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November 23, 1998

Ms. Mara Malandry
Cal Trans District 4
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement—San Francisco-Oakland
Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project

Dear Ms. Malandry:

On behalf of the California Preservation Foundation (CPF), I would like to thank
you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement—
San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project.

CPF is the only statewide, non-profit organization promoting the preservation of
California's historic built environment. We represent more than 100,000 residents
through our members and local historic preservation organizations.

Given the enormity of the task, we feel the EIS is quite thorough in its
documentation and treatment of historic resources. We remain very concerned,
however, about the potential loss of historic resources as part of this project.
Specifically, the loss of the historic bridge itself, and the effects the project will
have on other historic resources in the project area—most specifically Quarters 1
and Building 262 on Yerba Buena Island. ‘

Our specific comments are as follows:

Page 3-86 Borders of the Senior Officers’ Quarters Historic District.
We concur that FHWA needs to seek clarification of the district boundary as
soon as possible in consultation with the SHPO and the Navy as part of the
Section 106 compliance process.

Section 4.10 Cultural Resources. This section should refer to Chapter 6 for
a more in-depth discussion of historical resources impacted by this project.
Persons interested in historical resources will naturally turn to Section 4.10 and
may not know that Chapter 6 also refers to historic resources. In addition,
Chapter 6 should be clearly labeled as pertaining to historic resources both in
the Table of Contents and in the chapter heading. Section 4(f) determinations
should be included in the EIS summary. Additionally. the effects on the historic

resources of all the replacement options should be photographically represented
as they are with the retrofit option.

Page 4-84 Quarters 1. We are very concerned about the effects that temporary
detour structures from a replacement option would have on Quarters 1. It
would seem that the North North option of building a freeway over the top of
this building would have an adverse effect, if even temporary, from noise,
vibration and debris. The North South option would appear to have a
somewhat lesser impact. Figures 2-16.1 through 2-18 in Appendix A showing
the temporary detour structures should be referenced in Chapter 4.

Page 4-85 Building 262. We are very concerned about the Adverse Effect that
the northern alignment replacement alternatives would have on Building 262.

Page 4-85 Mitigations. We understand that measures to mitigate the impacts of
this project will be formulated as part of the Section 106 process. The measures
listed in the EIS are good ones, but others developed by the City of Oakland
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Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board should be incorporated or reference
made to their Appendix G letter. The list of mitigations in Chapter 4 should
include ways in which remaining historic resources will be protected from harm
during construction.

Page 4-86 Interpretive Center. We believe that because the demolition of the
SFOBB would be such a substantial loss of a historic resource, that Caltrans
funding for an Interpretive Center should be allocated if the replacement option
is chosen. If the Interpretive Center were to be located in the Key Pier
Substation, adequate access and directional signage from the bridge and
surrounding roadways should be provided. Alternately, an Interpretive Center
in downtown Qakland, or in the historic train station at 16th and Wood Streets
in West Oakland, should be considered.

Section 4.10.3 Consultation. We ask that CPF continue to be included in
Section 106 consultation. Please send information to CPF attention Advocacy
Chair.

Page 4-120 Cumulative Effects. Given the demolition of the historic
westbound Carquinez Bridge, and the proposed demolition of the SFOBB, we
are very concerned that there are increasing cumulative effects of Caltrans
seismic retrofit projects on historic bridges statewide. A fuller discussion of
Caltrans policy regarding this is requested.

Page 6-27 Effect on Quarters 1. It would seem that building the North North
detour structure directly overhead Quarters 1 would result in “interference with
activities or purposes of the resource...on...a temporary basis” as construction
and noise will most certainly make occupation of the building difficult. Please
discuss in further detail how this 4(f) determination, as well as other 4(f)
determinations were made. Please include CPF on your mailing list for further
4(f) evaluations.

In conclusion, for historic resource protection, we recommend retrofit of the
existing bridge. Considering that the retrofit option would have to comply with the
Secretary of the Interiors Standards for Historic Preservation, the changes to the
bridge would be minimal when compared to the total demolition of the entire
historic structure. Of the replacement options, an S-4 alignment with North South
temporary detours would have the least impact to historic resources on YBI and
appears to provide easier access to historic resources on the Oakland touchdown.

Sincerely,

‘/ w0 A
Jeffrey L. Eichenfield

Executive Director
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California Preservation Foundation Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1

The loss of the historic bridge and effects on historic resources in the project area are acknowledged.  A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) among the FHWA, USCG, California State Historic Preservation Officer, and Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has been completed (see Appendix O).  The MOA stipulates measures to mitigate effects on historic properties.  Please also see revised Section 4.10.3 — Impacts to Historic Architectural Resources.

Comment 2

Caltrans and FHWA did not pursue clarification of the boundary of the historic district with the Navy.  For impact assessment purposes, it was assumed the boundaries are correct.
Comment 3

The following sentence has been added to the first paragraph of Section 4.10 — Historic and Cultural Resources:

“Historic resources are also discussed in Chapter 6 as part of the Section 4(f) evaluation.”

Comment 4

To assist readers in finding information about historic resources, additional cross-references have been placed in the relevant sections of Chapters 3, 4 and 6.  It is not appropriate to use a title for Chapter 6 other than “Section 4(f) Evaluation.”  The table of contents is already broken down to a sufficient level of detail that historic resources discussed in Chapter 6 are evident.

Comment 5

The EIS summary has been expanded to include Section 4(f) determinations.

