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National Trust for Historic Preservation

November 23, 1998

Mara Malandry By Facsimile
Caltrans District

P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

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

Dear Ms. Malandry:

On behalf of our 25,000 members in California and 270,000 nationwide, the National
Trust for Historic Preservation is pleased to make the following comments regarding the
proposed seismic improvements to the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. Chartered by
Congress in 1949, the National Trust is a private non-profit organization dedicated to protecting
the irreplaceable. We fight to save historic buildings and the neighborhoods and landscapes they
anchor. Through education and advocacy, the National Trust is revitalizing communities across
the country and challenges citizens to create sensible plans for the future.

The National Trust recognizes that the scale of this project is daunting. We applaud
elements such as the inclusion of bike and pedestrian lanes in each of the new construction

proposals. However, we believe the EIS does not go far enough in evaluating and mitigating the
effects of the various proposals to historic resources.

The San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge:

The Bay Bridge is not only listed in the National Register of Historic Places at the
national level of significance, but is also an engineering landmark. While the historic
significance of the Bridge is noted throughout the EIS it is not until the Chapter 6 discussion of
Section 4F of the Department of Transportation Act that a more detailed discussion of the
historic significance of the Bridge takes place. Replacement of the East Span of the Bridge
means a loss of this important resource. We believe there should be greater attention given
throughout the text regarding the loss of the resource. More attention to the significance of the

Bridge itself should help in framing mitigation measures and the discussion of design for the
replacement span.

Treatment of Historic Resources:

Northern vs. Southern Alignment of the Replacement Structure: The retrofit of the
existing bridge not only preserves the east span of the historic bridge but also results in fewer
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[image: image2.png]negative impacts to the historic buildings at Yerba Buena Island than the three replacement
alternatives. However, it appears that a southern route for the replacement structure would mean
fewer negative impacts than the northern alignments to the historic resources on Yerba Buena
Island (YBY). The historic resources on YBI will also play a key role in the conversion of the
island from military to civilian use. Free access to those buildings as well as an unencumbered
ability to reuse them for a number of publically-related purposes is critical to a successful
transition from military base to public use. The more disruption to the site, the less smooth will
be the city of San Francisco’s redevelopment of YBI.

Visual Representation of Potential Impacts to Historic Buildings: Some effort should be
made through computer generated imagery to represent how views from the historic buildings
will be altered by four of the five realignment alternatives. It is difficult to evaluate the
alternatives without a greater understanding of the visual impacts.

Boundary of the Senior Officer’s Quarters Historic District: Clarification of the boundary
is important and for a meaningful review of effects to historic resources should be completed
prior to the Final Environmental Impact Statement. '

Chapter 6, Section 4 (f): Section 4 (f) of the Department of Transportation Act prohibits
the Secretary of Transportation from approving any project that would require "the use" of any
historic properties unless "there is no feasible and prudent alternative” to doing so, and unless the
agency has done all possible planning to minimize harm to historic properties.

The DEIS makes a case (Page 6-20) that there is no "constructive use" of Yerba Buena
Island and the historic resources and district located there. The National Trust believes that there
are serious negative impacts to the historic buildings of YBI due to the proximity of the
realignment alternatives. Constructive use is the "substantial impairment" of important
"activities, features or attributes” of a site protected by 4 (f). Constructive use would be found
where the project "obstructs or eliminates the primary views of an architecturally significant
historic building, or substantially detracts from the setting of a park or historic site which derives
it value in substantial part due to its setting.” (Id. 771.135 (p) (4) (ii).Constructive use may be
found where there are visual impacts and loss of context . It is not clear to what degree the
realignment alternatives will alter views from the historic buildings.

