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Marin Audubon Society ~ Box 599  Mill Valley, California 94942-0599

November 8, 1998

Mara Melandry
CALTRANS, District 4
111 Grand Avenue

P.0. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

RE: SAN FRANCISCO - OAKLAND BAY BRIDGE
SEISMIC SAFETY PROJECT DEIS

Dear Msg. Melandry:

The Marin Audubon Society appreciates your consideration of our comments on
the Bay Bridge Project DEIS/Statutory Exemption. We are pleased that Caltrans
is carefully considering the natural resource impacts of the project.
Nevertheless, there are some aspects that warrant more evaluation and
discussion. We have the following comments and requests:

Dredged Material:

The project alternatives will require dredging, however, the information
provided about the dredging and particularly the disposal of the dredged
material is inadequate. The dredging and disposal should be addressed now, in
this DEIS. The CEQA/NEPA review is the legal process for the public and
agencies to obtain sufficient information to evaluate the project impacts.
Addressing these issues at the permitting stage by the DMMO, as is suggested
on pages 4-58 and 59, is not sufficient. The permitting stage is too late in
the process and would not assure adequate and public environmental review
under state and federal environmental guality laws. The DEIS indicates that
disposal location will be determined during the project permitting stage.

There should be a more complete discussion of the quality of the dredged
material. This is essential to address potential impacts of the dredging and
also to adequately plan for disposal at a suitable location. The discussion
on page 4-59 is too general.

A DEIS should address sites where SUAD dredged material could be used to
benefit the Bay instead of dumping it at Alcatraz. The Hamilton marsh
restoration project should be considered. True upland disposal or wetland
restoration, provided the restoration site does not have high resource values,
should be preferred over aquatic disposal.

The potential specific location(s) for disposal of material that is not
suitable for aquatic disposal (NUAD), should also be addressed. Adverse
impacts related to both upland or wetland restoration disposal options should
also be presented along with measures to mitigate the impacts of these
options.

Overall Natural Resource Impacts:

It is difficult to assess and compare the overall impacts of the project on
natural researches of the Bay because the information provided is scattered
and -incomplete. We request that a summary of the impacts of each alternative
be provided. At least the following should be covered: wetland loss, mudflat
sand other shoreline coverage, Bay fill, shoreline coverage, dredging,
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[image: image2.png]endangered species and wildlife impacts. This information is necessary to be
able to determine which is the least environmentally damaging alternative. The
least environmentally damaging alternative should be the preferred
alternative.

Wetland/Mudflat Impacts:

We support the 3:1 mitigation for wetland losses being proposed by CALTRANS.
Restoring current uplands to the Emeryville Crescent marsh is preferable to
wetland mitigation in the Oakland outer harbor because mitigating at
Emeryville would expand an already important wetland habitat. We are unaware
that there is much if any habitat in Outer Harbor, therefore, a mitigation
there could be isolated and perhaps of lesser habitat value.

We also support replacement of the lost mudflat habitat at a 3:1 ratio.
However, we do not support use of the Oakland middle harbor as a mitigation
site for mudflat impacts. The mudflat mitigation should be located near the
shorebird roosting site to ensure both habitat components are available in
close proximity.

Eelgrass Impacts:

Since no efforts to restore eelgrass in the Bay have been successful so far,
we agree that eelgrass replacement must be considered experimental. To
provide minimal certainty that the eelgrass replacement would be successful,
the conceptual eelgrass mitigation plan should be circulated for public
review. At minimum, the DEIS should describe the eelgrass replacement
techniques and the location the replacement would occur.

We support replacement of eelgrass at a 3:1 ratio for the reasons stated on
page 4-74. However, should the 3:1 mitigation fail, the Bay would be left
with a net loss of eelgrass. For this reason, we recommend in the event the
eelgrass mitigation is not be successful, either a second replacement effort
be undertaken, or an additional wetland restoration be implemented as
mitigation.

