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_ HONE: (418) 557-26860

July 22, 1999

Ms. Mara Melandry

Caltrans District 4

111 Grand Avenue

P.0O. Box 23660

QOakland, California 94623-0660

SUBJECT: San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project
Dredged Material Management Plan; Pending BCDC Permit Application

Dear Ms. Melandry:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced document. Although the
Commission itself has not reviewed the Dredged Material Management Plan, the following staff
comments are based on the McAteer-Petris Act and the Commission’s San Francisco Bay Plan.

General comments

1. Caltrans should consult with the USFWS and NMFS to determine the appropriate
seasonal restrictions on dredging operations associated with this project because of special
status species, if any. The Dredged Material Management Plan should state these restrictions,
in addition to the Pacific herring restriction already included on Page 3-18. Please note that
the Pacific herring spawning season, while variable, is generally December through March.
Caltrans should contact the California Department of Fish and Game to discuss issues
regarding impacts to herring.

2. The cost estimates presented for the use of various disposal options for this project
vary from estimates of other projects. The Dredged Material Management Plan should
include an overview of the derivation of these cost estimates, including but not limited to
statements of their assumptions. These costs are an important consideration when
determining disposal sites.

3. Dredging, SUAD, and NUAD volumes referred to throughout the document are
correctly recognized as estimates. The actual amount of material that is suitable for aquatic
disposal will be determined once the DMMO has reviewed the sediment testing results and
made sediment disposal recommendations. These recommendations will obviously impact
the cost of dredging and disposal. The Dredged Material Management Plan should clearly
reflect this consideration.

4. The N-6 alternative appears to have the highest area impact to eelgrass and mudflats,
according to the document. The use of trestles and temporary fill to replace some of the
dredging in nearshore areas would, according to the document, reduce dredging volumes and
potentially reduce impacts to eelgrass and mudflat areas. The use of temporary trestles should
be explored further with the goal of eliminating unnecessary dredging and avoiding impacts
to shallow water habitats. Additionally, Caltrans should propose mitigation measures for
impacts determined to be unavoidable.

Dedicated to making San Francisco Bay better.
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Specific comments

1.

Pile sizing (Section 3.2.1). The alternative of using smaller diameter piles may not be
necessary in the event that trestles were to replace dredging. However, eliminating the possibility of
smaller diameter piles, due to requirernents for larger pile caps, should be explained in greater detail
(i.e., how would the additional weight of the larger piles affect seismic response?)

Dismantling of the existing bridge (Section 3.3). The Dredged Mate_rial Management Plan
should indicate how the existing bridge would be dismantled, any impacts from this
procedure, and mitigation for these impacts.

Discussion of SUAD material (Section 3.5). Material is suitable for disposal in the ocean if it
has been tested according to the testing requirements for disposal in that environment and has
been approved for ocean disposal based on those test results. Similarly, material is suitable
for disposal in the Bay if it has been tested according to the Inland Testing Manual
requirements and been deemed suitable for in-Bay disposal. The DMMO is awaiting the
results of the current testing to make its recommendation regarding disposal suitability.

Sidecasting (Section 4.3). The discussion of the potential sidecasting of material, in the
construction access areas or elsewhere, should be expanded to include a more detailed
description and quantification of the shallow water habitat areas which could be impacted
and identification of proposed mitigation measures for those impacts. Sidecasting may not be
permissible under the Bay Plan’s dredging and fill policies.

Dredging Road Map (Sections 5.1, 6.1 and throughout the document). The Road Map
is not a policy document, but an informational document intended to give the public an
overview of dredging activities in the Bay. Additionally, the Road Map contains projections
of future dredging activities and, thus, for a vanety of reasons projected dredging activity
may not occur in the time frame or manner indicated in a particular Road Map. The figures
and disposal locations in the Road Map should not necessarily be relied upon as an indicator
of fina) project approval. Thus, the statement on page 6-3 regarding Caltrans being able to
“bank” on its unused allotment of in-Bay disposal due to a figure in the Road Map should be
removed. Through the project permitting process, decisions regarding project suitability for
disposal, qualification as “maintenance” or “new-work” dredging, and other project-specific
determinations are made. The LTMS Management Plan, being written now, will contain the
details of any disposal volume banking proposal.

Contingency volumes for in-Bay disposal sites (Section 6.1). The preferred alternative
of the LTMS contains a contingency volume for in-Bay disposal sites to accommodate
emergency or unforeseen and necessary dredging. It is not hikely that the LTMS Management
Plan’s definition of the suitable situations for the use of this contingency volume would
in;llude t};;.roj ects such as this. The Dredged Material Management Plan should be revised to
retlect this.

Forecasting dredging and review of “new work” projects (Section 6.1). Long term
forecasting of new work dredging is difficult, if not impossible. The LTMS agencies cannot
predict what future, new-work dredging projects will be proposed. Thus, it would not be
accurate nor useful for the LTMS agencies to attempt to determine future contributions of
new work projects to in-Bay disposal. Maintenance dredging is more predictable and,
additionally, contributes a significant proportion of the dredged matenal disposed of in the
Bay. New work projects are closely reviewed by the Commission for a variety of reasons,
among them the reality that new work projects may increase the amount of maintenance
dredging in the future (for example, if a port expands).
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4. DMMO discussion (Section 6,1). DMMO staff members do not “sign” DMMO
recommendations. Additionally, DMMO applications may be used for any dredging project
of any size, although the individual agencies may request additional information beyond that
incorporated into the application.

