Volume II:  Section 2 ( DMMP Comments and Responses

Port of Oakland 7/21/1999


[image: image1.png]CHARLES W. FOSTER
Execunve Direclor

VIA FAX
286-6374

July 21, 1999

Caltrans District 4
111 Grand Ave, (PO Box 23880)
Oakland, CA 946230660

Re:  San Franclsco — Oakland Bay Bridge Esst Span Seismic Safety
Project: Dredged Msterial Management Pian

Attn: Mara Melandry

Dear Ms. Melandry:

The Port of Oaktand is pleased to see Caltrans respond to the issues that were raised in the
public review process for the proposad Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project. In
particular, the discussion of the dredging that is associated with the bridge project is an issue of
considerable interest to the Port. We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the draft
Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP).

Rebuilding the Bay Bridge Eastern Span is a major, complex public works endeavor which
demands vision, thorough study and anatysis, and attention to details. To date, the Port has
generally supported the technical analysis, findings and conclusions that have been presented by
Caltrans. However, the DMMP reflects dredging approximately 243,000 cys of material suitable
for unconfined aquatic disposal (SUAD) and 11,000 cys of material not suitabla for unconfined
aquatic disposal (NUAD). This is a significant dredging volume, which has tangible and potentially
serious implications on the Port. Becauss of this, the Port does not believe that the dredging
program proposed in the DMMP is sufficient. We have several significant concems and specific
recommendations that should be addressed, as follows:

A. MOBILIZED SEDIMENTATION

The DMMP does not include any information about the potential transport and fate of suspended
materials that may become mobilized as a result of the Project.

Maintenance dredging at the Port of Oakland, immediately south of the Project area, is an annual
requirement resulting from three primary factors, afl of which come into play in the vicinity of the
Oakiand Youchdown of the bridge and would be a by-product of dredging activities:

Sedimentation due to silt dropping out of suspension in a highly turbid shallow estuarine
gystem;

» Movement of non-cohesive sediment within the channels from vessel propwash; and
* Runoff associated with series of wet years.
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The DMMP report accurately states that modern dredging methods and controls significantly limit
turbidity plumes. However, vessel wheel wash and wakes, together with environmental conditions
such as wind-generated waves and currents, can cause significant amounts of sediment to move,
Positioning and re-positioning of dredge activities and ancillary equipment such as tenders, tugs,
and survey vessels will likely result in suspension of unconsolidated sediments. Port experience
with prevalling Outer Harbor currents has shown that, at this location in the Bay, suspended
sediments are likely to re-deposit within the dredged channels, side slopes and adjacent shallow
areas at the Port and throughout the east side of San Francisco Bay. We are very concemed that
potential increased velocity gradients will mobilize SUAD and NUAD sediments and will accelerate
accretion of sediments within Federal navigation channels and berths located to the immediate
south of the project area.

For the past few years, the Port and US Army Comps of Engineers have worked diligently to
identify, remediate and eliminate the discharge of contaminated sediments from berths and
Federal channels resulting from dredging. We 00 not desire Caltrans’ project to compromise our
Tier | Exemption from Testing of Dredged Materials, as described in the Army Corps' Guidelines
for Using the Inland Testing Manual. Yet, uncontrolled mobilization of unconsolidated new bay
muds has the potential of doing just that. Therefore, the Port strongly recommends that Calirans
perform sediment origin, transport and fate modeling. using a two dimensional. vertically averaged
model such as the TABS-II. Information about this modeling can be obtained from Mr. Joe Letter,
US Army Corps of Engineers, Waterways Experiment Station, 601-634-284S5.

B. ALCATRAZ DISPOSAL SITE.
The Port is concerned about the reliance that the DMMP places the Alcatraz disposal site.

The DMMP appears to make a commitment to take dredged material ta the Hamilton wetland
restoration site if that site is ready by the time construction begins. This recommendation was
apparently reached after consideration of the policies in Section 404(b) of the Clean Water Act
that mandate non-aquatic disposal if practicable, and consideration of the recommendations of the
regional Long Term Management Strategy for dredge material use and disposal (LTMS). The
Port supports your conclusion as it refates to Hamilton, and believes the approach outlined in
Section 7 provide a reasoned analysis of the practicability of alternatives to agustic disposal.

However, we are substantially less comfortable with Caltrans’ apparent reliance on the Alcatraz
disposal site. Under any circumstances, it is inappropriate for Caltrans to presume the use of this
critical site; especially if Hamilton is ready by the time construction begins

Over the last 10 years, the Port has worked extansively with interested resource & regulatory
agencies, other ports, harbors, terminals, marinas, and public interest groups in the San Francisco
Bay Area to develop and implement the LTMS. Unfortunately, Caltrans elected not to play an
active rola in the LTMS process until recently. Nevertheless, participants in the process finally
reached consensus about the future handling of dredged material.

