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Marin Audubon Society ~ Box 599 ~ Mill Valley, California 94942-0599

July 19, 1996

Marla Melandry
Caltrans

Environmental Planning
P.O. Box 236¢€0
Qakland, CA 94623~4444

Deay Ms. Melandry:

Thank vou for sending a copy of the “Dredged Material Management Plan"'" for the

San Francisco - Oakland Bay Bridge East Seismic Safety project. Our questions
and concerns are as follows:

+ How does this "Dredged Material Management Plan® relate to the Environmental
Inmpact Repoxt/Statement? This document, the information in it, and the
information it should contain as described in this letter, should be part of
the EIR/S. This should be stated in the EIR/S and the Plan.

= Explein how the eelgrass estimates are “double counted.* Even if mudflats
are restored to replace mudflats where eelgrass exists now, does not mean that
the eelgrass will restore itself along with the mudflats.

« The sites that are being evaluated as mitigation for the loss of intertidal

mudflats should be described so that their suitability and adequacy can be
evaluated.

« How close would the dredging occur to areas of foraging and roosting for
shorebixds along the shoreline? How would impacts of these activities be
avoided or otherwise mitigated?

* We recommend that dredging activities be avoided during pacific herring
spawning season.

+ The discussion of removal of any sediments found not to be suitable for
aguatic disposal states "Any material found to be contaminated and not
suitable for aquatic disposal will require careful removal." What exactly does
that mean? What measures would be taken to “carefully remove" contaminated

material® If the reviewer does not know how they would be remeved, how can we
evaluate the adequacy of these measures?

* A subsequent EIR/S should be produced after the test results for the
sediments have been obtained. The public should have an opportunity to review
the results and potential disposal locations for any material the disposal of
which is not addressed in this document, i.e. material that is contaminated or
unsuitable for aguatic disposal.

«+ The discussion of landfill disposal should consider use of the dredged

material for daily c¢over not just for disposal which would shorten the life of
the landfill.

- Our preferred dispesal option is Option E allocation of all material to
Hamilton so that all SUAD material can be reused to benefit the Bay. This
alternative is the most in keeping with protection of the Bay ecosystem and

® A Chapter of National Audubon Society
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[image: image2.png]the letter and spirit of LTMS because it will maximize beneficial reuse by
restoring tidal marsh.

Thank you for considering and responding te our concexrns.
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Barpara Salzfan

Conservation Committee
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Marin Audubon Society Letter dated 7/19/1999
Comment 1

The DMMP provides detailed documentation of dredging activities and reuse/disposal of dredged materials that could be generated by construction activities for the East Span Project.  It was prepared in response to comments on the DEIS.  The DMMP is referenced throughout the FEIS and is included as Appendix M of the FEIS.  Relevant portions of the FEIS have been revised to reflect findings of the DMMP (see Sections 3.12, 4.9, 4.14.8, and 4.14.10).

Comment 2

Eelgrass beds are found in sand flats.  This means that an area is counted as occupied by sand flats and the same area is counted again as occupied by eelgrass.  As stated in the comment, eelgrass may not restore itself in the sand flat areas even if sand flats are restored or replaced.  Eelgrass restoration and mitigation would follow the recommendations contained in the FEIS in Sections 4.9.6 and 4.14.8.

Comment 3

Caltrans has refined conceptual plans for eelgrass and sand flat mitigation (see Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites in Appendix N).  A potential site has been identified for out-of-kind mitigation (the Breuner property in Richmond).  Specific issues of cost and feasibility of mitigation at these sites would be addressed prior to site selection and mitigation implementation.

Comment 4

Please see Figures 4-21 through 4-24 in Appendix A.  These figures identify potential dredging locations in relation to special aquatic sites.  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 5

Caltrans would implement a turbidity control program, which may possibly include the use of turbidity curtains, 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.  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. 

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

Results of sediment sampling show that the majority of sediments to be dredged are not contaminated.  Dredging would be conducted with equipment that minimizes turbidity to the extent feasible.  Caltrans is still investigating dredging methods.  Factors that will be taken into consideration include cost, effectiveness in reducing turbidity, and feasibility.  Excavated material determined to be contaminated would be transported to an appropriate upland landfill location.

Comment 7

Caltrans does not intend to prepare a separate EIR/S based on sediment testing results.  The Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report is available for review at Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office and at selected libraries listed in the Preface of the FEIS.

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 above sites would be properly disposed of at a landfill.

Comment 8

As indicated on page 4-23 of the DMMP, some of the dredged material could potentially be used as daily cover at a landfill, depending on the material characteristics.  Materials not suitable for daily cover would be buried in the landfill.  The potential impact of such disposal on the longevity of Bay Area landfills was addressed in the DMMP.  Disposal of the project’s material is not expected to shorten the life of Bay Area landfill capacity even if all material were to be transported to landfills.  For additional information, please see Section 5.4 — Landfill Disposal in the DMMP in Appendix M.  Actual use for daily cover would also depend on the landfill's cover needs.

Comment 9

This recommendation is noted.  In evaluating a preferred disposal option, the DMMP has considered a range of factors which includes beneficial reuse as one of the LTMS goals.  The availability of disposal sites is another factor.  The Hamilton Wetlands Restoration Project is not yet available to receive dredged materials.







San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS
Page 2-54

