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November 23, 1998

Mara Melandry
Caltrans District 4
111 Grand Ave.
Oakland, CA 94623

Re: Comments on the Bay Bridge draft EIS
Dear Ms. Melandry:

This letter is to provide comments on the draft environmental impact
statement (EIS) for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Project.
We find the document to be inadequate because important issues are not
addressed. The following lists our major concemns.

The EIS does not adequately analyze retrofitting the existing bridge versus
replacing it. The EIS claims a retrofitted bridge “would experience substantial
damage and require extensive reconstruction or replacement following an
MCE,” and that it would have higher life-cycle costs than a replacement
bridge. However, there is no documentation provided to support these
claims. A thorough analysis of retrofit versus replacement is needed, and
should be reviewed and commented on by interested stakeholders.

The EIS does not adequately analyze water quality impacts of replacement.
The EIS is contradictory in this regard. It states that “the proposed
replacement alternatives would not be expected to increase concentration
levels of those pollutants commonly found in highway runoff,” and that “the
mass loading of some constituents may increase relative to the increase in
exposed area.” We also disagree with the claim that there will an
improvement in overall water quality because a new bridge will not require
sandblasting and painting. The increase in stormwater runoff due to
increased roadway exposure will increase contamination levels. Mitigation
measures for water quality impacts should be identified. A runoff collection
and treatment system should be included as a mitigation measure.
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[image: image2.png]The EIS is inaccurate regarding mitigation of cumulative water quality
impacts. It states that Caltrans bridge projects “include mitigation meaures to
reduce pollutants that would enter runoff,” yet, as noted above, mitigation
has not been identified.

The EIS is inadequate because it does not identify mitigation measures for

water quality impacts caused by construction and deconstruction activities.
The EIS states that it may be difficult to prevent water quality impacts from
construction, so it should identify appropriate mitigation.

The EIS is inadequate because it does not identify options for upland
beneficial reuse of dredge materials. The first choice for dredge material
disposal should be beneficial reuse and not in-Bay disposal, as is advised by
the Long Term Management Strategy for dredge material disposal.

The EIS is inadequate because it does not analyze the water quality impacts of
dredging and in-Bay dredge material disposal, it does not estimate the

amount of in-Bay disposal, and does not characterize the chemical
composition of the dredge materials. Characterization of sediments is -
necessary to determine water quality impacts and the amount of hazardous
dredge materials requiring disposal at an upland hazardous materials disposal
site. It is also necessary to determine accurate cost estimates of replacement.

The EIS is inadequate because it does not identify appropriate mitigation
measures for water quality impacts from dredging.

We appréciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Ba&r Bridge
project. We hope that the EIS will be amended to reflect the changes as
suggested and we look forward to receiving your response.

Sincerely,

David Lewis
Executive Director
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Save San Francisco Bay Association Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1

The EIS is a full disclosure document that presents a summary of the potential impacts and benefits of project alternatives.  The summary information concerning life cycle costs presented in Section 2.4.2 — Costs is based on Retrofit vs. New Bridge, An Economic Analysis for the East Span of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, prepared by Caltrans in April 1997.  Review of the complete technical report can be arranged by contacting the Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office.  Additional analysis is from the SFOBB East Span Seismic Safety Project 30 Percent Type Selection Report prepared by Caltrans in May 1998, which was also made available for public review.

The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative was one of four build alternatives assessed in the DEIS.  Although the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative could be designed to meet seismic safety criteria, it was determined that the cantilever span could not be retrofitted to meet the lifeline criteria.  In the event of a design earthquake event, the cantilever is predicted to experience significant damage requiring long-term closure and possible replacement of the bridge.  The replacement alternatives were determined to meet the lifeline criteria.

In response to concerns that the existing span could be retrofitted to meet lifeline standards and would be a better choice than replacing the bridge, Caltrans completed a report (Replacement vs. Retrofit) in April 2000 to summarize information on the topic.  At the request of the National Economic Council, an office in the Executive Branch of the federal government, the ACOE conducted an independent review of the information during September and October 2000.  The ACOE concluded that replacing the existing bridge would be better than retrofitting it.

Comment 2

The proposed replacement alternatives would not be expected to increase pollutant concentration levels.  The existing pollutant mass is based on total vehicle hours on the structure.  For the total mass of pollution to change, either the total usage hours must increase or the pollutant generation rate must increase.  Given that the improvements in operations on a replacement bridge should decrease the generation rate due to reduction in stop-and-go traffic, the actual mass of pollutants should decrease.  Increased rainfall on a wider structure would not increase the mass of pollutants.  In other words, the bridge runoff quantity is not linked to pollutant mass.  
Comment 3

The existing sources of pollutants discharged to the Bay from the existing bridge include highway runoff and residues from paint removal operations.  The new facility would not require extensive maintenance of its paint system nor would the paint system be lead-based.  As a result, the new facility would provide an improvement in water quality over the discharges from the existing facility.  See Section 4.8.1 — Surface Water Quality for more details on benefits to water quality.
Comment 4

Please see response to Comment 2 above regarding contamination levels.

The design of the replacement bridge would have inherent water quality benefits, especially when the features are compared to the existing bridge.  Bridge runoff quality is expected to be improved based on design features such as standard shoulders, standard lane widths, a predominantly concrete structure which reduces the need for painting and paint removal, and increased sight distances which reduce accidents and the amount of stop-and-go traffic.  

In December 2000, Caltrans completed a Treatment BMP Feasibility Study for the East Span Project.  The report, which was submitted to the RWQCB, evaluated several Best Management Practices (BMPs) for addressing potential pollutants generated by storm water runoff within the project limits.  The evaluation looked at various techniques such as constructed wetlands, detention basins, infiltration basins, infiltration trenches, and sweeping.  Most of the techniques were found to be infeasible when right-of-way requirements, constructibility, maintenance, safety, and cost-effectiveness were considered (see Section 4.8.1 — Surface Water Quality).

Caltrans is not pursuing a system to collect storm water runoff from the bridge and to treat storm water off-site.  It has been concluded that costs and land use impacts of a detention system at the Oakland Touchdown do not justify the inclusion of such a system.

Comment 5

Caltrans is still evaluating BMPs.  All replacement alternatives would have an established commitment to the selected PCMs.  The implementation of BMPs would help to minimize cumulative water quality impacts as discussed in Section 4.15.10 — Cumulative Impacts, Water Quality.

Comment 6

As described in updated Section 4.14.7 — Water Resources and Water Quality, Caltrans would utilize BMPs as defined in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) developed prior to the beginning of construction activities.  BMPs used to control site pollutants include structural devices, such as silt fences and straw bales, and non-structural devices, such as good housekeeping and construction-related waste management.  Caltrans anticipates the use of BMPs for dewatering, concrete wastes, spill prevention, material management, and sediment control.  Once construction processes and design details are developed and refined for the approved alternative, Caltrans would select appropriate BMPs to complement each activity.
Comments 7-10

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 (included in Appendix M) addresses updated estimates of materials to be dredged (see also revised Table 4.14-4 of the FEIS and the errata sheet attached to the DMMP), locations for reuse/disposal of materials, and impacts of dredging on the aquatic environment.  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.

A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report was prepared and summarizes the results of testing to determine the quality of sediments.  Please see Section 3.12.2 — Sediment Sampling and Analysis and updated Section 4.14.10 — Temporary Impacts During Construction, Construction Excavation and Dredging.
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