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23 november 1998

Mara Melandry
CalTrans District 4
fax: 510 286 6374

Dear CalTrans,

The DEIS for the Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project is
fatally deficient. It requires real information in several major
areas of concern before it can even approach the status of a
legally functional document.

The air quality impacts for construction and demolition have not
been adequately discussed with regard to fine particulates, CO2
and NOX. This project could be a significant factor is driving
the Bay Area out of federal compliance with the Clean Air Act.
This impact must be studied and discussed.

Impacts on wildlife and species of federal concern such as least
terns who are active in the area, and snowy plovers who roost on
the Bay Bridge approach must be studied and documented.

There is no information on sediment quality, especially of the
proposed dredge material. This must be thoroughly sampled and
discussed in the public record of this document.

The document fails to discuss alternative disposal sites for the
dredge material, a failure even more glaring in the face of the
recently published Long Term Management Strategy for dredge
material disposal. This Strateqgy, funded by federal and state
agencies, documents alternatives to the environmentally destruc-
tive practice of dumping dredge spoil in the bay.

There is no discussion of alternatives to or mitigation of blast-
ing’s impacts on fish and wildlife in the area.

There is no discussion of mitigation for the loss of eelgrass,
mudflats or wetlands habitat. The discussion of mitigation for
loss of eelgrass must recognize the complexity of establishing
new beds, whether they are attempted on manipulated or non-
manipulated sites.
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[image: image2.png]CalTrans must recognize the enormity of this project, its impact
on the environment across a wide range of issues, and produce a
public information document that truly reveals those inpacts,
ways to avoid them and ways to mitigate them.

The Sierra Club urges you to do a much more thorough study before
you proceed with an illegally deficient document.

Sincerely,

OM«DW

David Nesmith
Conserxrvation Director








Sierra Club Letter #2 dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1

Responses to specific comments follow.

Comment 2

The project is subject to the Transportation Conformity Rule, which addresses air quality conformity issues related to transportation activities.  Stated in this rule is the fact that transportation projects with temporary increases in emissions (defined as those which occur only during the construction phases and last five years or less at any individual site) are not required to quantify emissions in order to consider construction-related impacts.  Please see Section 4.14.4 — Construction-period Air Quality for a discussion of measures that would be taken to reduce construction-related air quality emissions.

The project has been found to conform to the State Implementation Plan and, as such, would not cause the Bay Area to be out of compliance with the Clean Air Act.

Comment 3

A Biological Assessment was prepared to document potential impacts to federal and state special status species.  Based upon review of the Biological Assessment, the Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) and a memorandum to Caltrans (June 21, 1999) on mitigation actions, the National Marine Fisheries Service issued a letter on September 23, 1999, concurring that the project is not likely to adversely impact endangered or threatened anadromous fish species.  The USFWS, in its letter of August 31, 1999, notified FHWA that the peregrine falcon, the only endangered species identified by the USFWS as having the potential to be impacted, was removed from the Endangered Species List on August 25, 1999, and, therefore, formal consultation is not required under the Act.
The California least tern is not known to occur in the project area, but may use former Oakland Army Base lands adjacent to the project area and portions of the southern shore of the Oakland Touchdown.  If the southern portion of the Oakland Touchdown is needed for project construction or construction staging, additional consultation and coordination with USFWS may be required.  The project area lacks suitable nesting habitat for the western snowy plover.  Therefore, direct impacts to the nesting habitats of this species as well as indirect impacts from project-related noise and visual disturbance are not anticipated.

The FEIS has revised information in regard to shorebird habitat in the Natural Resource sections (Sections 4.9 and 4.14.8).  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.

Comment 4

A Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) was prepared by Caltrans and approved by the Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO) on May 14, 1999.  The SAP included methodology for sampling at multiple locations along the Preferred Alternative alignment and at potential representative reuse/disposal locations.  Caltrans understands that additional sediment characterization may be required by the DMMO if an alternative other than Replacement Alternative N-6 is selected.  Caltrans also understands that, for all replacement alternatives, the sediments in the barge access channel for dismantling the existing bridge would need to be characterized in the future.  Please see Section 3.12.2 — Sediment Sampling and Analysis.

A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report was prepared by Caltrans in June 2000.  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 5

A DMMP has been developed in consultation with the ACOE, EPA, and other members of the DMMO.  The DMMP addresses, among other things, locations for reuse/disposal of materials.  The DMMP is included as Appendix M.  It was circulated for public comment (comment letters and responses are in Section 2 of this volume).  Also, Section 4.14.10 — Temporary Impacts During Construction, Construction Excavation and Dredging has been revised to include a summary of the results from the DMMP.
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.

Comment 6

The use of detonations has been withdrawn due to the potential adverse impacts to marine life. 

Comment 7

Mitigation concepts have been refined for special aquatic sites since publication of the DEIS.  The mitigation discussion in Section 4.9.6 — Natural Resources Mitigation has been updated to include the most recent information.  A copy of the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites is in Appendix N.  
The complexity of ensuring successful creation or restoration of eelgrass beds is acknowledged.  Caltrans is working with recognized experts in this field to determine the likelihood for success of transplanting eelgrass.  Proposed mitigation includes harvesting eelgrass prior to construction and planting test plots to determine methodologies for successfully transplanting eelgrass.  It is also proposed to restore portions of the dredged barge access channel to facilitate colonization by eelgrass or possibly replant eelgrass .  Additional out-of-kind-mitigation for impacts to eelgrass beds is discussed in Section 4.9 — Natural Resources.
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