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Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Ms. Melandry:

The following are the City and County of San Francisco’s response to the Supplemental Draft
4(f) evaluation. We remain dismayed that the evaluation lacks a full range of alternatives, some of which
may prove to be “prudent and feasible” ways to avoid use of 4(f) resources. For example, the Southern
alignment suggested in San Francisco’s comments on the Draft EIS is not included. Nor is a true retrofit
alternative, which would retrofit the existing structure in such a way that it will prevent significant

damage and allow the bridge to function as a “lifeline” route after a Maximum Credible Earthquake
(MCE).

The Supplemental Draft 4(f) evaluation also does not include a reasonable range of possible
construction methods, including a range of detour structures on Yerba Buena Island (YBI). Various
detour structure alignments are dismissed as causing “traffic safety concerns,” although the nature of
these concerns and any potential remedies are not discussed or investigated.

The list of 4(f) resources evaluated should be expanded to include Building 262 (the Torpedo
House) at the eastern tip of YBL This reinforced concrete building was constructed for the Army in 1891
to serve as a torpedo depot or assembly building for underwater mines. As noted (p. 21), this building is
individually eligible for the National Register. As noted in the evaluation, alternatives along a southern
alignment which would retrofit the existing bridge or construct a replacement structure would avoid “use”
of this resource. A bridge constructed along the N-2 and N-6 alignments, directly above the Torpedo
House, will substantially change its existing spectacular setting, increasing noise and vibration, and
irrevocably degrading views currently enjoyed of/from the area. Both Northern alignments will also

subject the resource to hazards associated with construction and operation of the bridge (e.g. hazards
associated with falling items).

The conclusion that a retrofit alternative will result in a 4(f) “use” of the East Span of the Bay
Bridge is unsupported by evidence. It is entirely possible that a retrofit alternative that conforms to the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards would preclude this “use”. However, the feasibility and
characteristics of such an alternative are not described. Similarly, the conclusion that a retrofit alternative
will result in a 4(f) “use” of the Officer’s Quarters Historic District, is not well supported. While the
setting and vegetation of the district clearly contributes to its significance, the retrofit alternative would
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[image: image2.png]simply expand the size of existing footings, requiring about 100 square feet of land around the base of the
existing structure. The document fails to state if the agencies with jurisdiction on Yerba Buena Island
agree with the conclusion that this would constitute “use”. The City and County of San Francisco has not
been consulted on the issue and does not agree that a retrofit will result in a 4(f) “use” of the Historic
District.

The argument that construction of temporary detours within the boundaries of the Officer’s
Quarters Historic District will involve a minimal or minor changes to that resource is not convincing. To
meet this test, the scope of the work must be “minor”, and the nature and magnitude of the changes to the
district must be “minimal.” It is obvious that suspending a 5-lane freeway structure 120 feet above the
historic district would constitute a substantial modification of the resources’ setting. The ultimate

conclusion that construction of the temporary detour structures would result in a 4(f) “use” of the historic
district is entirely appropriate.

The argument that the noise environment is somehow irrelevant to the setting and significance of
the Officer’s Quarters Historic District is absurd. The district gains its significance from its role in
military history and its architecture. This does not preclude consideration of the noise environment as
part of its setting. Clearly the use and enjoyment of structures within the historic district, as well as their
historic use as officers quarters, would be compromised by any alternative which resulted in even modest
increases in noise or vibration. No data is presented regarding projected increases in noise and vibration
associated with the replacement alternatives, and the conclusions with regard to the replacement
alternatives and their “use” of this 4(f) resources are therefore invalid.

As prospective public open space which is not yet in existence, Gateway Park is in a unique class
of 4(f) resources, and should be considered in a somewhat different light than other resources identified.
Unlike the historic resources on YBI, Gateway Park is identified within planning documents in terms of
only its general use and location. Currently, there is no park. For this reason, the mitigation measure (pp-
17-18) which suggests swapping a piece of (currently non-park) land for another in the general vicinity
(with or without new Bay fill), would seem to eliminate the Section 4(f) “use.” The net result of such a
“swap” could be a regional park which is separated from industrial Port property by the replacement
bridge, a park which enjoys sweeping views towards the north Bay, and one which connects with and
enhances valuable natural habitat north of the existing Bay Bridge approach/toll plaza area.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this gpitical document.
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Office of the Mayor (San Francisco), Treasure Island Project, Letter dated 8/24/1999

Comment 1
Chapter 2 of the FEIS discusses the southern alignment proposed by the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) and the reasons for its withdrawal from further consideration.  The City and County of San Francisco Modified S-1 Alternative is conceptual; nonetheless, its alignment indicates that it would require land from the proposed Gateway Park at the Oakland Touchdown area, though it appears to require less land from the proposed park than what is required for Replacement Alternative S-4.  CCSF Modified S-1 Alternative proposed by CCSF is similar to Replacement Alternative S-4, in that it uses the same Section 4(f) resources on YBI and at the Oakland Touchdown.  Replacement Alternative S-1 proposed by CCSF is not prudent and feasible, and it does not avoid use of Section 4(f) resources.