Wildlife Impacts:

Could the bridge dismantling and construction be scheduled to avoid nesting
season for Peregrine Falcon and Double Crested Cormorant? Include a discussion
of how and to what extent the bridge construction activities could be timed to
avoid impacts to nesting birds and other wildlife.

Shorebirds: Removal of shoreline upland refugia and mudflats would adversely
impact the habitats for shorebirds and, we agree, must be mitigated. However,
the proposed mitigation area for loss of shorebird refugia is not acceptable
because it is not certain that comparable upland refugia areas would be
assured at the site of the envisioned new park at the southern portion of the
ODakland touchdown area. It is not clear that the upland areas of the new park
would provide habitat of the same value as the existing site, would be
permanent habitat and protected from impacts of adjacent uses. Fencing may
not be sufficient. A wide buffer should be provided between any public access
and the refugia habitat.

A preferable alternative for shorebirds is to locate the refugia near the
mudflat mitigation area so that the foraging and resting habitats are located
in close proximity.

Peregrine Falcon: The design features used by Peregrine Falcon for nesting
should be described. While nest structures may not be necessary to ensure
continued Peregrine Falcon negting on the new bridge, to best ensure continued
Peregrine nesting suitable nest-sites should be include in the design.





6 Cont.
7
8
9
10
11
12

[image: image3.png]Double Crested Cormorant: We do not support purchase of Red Rock Island as
mitigation for the Bay Bridge impacts. As stated, Cormorants do not nest on
Red Rock, (they nest on the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge), so acquisiton of this
island would be inappropriate as mitigation for this impact. The Devil's
Slide experience is not comparable because that site had been used by nesting
Common Murre until recent years. The colony was abandoned because the Murre
population that used that site had been decimated due to years of gill netting
and several oil spills. Adequate mitigation should be to provide ledges or
platforms on the bridge to encourage the Cormorants to continue to nest on the
new bridge.

Other Resource Impacts:

Would there be an increase in shoreline coverage with riprap? How much
affected shoreline is already covered with riprap and how much additional area
would be covered as a result of the project? Mitigation should be provided
for rocky shoreline or other shoreline habitats that would be lost that are
not included in the calculations for wetlands.

The construction yard should be located entirely outside of wetlands.

Describe in more detail the chemical means (page 2-25) that could be used to
remove rock. Why would chemicals be chosen for use over other means?

Coast Live Oak: A project goal should be to avoid to the maximum extent
possible the loss of native trees. What is the size and estimated age of the
live oaks that could be removed? The affected area and the number and
location of trees that would be removed should be determined before
construction, not after. The DEIS should include standards for an acceptable
mitigation plan including: habitat value as compared to existing trees, the
number and size of replacement trees, where they would be planted, and length
of time for maintenance, nature of maintenance and replacement if they do not
survive.

Thank you for responding to our comments.






13

14
15
16
17
18



Marin Audubon Society Letter dated 11/8/1998

Comment 1

Comment noted.

Comment 2

A Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) has been developed in consultation with the ACOE, EPA, and other members of the Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO).  The DMMP addresses updated estimates of materials to be dredged (see also revised Table 4.14-4 in the FEIS and an errata sheet attached to the DMMP in Appendix M), locations for reuse/disposal of materials, and impacts of dredging on the aquatic environment.  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.  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.  Caltrans proposes to beneficially reuse a majority of the material at an upland wetland site, provided such sites accept material during the periods when East Span Project construction activities would 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.  Caltrans may also beneficially reuse some dredged material and excavated sand to restore portions of the barge access channel at the Oakland Touchdown area for eelgrass habitat.

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.  Comments and responses for the DMMP can be found in Volume II, Section 2 of this FEIS.
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 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

The DMMP 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 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.    See Section 4.14.10 — Construction Excavation and Dredging for more details.

Comment 5

The DMMP presents a detailed discussion of landfill sites for disposal of materials determined by the DMMO to be not suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal.  These sites are all available to receive material.  Please see the DMMP in Appendix M.