The DEIS (Chapter 6) examines the impacts of the alternatives based only upon the
National Register boundaries. It is important to note that the setting of a historic property is not
restricted to its National Register boundaries. According to National Register Bulletin 15, "How
to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation,” the features of a historic property
"._.and their relationships should be examined not only within the exact boundaries of the
property, but also between the property and its surroundings." The impacts of the realignment

alternatives and the temporary detours should be evaluated with regard to their effect on the
* historic environment of YBL

Even in an urban environment that may already be compromised by high ambient noise
levels and visual intrusions, courts have found that distances of 40 and 200 feet between
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[image: image3.png]freeways and nearby historic properties resulted in indirect impacts that would substantially
impair the value of those historic properties due to noise, visual intrusion, vibration, and other
adverse effects. Coalition Against a Raised Expressway, Inc. (CARE) v. Dole, 835 F.2d 803, 810
(11" Cir. 1988); Citizen Advocates for Responsible Expansion, Inc. (I-CARE) v. Dole, 770 F.2d
423, 441-42 (5™ Cir. 1985). The proximity of the realignment alternatives appear to substantially
impact historic buildings, particularly Building 262. Both northern alignments project northward
closer to the historic district than the current bridge and project directly over Building 262 . The

impacts would include potentially higher levels of noise, visual intrusion-including blockage of
light and air-and vibration.

- Construction Impacts: There is no discussion in the EIS regarding the potential impacts
to historic buildings stemming from construction of the new span and demolition of the old one.

Temporary Detours: The temporary detours are likely to have negative impacts on
historic Quarters 1. Construction around and above the historic building and its landscape
elements could result in damage to the building and its setting. Measures to protect and monitor
the building and its setting must be included in a list of mitigation measures.

Supplemental Draft 4(f) Evaluation: Should this document need to be prepared, the
National Trust would like to receive a copy.

Mitigation Measures:

While additional mitigation measures will be crafted through the Section 106 process, the
National Trust supports the mitigation measures listed in the EIS (page 4-86) as well as those
drafted by the Oakland Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board as found in Appendix G of the

EIS. In addition, we believe that measures to protect historic resources during construction must
be included in any list of mitigation measures.

Cumulative Effects:

The National Trust shares the concerns of other historic preservation organizations
regarding the loss of historic bridges due to seismic strengthening protects around the state. We

would welcome the opportunity participate in a discussion with Caltrans and others regarding
this issue.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for the San Francisco-Oakland
Bay Bridge, East Span Seismic Safety Project. Please do not hesitate to contact me with
questions.

Sincerely,
-7
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Courtney A. Damkroger
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Daniel Abeyta, California Office of Historic Preservation

Jeff Eichenfield, California Preservation Foundation

Daniel Reidy, San Francisco Landmarks Advisory Board

George Lythcott, Oakland Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board
Paul Edmonson, National Trust, Department of Law and Public Policy








National Trust for Historic Preservation Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1

Additional information about the SFOBB, including its historical technological, and architectural significance, can be found in Section 6.3.1 — The San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge.  New text about the significance of the bridge has been added to Section 3.10 — Historic and Cultural Resources. 

Comment 2
Comment noted.  Replacement Alternative N-6 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative as well as the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA).  A discussion of these designations can be found in Section 2.2.6 of the FEIS.  Following project construction, all of the historic buildings on YBI would have opportunities for reuse.

Comment 3

Additional visual simulations have been prepared to show views from and towards Quarters 1 (see Figures 4-15a through 4-16c in Appendix A). 

Comment 4

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.

Refinements to the design of the new bridge have resulted in columns being placed outside the boundary of the district.
Comment 5

The historic buildings on YBI are eligible for or are listed on the National Register of Historic Places, either for their architecture alone or for their architecture and their association with military history.

Based on verification from the U.S. Department of Transportation, the authors of the Section 4(f) regulations, it was confirmed that in determining constructive use as a result of a change in views of a historic building, it is the views toward the building that are considered rather than the views from it.  All the historic buildings have been determined eligible or are listed on the National Register of Historic Places with the existing bridge in place as a major element in their surroundings.  The existing bridge is a predominant element on YBI, and this predominance would not change no matter which alternative is selected.

Comment 6

Caltrans included consideration of the effects of the project alternatives outside the boundaries of the historic properties in its Section 106 analysis.  However, there is a distinction between the evaluation of use pursuant to Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act of 1966 as presented in Chapter 6 and the evaluation of effects pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  The two are not equivalent.  There is a more detailed discussion of these distinctions in the FEIS in Section 6.1.3 —Section 4(f) and Section 106.

