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July 21, 1999

Ms. Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager
Toll Bridge Program

Caltrans, District 4

Mail Station: 12-C

P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Ms. Melandry:

The City and County of San Francisco submits the following comments on Caltrans' San
Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project Dredged Material Management
Plan (DMMP). As with the DEIS, the DMMP omits data critical to the protection of the
environment and relegates to a yet to be selected contractor major decisions which will impact
irreplaceable resources.

Although Caltrans states that the purpose of the document is to review dredged
material disposal options, in fact, the DMMP discusses dredging alternatives, disposal
alternatives, and possible mitigation for the impacts of both activities. Thus, the City’s
comments include each of these aspects.

Most importantly, because the DMMP is written to take into account a wide range
of project alternatives, including alternative alignments, construction techniques, dredging
methods (e.g., mechanical vs. hydraulic) and sediment testing results, it is impossible to
agcertajn the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). For
example, the alternatives with the smallest volume of dredged material would be the two
northern alignments under the lower limit volume. But if the higher volume estimate is used, the
southern alignment would result in lower dredge volumes than the northern alignments.

The wide range of construction techniques and dredging methods, and thus, potential
dredge volwmnes and consequent impacts, results from Caltrans' decision not to define how
potential contractors would implement the project. Instead, the DMMP assumes that the
project would be put out to bid and the contractor would decide construction and dredging
techniques. This means that the potential environmental impacts of the proposed dredging and
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[image: image2.png]disposal would be unknown until a contractor is selected and therefore, the public has no
assurance that the LEDPA would be implemented.

Sediment testing was not completed prior o preparation of the DMMP. Testing
results could radically change the amount of material that is suitable for unconfined aquatic
disposal. Such information is critical in determining the amount of material that must be directed
to landfills versus the Alcatraz and Deep Ocean disposal sites. Caltrans should have completed
sediment testing prior to publication of the document in order to facilitate better decision-

The estimated dredging quantities are radically different depending on whether
trestles or temporary falsework would be used in nearshore areas, or if barge channels are
dredged instead. The use of barge channels will damage "special aquatic sites” such as mudflats
and eelgrass beds. Although Caltrans indicates that it wonld mitigate such impacts by creating
new eelgrass beds at a 3:1 ratio, it acknowledges that such mitigation is experimental. Caltrans
is permitting the contractor to determine whether such impacts would be substantially
avoided by the use of temporary trestles, or if barge channels wonld be dredged with
attendant impacts on special aquatic sites, for which unproven mitigation is offered. The
southern alignment would largely avoid impacts to eelgrass.

Suggested mitigation for impacts on chinook salmon, steelhead, green sturgeon
and longfin smelt (p. 3-20) includes the use of physical barriers such as silt curtains to contain
the turbidity plume "if practicable” and to dredge only between June 1 and November 30 "if

construction sequencing permits.” Thus, both measures cited for reducing impacts on these fish
species are conditional and uncertain.

To reduce impacts on Pacific herring, the sponsor proposes to have a qualified biologist
monitor for the presence of herring and to suspend opexations if spawning is found to be
occurring. While this technique has been employed on other projects in San Francisco Bay, the
primary method of preventing impacts on herring is to avoid dredging entirely during the herring
season, with suggested monitoring used as a secondary method of avoiding impaots. Caluans
should, thezefore, propose limiting dredging to the herring "window" unless circumstances
necessitate dredging during the herring season, at which time the proposed mitigation via
monitoring can be employed.

If you should have questions regarding the above, please direct them to Hilary Gitelman,
the City’s Environmental Review Officer.

Sincerely yours, /

("'j g
EKW v L]
Joan Rummelsburg

“Director, Special Projects





2 Cont.
3

4
5
6



City and County of San Francisco – Office of the Mayor, Treasure Island Project Letter dated 7/21/1999

Comment 1

The assumptions that led to upper and lower limits of dredged quantities have changed.  Construction scenarios envisioned when the DMMP was prepared in 1999 assumed either a barge access channel dredged along the northern edge of the Oakland Touchdown area or the use of trestles from which structures could be built. 

Subsequent to the DMMP, 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.  Construction scenarios now assume use of an access channel with trestles and falsework placed within the channel after it is dredged.  As a result, volumes of dredged material are no longer being distinguished on the basis of upper and lower limits.  Revised dredged quantities are included in Table 4.14-4 of the FEIS and in an errata sheet included with the DMMP in Appendix M.   

The DMMP was prepared in response to comments on the DEIS that there was insufficient information about the disposal of dredged material; its purpose was not to identify the LEDPA.  The LEDPA determination applies to the East Span project alternatives, not to dredged material disposal options, which are the same no matter which alternative is identified as the LEDPA.  Please see Section 2.2.6 — Preferred and Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative of the FEIS for more details.

Comment 2
Caltrans would limit the contractor’s construction and dredging techniques when and where appropriate for environmental reasons.  The environmental impacts of dredging are addressed in the FEIS.  Section 2.6 —Construction Activities describes potential dredging activities.  Section 4.9 — Natural Resources, Section 4.14.8 — Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources and Section 4.14.10 — Construction Excavation and Dredging describe potential impacts of dredging. 

Comment 3
Testing performed in advance of publication of the DMMP would have been at too early a date to receive consideration by the DMMO and an additional testing program would have been required prior to dredging for the East Span Project.  The DMMP, which focuses on evaluation of potential disposal sites, is based on information collected by the Port of Oakland.  Test results do not invalidate the DMMP, but serve to refine the proportion of upland landfill disposal.  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:

1) Up to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal and;

2)
Up to 319,181cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

Any sediment not suitable for the aquatic disposal or reuse sites would be properly disposed of at a landfill.

Comment 4

The preference for a southern alternative is noted.  Caltrans has completed a Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites (see Appendix N).  Section 4.9.6 — Natural Resources, Mitigation and Section 4.14.8 — Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources have updated descriptions of the mitigation concepts discussed in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan.  The plan was developed in consultation with resource agencies. 

Comment 5

Caltrans would implement a turbidity control program, which may possibly include the use of turbidity curtains during dredging operations to reduce sediment impacts to eelgrass (to which Pacific herring eggs may be attached).  Caltrans is continuing to investigate the feasibility, maintenance, and effectiveness of turbidity curtains.  Construction activities that occur during the peak herring spawning season would be monitored by a qualified biologist to watch for the presence of spawning herring.  If spawning is observed in the project area, in-water construction activities would be suspended within 200 meters (660 feet) of observed spawn.  In-water construction activities would not resume at that location for a period of up to 14 days (as determined by a qualified biologist) allowing herring eggs to hatch and larvae to disperse.

Caltrans is still considering not dredging during the peak juvenile outmigration period (January 1 through May 31), if construction sequencing permits.

All mitigation measures would be coordinated with the California Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the National Marine Fisheries Service.

Comment 6

As noted in the comment, while monitoring to reduce impacts on Pacific herring has been employed on other projects in San Francisco Bay, the most successful method is to avoid dredging entirely during the herring season.  Caltrans is planning on limiting dredging during the herring "window" unless circumstances necessitate dredging, at which time the monitoring and mitigation noted in the DMMP and FEIS would be employed.
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