Chapter 2 of the FEIS also discusses the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative and the reasons why it cannot be built to lifeline standards.

Comment 2
The draft evaluation considered a reasonable range of detour options, including detour structures entirely to the north of the existing bridge, detour structures to the north and south of the existing bridge, and detour structures entirely to the south of the existing bridge.  The Supplemental 4(f) Evaluation presented the conclusion that the north-south detour option was the only one not eliminated from further consideration.  Section 2.7.10 — Temporary Detours on Yerba Buena Island Considered and Withdrawn of the FEIS provides additional information about the detour options that were withdrawn from consideration and the reasons for their withdrawal.

One potential remedy to the concerns posed by various detour options would be to avoid the use of detour structures entirely.  This was considered and rejected because it would require closure of the East Span (and therefore closure of the entire bridge to through traffic) for approximately two years.  The East Span of the SFOBB was closed for one month following the Loma Prieta earthquake.  The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) estimated that the resulting maximum loss to the Gross Regional Product was in the range of $181 to $725 million
.  It was determined that closure of the bridge to through traffic for two years would result in community impacts of extreme magnitude.

Comment 3
Building 262 was considered in the evaluation.  While Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 were found to have an adverse effect on Building 262 pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act as a result of a change to the setting, it was nevertheless determined that the project alternatives would not result in a Section 4(f) use of Building 262.  As explained near the beginning of the evaluation, an adverse effect under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act does not automatically result in a Section 4(f) use of a historic resource.  Every case is considered individually.  In the case of Building 262, the building itself is eligible, and the grounds around it do not contribute to its eligibility.  It is eligible for its architecture and its association with military history, neither of which would be altered by any project alternative.

Every build alternative would have a similar result on the setting of Building 262:  a bridge would be at a vertical distance of about 53 meters (175 feet) above the ground level of Building 262 (about 41 meters [135 feet] above the roofline), just as it is now.  The difference among the various alternatives is the horizontal distance from the bridge to Building 262.  For Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6, the bridge would be directly above the building, so there would be no horizontal distance from the bridge to Building 262.  The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would be about 26 meters (85 feet) horizontally from Building 262 at its closest point.  Replacement Alternative S-4 would be about 59 meters (194 feet) horizontally from Building 262 at its closest point.  The replacement alternatives would each result in a horizontal change in position of the bridge from the existing condition, but this change in position would not result in a Section 4(f) use of the historic resource.

Noise and vibration would remain the same for the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative.  Noise and vibration would be reduced for all replacement alternatives.  The use of steel-reinforced concrete and side-by-side decks rather than stacked would result in lower operational noise levels by eliminating radiation of sound through the bridge decks and reducing noise created by vehicles traveling over new modular expansion joints. The higher mass associated with the steel-reinforced concrete would also create less groundborne vibration.  

Building 262 was built at the eastern end of Yerba Buena Island, where it enjoys truly panoramic views to the north, east, and south.  The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would further obstruct views in the direction of the existing bridge by adding new piers in the main navigation opening and by encasing other piers; views in all other directions would be retained.  The replacement alternatives would place a new bridge in a new location and remove the existing bridge; this would create new views that are currently obstructed by the existing bridge, while obstructing views in the direction of the new bridge piers and decks.  While all of the build alternatives would alter the existing views from Building 262, the change in views resulting from each alternative would be within a limited range of the total views afforded from that location.  None of the alternatives irrevocably degrades the views currently enjoyed.

CCSF has expressed concern elsewhere about the shadow cast by the various project alternatives on Building 262.  The position of a shadow is related to the position of the object casting the shadow and the position of the light source.  The object casting the shadow, the bridge, would be in a fixed position for all alternatives.  The light source, the sun, is in different positions throughout the day; at the latitude of the San Francisco Bay Area, the sun is also in different positions throughout the year.  The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would cast a shadow on Building 262, just as the existing bridge does.  Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 would also cast a shadow on Building 262.  However, these alternatives are directly above Building 262 at a height approximately 135 feet above the roofline of the building.  Their shadow would not be permanent or complete (see Figure 4-22 in Appendix A for a shadow simulation of Replacement Alternative N-6).  Since Replacement Alternative S-4 is further south than the existing bridge in relation to Building 262, it would cast a shadow on the building earlier in the day when the sun is closer to the horizon.

Caltrans, in consultation with Navy, would develop appropriate measures to protect Building 262 from damage during the undertaking of bridge construction, including vibration monitoring during pile driving in the vicinity of the building.  The protective measures would be included in the contract specifications and in Caltrans' Resident Engineer's "Pending" file.  Caltrans would ensure that any damage resulting from the undertaking would be repaired in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.  Caltrans would photographically document the condition of the building prior to the start of the undertaking to establish the baseline condition for assessing damage.  A copy of this photographic documentation would be provided to Navy and CCSF.

