allow for delivery vehicles to the dechlorination facility.  Consequently, if Replacement Alternative S-4 were selected, the facility, the roadway, or both would need to be relocated (see Section 4.1.4 — Impacts to Existing Land Use).  Any such relocation would be coordinated with EBMUD and any permitting agencies.

Comment 2

Table S-3 has been rewritten and no longer includes the referenced statement.  Reference to Figures 2-11.4 and 2-11.5 in Appendix A has been added to the appropriate discussion in Section 4.1.4 — Impacts to Existing Land Use to further clarify the parcels that would be used by Replacement Alternative S-4.  There would be no impact from the East Span Project on planned EBMUD expansion proposed on the former Oakland Army Base land.

Comment 3

Caltrans has considered the use of a “constructed wetland” to treat runoff from the proposed bridge facility, and EBMUD effluent was considered for use in keeping the constructed wetland sustainable.  However, many factors, including cost, effectiveness, and maintenance when compared to other options under consideration did not make the proposed wetland viable.   The primary concerns are insufficient data related to the effectiveness of a wetland to efficiently remove pollutants from highway runoff and conflicts with planned land use of adjacent areas.  See Section 4.8 — Water Quality for a further discussion of best management practices evaluated.

Comment 4

Access to the dechlorination facility is via Burma Road on the eastern part of the route then via the Caltrans maintenance road for the western section of the route.  Burma Road would not be relocated as the result of the project.  The Caltrans maintenance road would be relocated, but access to the dechlorination facility would be maintained during and after construction of Replacement Alternatives N-2, N-6 (Preferred Alternative), or the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative.  However, delivery vehicle access to the dechlorination facility would be eliminated under Replacement Alternative S-4 due to limited vertical clearance between the bridge structure and the road.  Under this alternative, the facility, the roadway, or both would have to be relocated.  Please see response to Comment 1 above.

Comment 5

Preference for relocation of the sewer outfall, if a southern alternative is selected, is noted.  The extensive measures required to protect the outfall during construction of a southern alternative are noted.  EBMUD approval of drawings and requirements for pre- and post-construction inspection are noted.  Replacement Alternative N-6 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative.

The cost estimates referenced for the protection of the outfall were developed by the CCSF.  Please see the attachment to the CCSF Planning Department letter dated 11/23/1998 for the assumptions.  Since publication of the DEIS, relocation and protection options were further evaluated to determine the feasibility of a southern alternative.  Caltrans estimates that protection costs would be between $50 and $80 million.  Relocation costs are expected to be  $115 to $164 million, including costs for additional planning and design studies.  The ACOE was asked by the National Economic Council (an office in the Executive Branch of the Federal Government) to complete an independent review of reports, data, and analyses conducted by both Caltrans and the CCSF in regard to impacts to the outfall.  The ACOE did not comment on Caltrans' estimates for protection costs.  The ACOE determined that some seasonal restrictions assumed by Caltrans might not materialize; as such, ACOE concluded that relocation costs might be lower than Caltrans' estimates.  ACOE reduced the estimate for incremental costs to approximately $35 to $70 million (instead of Caltrans' estimate of $43 to $77 million), resulting in total relocation costs of approximately $107 to $157 million.  (Please see Section 2.7.5 — Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn, Alternative S-1 for a more detailed discussion of costs.)

Comment 6

In Section 2.1.2 — Project Limits/Location, “EBMUD water treatment facility” has been replaced by “EBMUD wastewater treatment facility” as requested.

Comment 7

In Section 3.1.1 — Existing Land Uses in the Project Vicinity under Oakland Touchdown Area, the outfall description has been revised to read, “The outfall is 5 kilometers (3.1 miles) long and extends approximately 1.6 kilometers (1 mile) into the Bay.”
Comment 8

Section 3.1.6 — Community Services has been revised to clarify information on the backup water supply to YBI and TI.  Consultation will be undertaken with the Navy (the water supply's owner) and CCSF (the caretaker of the supply) concerning construction-period protection of the back-up supply lines.

Comment 9

Section 3.1.6 — Community Services has been revised to reflect the private ownership of water distribution pipelines on the Oakland Army Base (OARB).
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