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November 8, 1998

Mara Melandry
Caltrans, District 4
111 Grand Avenue
Qakland, CA 94623-0660

RE: SAN FRANCISCO - OAKLAND BAY BRIDGE DEIS

Dear Ms. Melandry:

The League of Women Voters of the Bay Area appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the Bay Bridge Seismic Safety Project DEIS. Our comments focus on
natural resource impacts.

In the overall the project appears to have been planned with sensitivity to
environmental resources. Adverse impacts to wetlands are recognized as a
significant impact, and 3:1 mitigation is recommended. However, we have a few
concerns and questions. We request the following information to address our
concerns:

1. Provide a more comprehensive analysis of disposal sites for dredged
sediments. What disposal alternatives could be used that would allow the
sediments to be put to beneficial reuse and, therefore, not result in
increased impacts to the Bay? Disposal of the material at Alcatraz, without
analysis of less environmentally damaging alternatives, would not be in accord
with proposed LTMS policies.

2. Describe the quality of the sediments that would be dredged.

3. Where is the proposed tidal wetland mitigation to be located?

4., Which alternative would result in the least amount fill in the Bay?

5. Provide an overall analysis of the adverse impacts to natural resources

for each of the project alternatives. It is not clear which alternative would
have the fewest adverse impacts.

With regard to transportation, option for rail should be kept open.

Thank you for addressing our questions.

Slnqerely, M’
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League of Women Voters of the Bay Area Letter dated 11/8/1998

Comment 1

Comment noted.

Comment 2

A Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) was developed in consultation with the ACOE, EPA, and other members of the Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO). The DMMP (in Appendix M) includes evaluation of numerous reuse/disposal options and combinations of these options.  The list was narrowed to a smaller set based on availability and other criteria.  The alternatives analyzed in detail in the DMMP include in-Bay (SF-11), ocean (SF-DODS), the Hamilton Wetlands Restoration Project, Montezuma Wetland restoration, sidecasting and upland disposal at various landfills.  The preferred reuse/disposal option would be to beneficially reuse the majority of the material at an available upland wetland restoration site, if such a site is available and cost-effective.  If approved sites are not available or not cost-effective, Caltrans may beneficially reuse materials at landfill sites as daily cover or dispose of materials at the deep ocean disposal site.  Caltrans also plans on beneficially reusing some dredged material and excavated sand to restore a portion of the barge access channel to its pre-existing bathymetry for eelgrass habitat.  Approximately 460 cubic meters (600 cubic yards) of material generated on a monthly basis during pier construction is proposed for disposal at the Alcatraz site.  Dredged material determined to be unsuitable for aquatic disposal or reuse would be taken to an appropriate landfill for disposal.  All the disposal options are in accordance with proposed LTMS policies.  In its comment letter of August 20, 1999 on the DMMP, the EPA concurred with Caltrans/FHWA’s preferred combination of reuse/disposal options.  This letter can be found in Volume II, Section 2 — DMMP Comments and Responses. 

Comment 3

A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report was prepared for the Preferred Alternative 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 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 aquatic disposal or reuse 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 4

In the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites (Appendix N), a potential site was identified as being suitable for restoration, enhancement, or creation of tidal marsh wetlands and mudflats habitat.  This site is the Breuner property located in Richmond.  Please see the updated Section 4.9.6 — Natural Resources, Mitigation for a summary of special aquatic site mitigation measures.

Comment 5

The build alternative which places the least amount of net fill in the Bay and/or Other Waters of the U.S. depends on the definition of fill being applied.  Please see Section 4.9.1 — Placement of Fill in San Francisco Bay for a comparison of permanent fill required for each of the build alternatives as defined by ACOE and BCDC.  The determination of the net volume of fill and the net surface area of fill takes into account the removal of the existing bridge and related dredging, removal of sediments for barge access, and the construction of piles and pile caps.

According to both the ACOE and BCDC definitions of the volume of fill, Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 would result in the least amount of net fill in the Bay and in Other Waters of the U.S.  According to the ACOE definition of the surface area of fill, Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 would result in the least amount of net fill in Other Waters of the U.S.  According to the BCDC definition of the surface area of fill, which includes high-level suspended fill from the bridge decks, the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would result in the least amount of net fill in the Bay because all of the new permanent fill would be placed within the footprint of the existing bridge deck.

Comment 6

Please see revised Section 4.9 — Natural Resources, Section 4.14.8 — Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources, and Table S-3 in the FEIS.  

Comment 7

Comment noted.  In response to requests for a study of passenger rail options in the Bay Bridge corridor, 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 is expected to be completed by fall 2002.  The replacement alternatives would not preclude light-rail transit (LRT) should these studies find rail feasible and decision-makers choose to fund and construct a LRT system as a separate future project on the SFOBB East Span.  (See Section 2.5 — Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies in the FEIS for a summary of available information about the studies completed or currently being conducted by MTC.)
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