5. Decision-making criteria (Section 6.2). Figure 6-1 should be corrected to indicate that
the Commission may issue a permit for dredging only after the State Lands Commuission and
Regional Water Quality Control Board have acted on the project.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. Please feel free to

contact Arthur Duffy, staff engineer, at (415) 557-8766 or me at (415) $57-8765 if you have any
questions.

Sincerely,

JOHN WEBER
Coastal Program Analyst

Ce:  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Attention: Kathy Dadey
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Attention: Rob Lawrence
California Department of Fish and Game, Attention: Becky Ota
San Francisco Regional Water Quality Contro]l Board
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San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Letter dated 7/22/1999
Comment 1

It is noted that, while variable, the Pacific herring spawning season is generally December through March, rather than December through February as stated in the DMMP.  Caltrans will implement a turbidity control program, which may possibly include the use of turbidity curtains adjacent to eelgrass beds during dredging operations to reduce impacts to eelgrass (to which Pacific herring eggs may be attached).  Caltrans is continuing to investigate the feasibility, maintenance, and effectiveness of turbidity curtains.  In addition, as discussed in the FEIS in Section 4.14.8 — Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources, additional measures, including the use of dredge types that cause less turbidity and monitoring of herring spawns, would be used to reduce impacts to Pacific herring, Chinook salmon, steelhead, green sturgeon an longfin smelt.  However, for these latter species, the DMMP notes that they are expected to avoid the turbidity plume, and migration to and from spawning areas in the Bay/Delta region would not be impacted.  All mitigation and protective measures would be coordinated with the California Department of Fish and Game, USFWS and NMFS.
Comment 2

Initial sources and assumptions for derivation of disposal cost estimates are given as Appendix B of the DMMP.  Caltrans is currently reevaluating disposal costs, requirements, and assumptions.

Comment 3

The comparative dredging and disposal cost evaluation in the DMMP is based on estimates regarding suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal (SUAD), not suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal (NUAD), and total dredged volumes available at the time of publication of the DMMP.  The comment that SUAD determinations and sediment disposal recommendations would affect dredging and disposal costs is noted.  Caltrans is in the process of updating costs.

Comment 4

It has been determined that barge access along the northern edge of the Oakland Touchdown area would be required to install the large diameter piles for the westbound structure for the northern alternatives.  A barge access channel would be required on the south side of YBI for Replacement Alternative S-4.  Temporary trestles would be used during construction for all build alternatives.  Trestles and falsework would be placed within the access channel after it is dredged.  Mitigation measures for unavoidable impacts to eelgrass and sand flats are included in the FEIS.  The mitigation concepts have been refined in consultation with BCDC and other resource agencies through a series of interagency meetings (see Section 4.9.6 — Natural Resources Mitigation and Section 4.14.8 — Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources in the FEIS).

Up to 0.7 hectare (1.7 acres) of the barge access channel would be restored to its original bathymetry using stockpiled dredged material and excavated sand.  Approximately 32,000 cubic meters (42,000 cubic yards) of dredged materials would be used for this purpose. 

Comment 5

Using smaller diameter piles would require increasing the number of piles.  This would increase the pile cap size in two ways:

· Pile spacing requirements would increase the area required to cover the pile group.

· The load demand the pile cap resists would increase, thus further increasing the size of the cap.

The resulting larger pile cap would also have a greater mass, which would induce greater seismic demands (both force and displacement) and could, in turn, require increasing the number of piles.
Comment 6

Dismantling the existing East Span would require dredging an access channel for barges.  The potential impacts of dredging in general have been discussed in the DMMP.  More specific information can be found in Sections 4.9 and 4.14.8 of the FEIS.  Specific footprints for dismantling access dredging (see Figures 2-21 and 2-22 in Appendix A) and estimated quantities to be dredged (see Table 4.14-4) are discussed in the FEIS.  The existing bridge superstructure would be dismantled, and pieces would be lowered to construction barges and removed for recycling and disposal.  Piles would be cut off below the mudline and the remaining depressions would be filled in by natural sedimentation.  

None of the bridge sections would be left in the water.  The specific methods for dismantling would be determined by the contractors with restrictions placed on them by Caltrans.  Also, see Section 2.6.3 — Dismantling of the Existing SFOBB East Span of the FEIS for more details on dismantling.

Comment 7

A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) was prepared by Caltrans and approved by the DMMO on May 14, 1999.  The SAP was prepared in conformance with revised testing procedures and included sampling at multiple locations along the Preferred Alternative (Replacement Alternative N-6) alignment and at potential representative reuse/disposal locations.  Caltrans understands that additional sediment characterization may be required by 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.

A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report was completed 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 impact 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 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 the above sites 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 8

The DMMP acknowledges that sidecasting may not be permissible under Bay Plan policies; for this reason, sidecasting is not carried further in the consideration of alternatives in Section 7.0 of the DMMP.

Comment 9

The DMMP discusses the issue of banking and trading as a potential strategy for medium dredgers.  Dredging disposal activities for the East Span Project will be consistent with the LTMS and its Management Plan.

Comment 10

The DMMP discusses the issue of contingency volumes as an area of uncertainty in the LTMS and does not propose that dredged materials resulting from the East Span Project depend on the contingency volume.

Additional iterations of the DMMP will not be prepared, and this FEIS responds to the comments submitted by reviewers.

Comment 11

The DMMP refers to the Dredging and Disposal Road Map, which includes on-going and proposed projects for which the DMMO has information.

Comment 12

This clarification is noted.

Comment 13

It is agreed that Figure 6-1 should indicate that the Commission may issue a permit only after the State Lands Commission and Regional Water Quality Control Board have made their determination.  The figure has been revised and included as part of the errata sheet presented in Appendix M.
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