In cooperative agreements that evolved from the LTMS effor}, all of the dredged material
associated with ‘new work projects’ from the recently completed Port of Oakland and Port of
Richmond deepening projects weant to sites othar than Alcatraz, at considerable cost o the project
spongors. You should not assume that Cattrans’ project would be treated differently.
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We suggest that Caltrans carefully review and abide by language adopted by BCDC in the San
Francisco Bay Plan and the Regional Water Quality Controt Board In their Basin Plan. When
these policies were adopted, the viewpoint of the Regional Board and BCDC was that the disposal

capacity at Alcatraz was limited, and should be reserved for maintanance dredging, for two
reasons:

»  Maintenance material is less consolidated and far less fikely to accumnulate at the site than
new work,

«  Maintenance projects are generally much smaller in valume, making disposal at either reuse
sites or the ocean more expensive and less practical.

Even if the agencies determine that disposal of Caltrans' ‘new work’ material at Alcatraz is
appropriate, access to the site is limited. Water dependent activities such as shipping are given
special consideration under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Thus, disposal of dredged
material from shipping activities has higher priority than disposal of material resulting from a
bridge construction project. In addition, volume limits at the site are imposed on annual,
seasonal, and monthly basis. We believe that by diminishing the capacity of the Alcatraz site,
Caltrans proposal has the potential to interfare with the timely deposit of dredge material
necessary to support commerclal shipping and the economic well-being of the Bay Area.

While certain aspects of the LTMS effort concem the Port, we do support the overall effort to plan
for reliable and predictable disposal of dredged material. Although existing policies do not prohibit
disposal of new work dredged material at the Alcatraz site; they strongly discourage such
disposal. For all of the reasons cited above, we believe that disposal capacity at Alcatraz, of
whatever volume that may be allowed, should be resefved for maintenance dredging rather than
new work. In consideration of the time, effort and money the Port has invested in achieving 2
regional solution via the LTMS process, we will object to Caltrans® use of the Alcatraz site for the
bridge project Therefore, we strongly urge you to consider ocean disposal rather than in-Bay
disposal as the back-up altemative in the event that neither the Hamilton nor the Montezuma sites
are practicable aiternatives.

C. BERTH 10

Section 5.4, Landfill Disposal (page 5-12) suggests the potential use of the Port's Dredged
Material Rehandling Facility at Berth 10 of the Oakland Outer Harbor for off-loading and Initial
treatment of NUAD material from the Project. Please be aware that Berth 10, is a temporary
facility. Due to requirements imposed by the RWQCB and the Port's own plans for marine
terminal at Berth 10, it may not be suitable nor available for the Caltrans’ use. [n addition, we are
not aware of any environmental analysis that has been done to assess the potential impacts of
operations andlor vehicular traffic (eg. 340 truek trips per day) that might be associated with the
use of the site for the purposes stated,
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D. INACCURACIES
Please note the following substantive inaccuracies in the DMMP report:

*+  The DMMP references an obsolete version of the LTMS Dredqging and Disposal Road Map
throughout the document. The current version is dated June 4, 1999.

= The DMMP references the Dredged Material Rehandling Project on Paragraph 4.1, page 4-1
as if it is a completed dactiment. The project has only progressed through Task I, so it should
be referred to as work-in-progress rather than a completed study.

Thank you again or the opportunity to provide comments to the Dredged Material Management
Plan. Please contact Len Cardoza, Port Dredging Manager, at 510-272-1307 if you have any
questions or need additional assistance.

Sincerely,

es W. Foster
xecutive Director

Cc: Len Cardoza
Joa Wong
Jim McGrath
Rick Wiederhomn
Diane Tannenwald, City of Oakland
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Port of Oakland Fax Transmittal dated 7/21/1999

Comment 1

Comment noted.  Responses to individual comments are presented below.

Comment 2

The proposed dredging operations would increase suspended sediment concentrations in the water column surrounding the dredging area; however, the sediments would settle relatively soon after the completion of the dredging activities.  The highest concentrations would be located near the bottom of the water column with decreasing concentrations near the surface.  Heavier particles, such as sand, would settle very rapidly, and silt particles are expected to settle in 1 to 2 days.  However, very fine clay particles, which have an estimated settling velocity of less than 1.2 meters per day (3.9 feet per day) based on a particle size of 4 microns in still water, are expected to remain suspended in the water column for several days.  These clay particles are subject to movement by tidal currents in the Bay, thereby creating a sediment plume.  Numerical model simulation studies for the San Francisco Bay indicate that sediments generated in the western portion of the project area would be transported to deeper portions of the Bay and quickly transported away.  Suspended sediments generated in the eastern portion of the project area may be transported to the Oakland Harbor.  However, the Oakland Harbor is located approximately 2 kilometers (1.2 miles) south of the dredging area, allowing the opportunity for sediments to settle before reaching the harbor area.  

Comment 3

The comment regarding the mobilization of contaminated sediments is noted.  As stated in the Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report (available for review at the Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office and selected libraries listed in the Preface of the FEIS) and confirmed in the DMMO letter dated October 31, 2000 (see Appendix G) for a copy of the letter), the majority of sediments to be dredged was found to be suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal and not contaminated.