Comment 6

An additional simulation (see Figure 4-26) has been provided in the FEIS to show views from the eastern side of YBI and the temporary detours.

Comment 7

The north-north temporary detour option has been removed from further consideration; therefore, potential impacts of this detour option are no longer being evaluated.
Comment 8

A reference to Figures 2-16.1 through 2-18 has been added to the temporary detours discussion under replacement alternatives impacts to the Senior Officers’ Quarters Historic District in Section 4.10.3 — Impacts to Historic Architectural Resources.

Comment 9

The adverse effect of the northern alternatives on Building 262 is visual intrusion.  Caltrans recognizes that Building 262 would require protection during construction.  As specified in the MOA, Caltrans would develop appropriate measures to protect Building 262 from inadvertent damage during construction.  Caltrans would ensure that any inadvertent damage to Building 262 would be repaired in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

Comment 10

Caltrans and FHWA have developed a comprehensive mitigation program for this project, described in the MOA (Appendix O).  The City of Oakland has participated in developing this mitigation program.  The City's proposals for oral history documentation and salvage of some bridge components are included in the MOA, and the proposal to explain the "role of the bridge in regional development," as part of the museum exhibit and Caltrans' effort to make some of the exhibit materials available for permanent display are included in the MOA.  Some of the City's other proposals were not included in the MOA because they were determined to be of insufficient public benefit relative to their cost, or not sufficiently related to historic preservation goals.  The MOA also includes provisions for the protection of historic properties during construction.  For more information, please see the City of Oakland Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board comment letter on the DEIS dated 11/23/1998 found in this volume and section.  Also, see the comment letter to the Draft Supplemental Section 4(f) Evaluation by City of Oakland, Planning Department dated 8/18/1999 found in Volume II, Section 3.  Responses to these letters follow immediately after the letters.
Comment 11

A temporary museum exhibit about the big bridges of the San Francisco Bay Area, "Bridging the Bay," is planned as one of the mitigation measures.  This exhibit would provide residents of the Bay Area with an opportunity to learn about the engineering, transportation, and social significance of these bridges and the role they have played in the development of the Bay Area.  Caltrans would also seek permanent locations for the materials in this exhibit, in consultation with Bay Area historical societies, local governments, and other interested parties willing to assume responsibility for the curation and display of these materials.  A permanent interpretive center solely devoted to this subject was not included as a mitigation measure because it is not likely to attract sufficient patronage over the long term to justify its ongoing cost of operation and would, therefore, not be a prudent use of public funds.  The public would benefit, however, from the permanent installation of exhibition materials at other Bay Area locations, assuming that other facilities are willing to accept them.

Comment 12

The California Preservation Foundation is one of several organizations consulted with respect to historic properties pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  Several meetings regarding historic resources have been held and the California Preservation Foundation has participated in them.  (See Appendix E — Consultation and Coordination, for more details).

Comment 13

Of the approximately 90 historic bridges owned by Caltrans, only two bridges are expected to be demolished as a result of the Seismic Retrofit Program.  These are the westbound Carquinez Bridge and the East Span of the SFOBB. 

Caltrans' policy is to avoid effects on historic properties, including bridges, whenever possible.  When effects cannot be avoided, they are mitigated to the extent possible.  This policy is consistent with the regulations and guidance of the ACHP and with Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act of 1966, which requires Caltrans to avoid demolition, unless there is no prudent or feasible alternative to demolition, and to take all measures to minimize harm to the historic property.  Demolition of a historic bridge is considered a last resort, but is occasionally necessary if, due to the nature of the bridge and/or its site, the only practicable way of meeting the goal of seismic safety is through replacement.  

The cumulative impacts on historic bridges within San Francisco Bay are discussed in Section 4.15.15 of the FEIS.

Comment 14

Each determination about a Section 4(f) resource was made pursuant to Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act of 1966 and its implementing regulations.  CFR771.135(e):  “In determining the application of Section 4(f) to historic sites, the Administration [FHWA], in cooperation with the applicant [in this case Caltrans], will consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer and appropriate local officials to identify all properties on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Resources (National Register).  The Section 4(f) requirements apply only to sites on or eligible for the National Register unless the Administration determines that the application of Section 4(f) is otherwise appropriate.” 

FHWA and Caltrans prepared a Historic Property Survey Report pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and submitted it to SHPO for concurrence.  This process is documented in Chapters 3 and 4 of the FEIS.  Once properties were determined to be on or eligible for the National Register, project actions were evaluated to determine whether they would result in a Section 4(f) “use” of any historic resources.  The definition of “use” pursuant to Section 4(f) may be found in the introduction to Chapter 6 of the DEIS.  “Use” of a historic resource pursuant to Section 4(f) is not equivalent to “adverse effect” pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  The distinctions between Section 4(f) and Section 106 are discussed more fully in the FEIS, in Section 6.1.3 — Section 4(f) and Section 106.  The intent of the regulations in Section 4(f) referring to activities or purposes of a resource applies more to the other categories of Section 4(f) resources, namely, publicly owned parks, recreation areas and wildlife refuges where activities such as camping can be "used" by a transportation project.  Project impacts on current uses of historic resources were not considered in the Section 4(f) evaluation because they are land use issues that have no bearing on what makes the resource historic.  Project actions were evaluated in terms of their impact on the criteria that qualified each resource for the National Register of Historic Places.

The north-north temporary detour option, which would have placed a temporary detour above Quarters 1, has been removed from further consideration.

Comment 15

Support for retrofitting the existing bridge and Replacement Alternative S-4 is noted.
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