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August 18, 1999

Ms. Mara Melandry

Caltrans Environmental Planning
P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Ms. Melandry:

The City of Oakland (City) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Supplemental Draft
Section 4(f) Evaluation, a supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Statutory
Exemption prepared by Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration for the San Francisco-
Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project.

The City requests that the Section 4(f) evaluation address the following issues:

1. Section 4(f) specifies that “(t)he Secretary [of Transportation] may approve a transportation
program or project...requiring the use of publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area, or
wildlife and waterfow! refuge of national, State, or local significance only if:

1) there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and

2) the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park, recreation
area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use.”

The area on the north side of the existing bridge (west of Radio Beach) is designated by the City
as a Resource Conservation Area and meets the above criteria for a Section 4(f) resource.
Therefare, it should be designated and evaluated as such, If either the N-2 or N-6 alignments are
selected by Caltrans, portions of the Resource Conservation Area would be permanently
displaced, resulting in a loss of wildlife habitat and a net loss of public shoreline. Mitigation for
this impact should include replacement of equivalent habitat area and public shoreline at a
minimum.

2. Although the City has requested plans for the proposed trangportation facilities near the proposed
Gateway Park, Caltrans has not released any information as of yet. Therefore, the City cannot
evaluate the impacts of the proposed transportation facilities and associated development on the
Gateway Park. The City is concemed that access to the park may be restricted depending on the
needs of the proposed transportation facilities.
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[image: image2.png]3. The historic Key Pier Substation should be evaluated for potential proximity impacts that could
result in the constructive use of a Section 4(f) resource, The building will be at risk for damage
since it will be in the middle of the construction staging area.

4, The City suggests that the following additional mitigation measures should be incorporated into
the proposed project:

Improve the design of the proposed bridge, specifically the viaduct section, to equal or better
than that of the historic SFOBB.

Provide a significant and memorable “Gateway to Oakland” as one leaves and enters Oakland
at the foot of the bridge (i.e. new “towers/monuments” flanking the bridge).

Provide art on the bridge, in the bridge (i.e. embedded in concrete) and in the park.

Include historical markers on the bridge and in the Gateway Park.

Include a necklace of lights along the bridge (similar to Lake Merritt’s necklace of lights).
Construct a permanent interpretive center with a mme@ quality exhibit on bridge building,
rail transportation, the role of the bridge in regional development, and the human aspect of the
bridge construction, housed in the Key Pier Substation or 16t and Wood Street Station.

Reuse and rehabilitate the historic Key Pier Substation.

Commission an oil painting depicting the eastern span of the SFOBB.

Rehabilitate and donate the historic toll plaza clock.

Preserve the existing historic wood sign at the anchorage an incorporate into the park design.

Reuse/recycle parts of the bridge.

Issue a souvenir edition newspaper upon the opening of the new bridge, similar to the one
released in 1936.

See previous City letters to Caltrans for more suggested mitigations.

The City looks forward to receiving copies of the Final Environmental Impact Statement when it
is available for review.

Acting Director of Planning

o .
- Leslie G&
@ommunity and Economic Development Agency

cC:

Lynn Warner, CEDA
Diane Tannenwsld, PWA
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City of Oakland, Planning Department Letter dated 8/18/1999

Comment 1
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the agency responsible for assessing whether a property is a protected 4(f) resource, has determined that the provisions of Section 4(f) do not protect the Resource Conservation Area west of Radio Beach.  As defined in the City's Land Use and Transportation Element (adopted 3/24/98), this land use classification includes various desired uses and activities, and it does not of itself qualify land for protection by Section 4(f).  Further, the City's land use classifications are not dependent on property ownership or actual land use.  For instance, to the east of the project area part of the land designated as a Resource Conservation Area is owned by the State of California and used for transportation purposes.  This land use classification simply indicates the City's intent for planning purposes, which is subject to modification or revocation at any time by the City.  The Oakland City Council endorses a northern alternative for the East Span Project.
  

While the Resource Conservation Area is not protected by Section 4(f), Caltrans proposes on-site and off-site mitigation for impacts to habitat along the north shore of the Oakland Touchdown.  The conceptual mitigation plan is discussed in Section 4.9.6 – Natural Resources, Mitigation.