The proposed dredging operations would increase the suspended sediment concentration in the water column near the dredging area.  Studies conducted by the ACOE have determined that 1.5% to 3% of the sediment volume of each clamshell bucket is introduced as suspended material into the water column.  Assuming 3% of the material dredged would become suspended and that 413,000 cubic meters (540,000 cubic yards) would be dredged, approximately 12,400 cubic meters (16,200 cubic yards) are expected to become suspended.  

Based on a particle tracking analysis that was conducted, about 40% to 60% (or 5,000 to 7,400 cubic meters [6,500 to 9,700 cubic yards]) of the suspended sediment materials would have the potential to remain in suspension for an extended period.  As mentioned in response to Comment 2, not all of the sediment that becomes suspended would be transported to the Oakland Harbor.  Only small particles (fine silt and clay) would likely be transported to the shallow areas of the harbor, whereas heavier particles are expected to settle quickly in the East Span Project area.  Even if all the suspended sediment particles were to settle in the harbor, it would represent less than 2.6% of the 283,000 cubic meters (370,000 cubic yards) of the current Operations and Maintenance (O&M) dredging requirement of the harbor and less than 1.4 % of the 535,000 cubic meters (700,000 cubic yards) of the future O&M dredging requirement of the harbor, after the proposed Oakland Harbor Navigation Improvement Project is completed.  Also, this potential increase would only occur once.  After dredging is completed, there would not be any additional impact to dredging in the harbor area.  Therefore, the proposed bridge would not substantially increase maintenance and dredging needs within the federal navigation channels and berths located to the south of the project area.

Comment 4

Numerical model simulation studies for the San Francisco Bay have been previously performed using a two-dimensional depth averaged hydrodynamic model (MIKE 21).  The modeling was performed for the purpose of evaluating the scour potential around the new bridge piers.  The results from these modeling studies included the East Span and the Oakland Estuary.  The data included the x- and y- component of velocity for a 180-meter (591-foot) spaced grid every half hour for 50 hours.  The grid was rotated approximately 36 degrees to the west from north.  These simulated 2-D flow velocity values were used to generate trajectories for particles originating in the proposed dredging area.  

The simulated flow paths of particles within the proposed dredging area are shown in figures available at Caltrans District 4 offices as part of the study.  These figures show the path of particles suspended in the water column in the dredging area for a 50-hour period starting with an ebb tide and the particle trajectories starting with a flood tide.  The figures also show that particles contained within the first half of the eastern portion of the dredging area may enter into the navigation channels and the harbor located to the south of the dredging area.  Particles in the water column located in the western half of the dredging area are not expected to enter into the navigation channels in or near the Port of Oakland facilities.  Generally, they are quickly carried into the deeper portions of the Bay where they are quickly transported away. 

These results show that sediment particles would take more than one tidal cycle to enter into the harbor area.  This would provide opportunity for the sand and some silt to settle before reaching the harbor area.  Finer clay particles (with an estimated settling velocity of less than 1.2 meters per day (3.9 feet per day) based on a particle size of 4 microns in still water) would remain in suspension for a longer period of time.  Because of the turbulent flow conditions that exist in the Bay, these finer clay particles may not settle except in shallow calm areas.  Therefore, little sediment is expected to settle in the navigation channels or port areas.

Comment 5

Comment noted.

Comment 6

Caltrans proposes to beneficially reuse a majority of the material at an upland wetland site, assuming availability and cost-effectiveness.  Caltrans would 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.  Materials disposed at the Alcatraz site (SF-11) would be generated on a monthly basis during pier construction.  This would amount to a maximum of approximately 460 cubic meters (600 cubic yards) per month, less than one full barge trip per month.  This amount is below the monthly amount allowed at the SF-11 site by the LTMS.  This is consistent with the LTMS, which proposes to substantially reduce but not eliminate the use of SF-11 for dredged material disposal.

In its comment letter on the DMMP of August 20, 1999, EPA concurred with Caltrans/FHWA’s preferred combination of reuse/disposal options, which includes beneficially reusing a majority of the material at upland wetland sites with a small monthly amount of material being disposed at the in-Bay (Alcatraz) site.  This letter can be found in Volume II:  Section 2 — DMMP Comments and Responses of this FEIS.

Comment 7

As noted in the DMMP, the capacity of the Alcatraz site to serve the needs of the East Span Project is uncertain due to the “first-come first served” policy and seasonal disposal restrictions, as well as the DMMO policy on “new work.”.  

The EPA has agreed to the concept of limited disposal of East Span Project dredged material at SF-11 (see response to Comment 6 above).  The Alcatraz site is actively managed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to maintain it at navigable depths, and potential use of the site for disposal of East Span Project dredged materials would be approved by these agencies and other DMMO member agencies having authority over in-Bay disposal.  Consideration of potential navigational impacts on the Port of Oakland would be part of this approval.

Comment 8

Please see responses to Comments 6 and 7 above.  
Comment 9

It is acknowledged that the use of Berth 10 may not be available for the East Span Project.  Potential impacts of operation and vehicle traffic associated with a temporary material handling site would need to be assessed prior to its use.

Comment 10

This reference correction is noted.  

Comment 11

This reference correction is noted.  
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