The environment or setting of a historic resource has more limited applicability under Section 4(f) than it does under Section 106.  Use of a Section 4(f) resource is found to occur when 1) land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility; 2) there is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the statute’s preservationist purposes as determined by criteria in the statute; or 3) when there is a constructive use of the protected Section 4(f) property.  Constructive use occurs when a transportation project does not incorporate land from a Section 4(f) resource, but the project’s proximity impacts are so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify a resource for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired.  In the case of historic resources, the protected activities, features, or attributes are defined by the criteria that make the resource eligible or listed on the National Register of Historic Places.  Changes to the setting pursuant to Section 4(f) are only considered in relation to their bearing on the protected activities, features, or attributes of the historic resource.  

Comment 7

Indirect effects on historic properties, including noise, vibration, and visual intrusion, were considered in the Finding of Effect report prepared by Caltrans in 1998.  This report concluded that Building 262 would be adversely affected by the northern alternatives because of its visual intrusion, but that the other historic properties on YBI would not be adversely affected. 

For all of the new bridge alternatives, noise levels at the historic properties on YBI would be lower than current noise levels.  Use of steel-reinforced concrete in the replacement alternatives would result in lower operational noise levels by eliminating radiation of sound through bridge decks and reducing noise created by vehicles traveling over new modular expansion joints.  In addition, the side-by-side decks would eliminate traffic noise that may be currently reflecting from the bottom of the upper deck.

All historic buildings, including Building 262, are more than 30 meters (100 feet) away from construction activities that would generate vibration.  It is expected that vibration levels experienced at these properties would be well below the architectural damage risk level.  Historic buildings would be monitored for damage as a result of construction activities, including the possible use of vibration-measuring devices on the buildings.

Both northern alternatives would have a vertical clearance of 43 meters (141 feet) from the top of Building 262 to the bottom of the bridge.  It is recognized that the close proximity of the new structures would constitute an impact to the character of the property.  A northern alternative, because of its height above Building 262, would not permanently cast a shadow on this building (see Figure 4-26 in Appendix A).  Compared to existing conditions, the building would be in shadow for longer periods in mid-summer and for shorter periods in the winter due to the angle of the sun in relation to the position of the bridge.  The existing bridge, to the south of Building 262, also casts a shadow on the building some of the time.
Comment 8

Potential impacts during construction include possible traffic disruptions, reduced desirability of use due to noise, visual impacts due to temporary detours, and the unavailability of the Parade Grounds for non-construction uses.  Caltrans would reimburse the CCSF for documented loss of rental revenues for Quarters 1-7.  A pre- and post-construction survey of the buildings would be conducted, and construction-related damage to the buildings would be repaired as necessary.  Caltrans would also provide reimbursement for documented losses to Quarters 10 as well.  In addition, measures to protect these buildings during construction would be undertaken, as stipulated in the MOA included in Appendix O of this document.

Comment 9

Measures to protect Quarters 1 and other historic properties on YBI have been incorporated into the MOA, which stipulates how effects on historic properties would be taken into account.  In addition, the MOA stipulates that the grounds of the historic properties would be restored after removal of the temporary detours, and in the unlikely event that any inadvertent damage occurs, historic buildings would be repaired in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.  Please also note that the north-north detour, which would have spanned Quarters 1, is no longer being considered.
Comment 10

The National Trust for Historic Preservation is included on the list for distribution of all EIS technical documents, including the Supplemental Draft 4(f) Evaluation, which was published in June 1999.

Comment 11

Caltrans and FHWA have developed a comprehensive mitigation program for this project, as stipulated in the MOA (see Appendix O).  The City of Oakland Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board has participated in developing this mitigation program.  The Board'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 includes provisions for the protection of historic properties during construction.
Comment 12

Provisions for the protection of historic properties on YBI during construction would be undertaken, as stipulated in the MOA.  Appropriate protective measures would be used during construction, inadvertent damage to buildings would be repaired, a historic structure report would be prepared for Building 262 to promote the reuse of the building, grounds would be restored, and a planting plan to screen the concrete-encased YB3 from Quarters 1 would be developed.
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.  Cumulative impacts on historic bridges within San Francisco Bay are discussed in Section 4.15.15 of the FEIS.
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