Potential impacts at dredged material reuse/disposal sites would be addressed by the managing entities of the reuse/disposal sites.  Impacts and mitigation for these sites would be included in environmental documentation prepared for each reuse/disposal project and would not be part of the East Span Project.

Comment 6

A summary of potential impacts to special aquatic sites has been added to the EIS in Table 4.9-5 (permanent impacts) and Table 4.14-3 (temporary impacts).  Bay fill information is included in Tables 4.9-1 through 4.9-4, 4.14-1, and 4.14-2.  Table S-3 in the Summary section of the FEIS also contains comparative information.  

The Preferred Alternative, Replacement Alternative N-6, has been identified as the LEDPA (see Section 2.2.6).  In addition to environmental concerns, practicability must also be considered when choosing a project alternative.  An evaluation of practicability was conducted for each replacement alternative in terms of cost, technology, and logistics.  Due to logistical impediments, Replacement Alternative S-4 does not meet the standards for practicability.  Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 have been determined to be practicable.  Both would require the same construction methods and would result in generally the same impacts to natural resources.

Comment 7

Refinement of mitigation concepts has been conducted for eelgrass and sand flats to address permanent and temporary impacts.  The Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites can be found in Appendix N.  The mitigation discussion in Section 4.9.6 — Natural Resources, Mitigation and Section 4.14.8 — Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources have also been updated.
Caltrans has prepared the conceptual mitigation plan in consultation with resource agencies.  The mitigation plan proposes a combination of off-site and on-site restoration of sand flats and eelgrass beds and out-of-kind mitigation for permanent impacts to sand flats and eelgrass beds by creating a tidal marsh ecosystem.

The Oakland Middle Harbor Enhancement Area has been withdrawn from consideration as a mitigation option, and reference to that site has been deleted.  A potential site in Richmond has been identified that would be suitable for creation of a tidal marsh ecosystem, including creation of tidal channels, mudflats, and tidal marsh and enhancement of existing uplands and wetlands.  Specific issues of cost and feasibility of mitigation at those sites would be addressed prior to site selection and mitigation implementation.  Resource agencies agreed that creation of a new tidal marsh ecosystem instead of enhancement of the Emeryville Crescent would have greater value to mitigating project impacts, since the Emeryville Crescent does not have a sufficient amount of uplands that could be converted to tidal marsh.  Moreover, the existing uplands provide a significant value to wildlife.

Comment 8

Please see response to Comment 7 above.
Comment 9

Mitigation for the loss of eelgrass beds is described in Section 4.9.6 — Natural Resources, Mitigation and in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites, which is included in Appendix N.  The complexity of ensuring successful transplantation and enhancement of eelgrass beds is recognized.  Caltrans is working with recognized experts in this field to determine the likelihood for success of transplanting eelgrass.  Proposed on-site mitigation includes harvesting eelgrass prior to construction and planting test plots to determine successful methodologies for  transplanting eelgrass.  At project completion, Caltrans would restore portions of the barge access channel to its original bathymetry and plant eelgrass to facilitate colonization of eelgrass.  Caltrans would also provide off-site mitigation in the form of a tidal marsh ecosystem.  Out-of-kind mitigation is agreed to by resource agencies.  EPA, ACOE, and USFWS have provided preliminary agreement on the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites (see their concurrence letters in Appendix F — NEPA/404 Integration Process).

Comment 10

Bridge dismantling would be scheduled to the greatest extent possible to avoid the nesting period of the peregrine falcon.  If dismantling the existing bridge occurs during the nesting season, a monitor from the Santa Cruz Predatory Bird Research Group would observe the birds' nesting activities and, if dismantling work disturbs nesting activities, chicks would be collected, raised off-site, and eventually released at a natural site.