Comment 4
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) determined that the Retrofit Existing Bridge Alternative would result in a Section 4(f) use of the bridge.  This alternative would make substantial modifications to the bridge, including encasing two steel piers on YBI in concrete, concrete jacketing of several of the steel towers, and supporting the cantilever truss with two new towers.  These actions would diminish the integrity of design and materials, thereby impairing the historic integrity of the bridge.  It is this impairment of its historic integrity that results in a Section 4(f) use.   

In order to avoid a Section 4(f) use, a retrofit strategy could not change the existing East Span in ways that would diminish its historic integrity.  The East Span is a complex steel truss bridge made up of many thousands of individual pieces.  It includes major components, such as the cantilever truss, that would need to be substantially modified by any retrofit strategy in order to withstand the substantial ground motions from a maximum credible earthquake (MCE).  On a practical level, the scale of the modifications that would be necessary would diminish the historic integrity of the existing bridge regardless of the retrofit strategy.

Comment 5
The regulations implementing Section 4(f) define what constitutes use; first and foremost, use occurs "When land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility".  The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would expand the size of an existing footing on the boundary of the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District.  In order to enlarge the footing, this alternative would incorporate land from the historic district into a transportation project.  This meets the primary definition of use.  Therefore, enlarging the footing would constitute a 4(f) use of the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District.

Comment 6
The FHWA determines the application of Section 4(f).  The evaluation does not need to state whether the officials having jurisdiction over a potential Section 4(f) resource agree with the determination.  CCSF's interpretation that there is no Section 4(f) use by the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative is noted.

Comment 7
The criteria for which the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District is historic are its architecture and its association with military history.  The construction and temporary use of temporary detours would not change these attributes.  Support columns for the temporary detours would temporarily obstruct views from the historic district, but this temporary obstruction in views involves only minimal change to the resource itself.  Ground disturbance associated with construction of the detours is temporary; it would affect non-contributing elements of the property, and the disturbed areas would be restored upon completion of the project.  The only change to the resource that has the potential to be greater than minimal is the potential reduction of rental income, since bridge construction activities in the immediate vicinity have the potential to make the Senior Officers' Quarters less desirable as rental properties for social gatherings or residential use.  While potential loss of revenue is a legitimate concern to any property owner or property manager, such a loss is not protected by the provisions of Section 4(f).  During the construction period, Caltrans would reimburse CCSF for documented loss of rental revenues for Quarters 1-7.

Comment 8
The comment regarding the relevancy of noise to setting and significance is noted.  Historic resources are considered for eligibility or listing on the National Register of Historic Places based on one or more of four possible criteria.  All of the Navy's historic resources are eligible or listed under Criterion A or under Criteria A and B; that is, for their architecture alone or for their architecture and their association with military history.  Changes in noise level as a result of the project would not alter the architectural characteristics of any buildings on Yerba Buena Island, nor would changes in noise levels alter any building's association with history.

As reported in the DEIS for the project, studies were conducted to project the changes in noise levels as a result of the project alternatives.  These studies found that the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would retain existing noise levels on all parts of Yerba Buena Island, while all replacement alternatives would decrease noise levels on all parts of Yerba Buena Island.  The reduction in noise and vibration associated with the replacement alternatives was a result of three major factors:  the change in bridge type, the change in materials, and the reduction in the amount of noise from the lower deck being reflected off the upper deck.  In the historic district, Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 would be closer to the historic district than the existing bridge, but these alternatives would still be 6-11 dBA quieter than the existing bridge.  Similarly, Replacement Alternative S-4 would be closer to the U.S. Coast Guard facility than the existing bridge, but it would still be 6-10 dBA quieter at that facility than current noise levels from the existing bridge (see Section 4.5 — Noise and Vibration).

Vibration levels are typically not a concern for highway transportation projects; vibration is of greater concern for projects involving mass transit.  Future vibration levels from operation of any of the project alternatives are predicted to remain below perception/annoyance levels at distances greater than 20 meters (66 feet) from a bridge support.  The replacement alternatives are expected to generate less groundborne vibration than the No-Build and Retrofit Existing Structure Alternatives, because of a change in bridge material from steel to concrete.

Comment 9  

The Oakland Base Reuse Authority (OBRA) has designated a specific portion of the Oakland Army Base for redevelopment as a public park.  The location designated by OBRA is specific in terms of location and acreage, and it is endorsed by the City of Oakland and the East Bay Regional Park District.  FHWA made its determination regarding Section 4(f) use based on the location of the park as depicted in planning documents.  Should there be amendments to the planning documents that result in a revised depiction of the proposed park's location, FHWA would revisit its determinations regarding Section 4(f) use.  Until such time, there is no basis for revisiting the determinations that have been made.
















�  Macroeconomic Effects of the Loma Prieta Earthquake, ABAG, 1991.





San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS
Page 3-18