Comment 2
Access to the area of the proposed Gateway Park is currently limited.  In early planning meetings for the Gateway Park, Caltrans was asked to consider improving access by designing on- and off-ramps that would provide direct access to the proposed park from the bridge.  Caltrans prepared conceptual ramp designs for the west end and the east end of the proposed park.  These conceptual ramp options were presented to the City of Oakland, East Bay Regional Park District, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and other interested agencies.  The amount of land and/or fill required to construct ramps in these locations was considered by these agencies to be detrimental to the park itself.  Ramps to the proposed park are not funded under the enabling legislation for the project.  No agency has proposed seeking funds for such ramps, and Caltrans has not pursued ramp design.  Caltrans would work with interested agencies to improve signage and access via city streets.

Comment 3
This comment raises two issues that are distinct and separate:  proximity impacts to the Key Pier Substation that could lead to constructive use and damage to the building itself during project construction.

Constructive use occurs when a transportation project does not incorporate land from a Section 4(f) resource, but the project's proximity impacts are so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify a resource for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired.  Substantial impairment occurs only when the protected activities, features, or attributes of the resource are substantially diminished.  The Key Pier Substation is protected by the provisions of Section 4(f) as a historic resource.  It is historically significant under Criterion A as defined by the National Historic Preservation Act, its association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history.  The building is a contributor to the SFOBB, and it is also individually eligible as one of the few surviving buildings associated with the historically important Key System Railway.  Project construction in the vicinity of the building would not substantially impair or diminish the building and therefore does not constitute a proximity impact that would lead to constructive use.  Refer to section 6.7.3 of the FEIS for further information.
Inadvertent damage to the building, on the other hand, would not be a proximity impact; it would be an actual impact to the building.  Inadvertent damage to the Key Pier Substation during project construction is not likely.  Nonetheless, Caltrans proposes to develop specifications to protect the Key Pier Substation during construction.

Comment 4
This response addresses each of the 13 additional historic preservation mitigation measures proposed by the City of Oakland for impacts to historic resources.

A. Improve Bridge Design:  The design process for the replacement bridge has included opportunities for public review and comment, and there would be continuing opportunities for review and comment on design details such as bridge railings, lighting, colors, etc.  However, these design issues, as well as the more generally expressed desire for the new bridge to be comparable in some fashion to the existing bridge, are essentially aesthetic, highly subjective, and are not related to the purpose of historic preservation.  It is inappropriate to address these aesthetic issues as mitigation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act.  Furthermore, if a particular design or any form of design review of the new bridge were stipulated as a mitigation measure, it would unfairly give greater value to the views of the signatories to the MOA, and historic preservationists generally over the views of local governments and Bay Area residents who also have a direct stake in the aesthetics of the new bridge. 

B. Gateway to Oakland:  Replacement Alternative N-6 provides a visual gateway to Oakland by opening up eastbound vistas that are not available with the existing structure.  Additional structures or embellishments creating a physical gateway to the city of Oakland are better characterized as design enhancements rather than historic preservation mitigation for loss of the historic bridge.  Such enhancements are beyond the scope of this project.

C. Art on the Bridge and in the Park:  Public art on the bridge and in the park would have public benefit, but it would be an aesthetic enhancement rather than a mitigation measure related to historic preservation.  However, some representation of the existing bridge (for example, a mural, mosaic or terrazzo walkway) could be included as part of permanent interpretive exhibits at the proposed Gateway Park at the Oakland Touchdown.  These permanent interpretive exhibits are included as Stipulation III.B of the MOA (see Appendix O of the FEIS).  Caltrans will consult with property owners about the nature and extent of such interpretive exhibits.

D. Historical Markers on the Bridge and in the Park:  Historical markers could be part of the interpretive exhibits that Caltrans is willing to install in the park.  The nature of the interpretive exhibits will be determined in consultation with park owners (see C, above).

E. Necklace of Lights on the Bridge:  A "necklace of lights" similar to those around Lake Merritt in Oakland would be an aesthetic enhancement rather than a mitigation measure related to historic preservation.  In an aesthetic context, the replacement alternatives propose lighting that enhances the overall design of the bridge from the experience of people on the bridge roadway and on the bicycle/pedestrian path.  The Retrofit Existing Bridge Alternative does not change the existing lighting scheme.

F. Permanent, Museum-quality Interpretive Center in the Key Pier Substation or the 16th and Wood Street Station:  The suggestion for a permanent interpretive center has been variously conceived as a center for the collection and display of artifacts and documents related to the Bay Bridge to a more grand vision for a Bay Area "transportation history museum."  Whatever the scope of such a center, it would include curation of artifacts and documents, changing exhibits, paid staff, and would require a permanent venue with the attendant needs for security, maintenance, and custodial care.  The cost of operating such a facility, possibly including the cost of acquiring or leasing a building, would require a substantial commitment of public funds in the form of an endowment or a commitment to regular long-term funding.  Accordingly, it would be necessary to have a high level of confidence that an interpretive center would attract enough visitors to justify the cost.