Caltrans would monitor the double-crested cormorant colony during breeding season and prevent the birds from nesting on the existing bridge where potential impacts by construction activities could occur.  The protocol to prevent double-crested cormorants from nesting involves washing partially constructed nests off the bridge with water when the nests are not actively occupied.  If the nests are completed and the birds have laid eggs, the nests would not be disturbed.

Comment 11

Impacts to shorebird habitat would occur as a result of all replacement alternatives. The northern alternatives would permanently impact shorebird feeding habitat.  Sand flats along the northern portion of the Oakland Touchdown area provide foraging and roosting areas.  Approximately 1.36 hectares (3.36 acres) of these sand flats would be permanently impacted by the northern alternatives.  However, the reduction in feeding habitat is not anticipated to adversely impact shorebirds due to the relatively small area affected by the project.  The northern alternatives would also temporarily impact 0.69 hectare (1.70 acre) of sand flats during construction of the westbound roadway and placement of a geotube for dewatering.  Replacement Alternative S-4 would permanently impact approximately 0.21 hectare (0.51 acre) of uplands.  The upland areas occur on the south side of the Oakland Touchdown area and are known to provide shorebird winter and high-tide roosting habitat.  All replacement alternatives would temporarily impact this upland area during construction and would result in the displacement of roosting habitat.  Proposed mitigation for the loss of shorebird roosting habitat includes restoration of portions of the sand flats impacted by the placement of a geotube and off-site creation of a tidal marsh ecosystem, including enhancement or creation of upland shorebird refugia.  See Section 4.9.6 — Natural Resources, Mitigation and Section 4.14.8 — Temporary Impacts During Construction Activities for more on mitigation.

Any shorebird roosting habitat as part of the Gateway Park would be developed through the park planning process, which is being led by the East Bay Regional Park District.  

Comment 12

The peregrine falcon pair that nests on the East Span uses an opening in Pier E2 between the upper and lower roadways.  Since these birds of prey are known to use bridges and tall buildings as surrogate nest sites, no nest structures would be created on the new bridge for peregrines.  A June 24, 1997 letter from USFWS supports the concept that peregrine falcons would likely nest on a replacement bridge once construction activities are complete (see Appendix G).

Comment 13

Nest ledges would be constructed on a replacement bridge.

Comment 14

The proposed project would not result in an increase in riprap along the shoreline.  The combination of placing the westbound roadway further bayward and improvements to the sand flat/upland interface would result in an overall decrease in the area of riprap.  Caltrans has not calculated the exact area and volume.  However, approximately 65 percent of the existing riprap would be reused to protect the new slope of the westbound roadway.  No new riprap would be imported or brought to the site.  The existing amount of coverage was not quantified because riprap does not constitute rocky inter-tidal habitat as defined by California Department of Fish and Game.  As a result, no mitigation was developed for the loss of riprap.

Comment 15

Contract specifications would include provision for fencing wetlands as Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs).  Construction staging areas on YBI and at the Oakland Touchdown would be located outside of wetland areas.  

Comment 16

The use of chemicals as a dismantling method is no longer being considered.  The reasons include difficulty in controlling it in water and potential environmental impacts. Also, chemical methods are not very effective in water, and they operate slowly.

Comment 17

The size and estimated number of trees that may be impacted by the project is discussed in Section 4.9.4 — Other Natural Communities.  There are three patches of coast live oak woodland on slopes of YBI.  Portions of two patches could be removed by the alteration of Macalla Road, which is required for all of the replacement alternatives.  Six coast live oak trees, ranging from 45 to 127 centimeters (18 to 50 inches) diameter-breast height, would be lost.  The trees are at least 50 years old.  The trees would be replaced in-kind in the same area to create habitat 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.

Comment 18

The number and size of coast live oak trees to be replanted and success criteria would be included in the master planting plan.  Oaks would be replaced in accordance with the CCSF tree ordinance.  The plan would include the planting of in-kind trees, monitoring, and replanting as necessary to ensure success of the plan in order to return the affected area to pre-construction conditions.
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