While such a facility might see an initial surge of patronage resulting from publicity surrounding construction of the new bridge, the long-term patronage would likely diminish to the point that the cost of operating the facility could not be justified.  Caltrans has not yet determined that the Key Pier Substation and the Caltrans substation at the Oakland Touchdown are excess to transportation needs.  The 16th Street Station in Oakland would have the combined disadvantages of extremely high rehabilitation costs because of the poor condition of the building and very low patronage due to its isolated location.  Also, Caltrans would need to find an agency or group willing to operate such a facility, and it is unlikely that any party would take on such a responsibility.  Regardless of the proposed location, the number of visitors that could be anticipated with any confidence would be too low relative to the facility's operating cost, resulting in an unreasonably high subsidy per visitor and would, therefore, not be a prudent use of public funds.

G. Reuse and Rehabilitate the Key Pier Substation:  The Key Pier Substation in Oakland would not be physically altered by Replacement Alternative N-6.  Caltrans has not determined that it is excess to transportation needs.  Replacement Alternative N-6 would not preclude the future use of this building as a public amenity within the proposed Gateway Park, if it becomes excess to Caltrans' transportation needs.  However, any decision about future uses of this building would not be part of the current East Span Project.  If the land and building are declared excess to transportation needs, such reuse would constitute a future project subject to its own environmental review process.

H. Oil Painting of the Existing East Span:  A painting to be displayed in a public building would be of more benefit to the particular recipient than to the general public.  In addition, commissioning an oil painting in a specific style from a past era, particularly a style that was out of fashion at the time of the bridge's construction and is no longer used as a means of documentation, would not be an appropriate use of public funds.

I. Toll Plaza Clock:  The toll plaza clock would be made available to park planners (see Stipulation III.B.1 of the MOA, in Appendix O of this FEIS).

J. Historic Wood Sign:  The wood sign at the end of the Oakland spit marks the location of an underwater cable crossing.  It is associated with the cable crossing that it marks; it is not associated with the SFOBB.  Therefore, preservation of this wood utility sign would not mitigate for the loss of the historic bridge.  Any functional utility markings removed during construction would be replaced in accordance with the requirements of utility owners.

K. Reuse/recycle Parts of the Existing East Span: Finding new locations for the existing bridge or sections of the bridge, while a typical mitigation for the replacement of smaller historic bridges, would not be a good use of staff time or public funds in this case.  The riveted structure cannot easily be disassembled for reassembly at another location, and the shortest individual spans are 88 meters (288 feet), a size that cannot easily or economically be moved in one piece.  Also the double-deck structure with five lanes on each deck is so large that finding an appropriate new use or owner is not realistic.

Caltrans would offer selected components of the bridge to the East Bay Regional Park District or other owner of the proposed park at the Oakland touchdown area, for display or other use in the park (see Stipulations III.A and III.B.1 of the MOA, in Appendix O of this FEIS).  Caltrans would also provide the Oakland Museum of California, the Western Railway Museum in Rio Vista, Solano County, and any other interested parties, an opportunity to select components of the bridge for curation, display, or other appropriate use.  Caltrans would remove the items selected in a manner that minimizes damage and would deliver them with legal title to the recipient.  Steel parts not selected for such curation or similar use would likely be recycled, though this would not constitute mitigation for loss of the historic structure.  Parts of the bridge made of concrete, the bridge deck material and other materials would likely not be of interest for curation or recycling; such materials would be disposed of appropriately.

L. Souvenir Newspaper:  If the local papers decide to issue a souvenir edition or supplement celebrating the opening of the replacement bridge, Caltrans can cooperate by providing any requested information, photographs, etc., including documentation of the existing bridge.  However, Caltrans cannot subsidize the activities of a for-profit corporation by directly contributing to the production of a souvenir newspaper edition or supplement.  

M. Refer to Previous City Letters for Further Mitigation Suggestions:  Previous letters from the City of Oakland suggested other measures not listed above.  Some of these suggestions were related to aesthetic concerns rather than historic preservation, or were considered impractical or infeasible.  Other suggestions contributed to the development of the mitigation measures that were incorporated into the MOA (see Appendix O of the FEIS).



















�  Letter from Oakland City Council President, Ignacio de la Fuente, to Supervisor Mary King on June 10, 1999.
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