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As part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, the Presidio’s significant natural, historic,
scenic, cultural and recreational resources must be managed in a manner which is consistent with
sound principles of land use planning and management, and which protects the Presidio from
development and uses which would destroy the scenic beauty and historic and natural character
of the area and cultural and recreational resources.

—From the Presidio Trust Act (P.L. 104-333).



The Presidio Trust is proposing the construction and operation of awater recycling system at the
Presidio to provide high-quality recycled water for landscape irrigation and other non-potable
uses, reducing potable water demand, and reducing the amount of sanitary sewer flows to the City
and County of San Francisco’s combined sewer system. The proposed treatment plant would be
located within an existing building in the Letterman Complex. The Presidio Trust (the Trust) is
the project proponent and the Lead Agency under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA).

This document is an Environmental Assessment (EA), and has been prepared in accordance with
the requirements of NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA Regulations, and the
Trust’s Environmental Quality Regulations (36 CFR Part 1010). This EA isbeing circulated for
public review and comment. Following completion of the public comment period and review of
the comments received, the Trust will determine what actions are needed to complete the required
NEPA review. If aFinding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is determined to be the appropriate
document, its availability will be publicly noticed in the Presidio POST newsletter and on the
Trust’swebsite. Please submit comments to the Trust by May 7, 2002 by mail, fax, or e-mail, to:

Presidio Trust

c/o Allison Stone

34 Graham Street

San Francisco, CA 94129

fax: (415) 561-5315

e-mail: waterrecycling@presidiotrust.gov
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GLOSSARY AND ACRONYMS

AF — acre feet

AFY — acre feet per year

Area A — coastal areas of the Presidio of San
Francisco that are under the National Park
Service’s administrative jurisdiction

Area B — non-coastal areas of the Presidio of
San Francisco that are under the Presidio
Trust’s administrative jurisdiction

BAAQMD - Bay Area Air Quality
Management District

BCDC - San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission

BMP/BMPs — Best Management Practice(s)

Cal OSHA - California Division of
Occupational Safety and Health

CARB - California Air Resources Board

CCSF - City and County of San Francisco

CDFG - California Department of Fish and
Game

CNDDB - California Natural Diversity Data
Base

CNPS - California Native Plant Society

CSO - combined sewer overflow

CTMP - Construction Traffic Management
Plan

cy — cubic yards

dB - logarithmic decibel scale

dBA - A-weighted frequency-dependent scale

DHS — California Department of Health
Service

EA — Environmental Assessment

EIS — Environmental Impact Statement

ET - evapotranspiration

ft — foot (feet)

GIS — Geographic Information Systems

GMPA - Presidio General Management Plan
Amendment (adopted by the NPSin 1994)

gpd — gallons per day

hp — horsepower

IDP — Industrial Discharge Permit

LDAC - Letterman Digital Arts Center

If — linear feet

MG - million gallons

mg/L — milligrams per liter

MGD - million gallons per day

NAGPRA - Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act

NEPA - National Environmental Policy Act

NHL — National Historic Landmark District

NHPA - National Historic Preservation Act

NMFS — National Marine Fisheries Service

NPDES - National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System

NPS — National Park Service

OWPCP - Oceanside Water Pollution Control
Plant

PTIP — Presidio Trust Implementation Plan (in
progress, the Trust’s comprehensive
planning update of the GMPA for Area B)

RWEF - recycled water facility

RWMP — Recycled Water Master Plan

RWQCB - Regional Water Quality Control
Board

SAR - sodium adsorption ratio

SEWPCP - Southeast Water Pollution Control
Plant

SIPs — State Implementation Plans

SJSC WWTP — San Jose/Santa Clara
Wastewater Treatment Plant

SMBR - submerged membrane batch reactor

sgft — square feet

SWPPP — Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan

SWRCB - State Water Resources Control
Board

TDS - total dissolved solids

USFWS — U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

UV - ultraviolet

VMP - Final Vegetation Management Plan
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The Presidio Trust is proposing the construction and operation of a water recycling system at the
Presidio to provide high-quality recycled water for landscape irrigation and other non-potable
uses, reducing potable water demand, and reducing the amount of sanitary sewer flows to the City
and County of San Francisco's combined sewer system. The proposed treatment plant would be
located within an existing building in the Letterman Complex. The Presidio Trust (the Trust) is
the project proponent and the Lead Agency under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA).

This document is an Environmental Assessment (EA), and has been prepared in accordance with
the requirements of NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality's NEPA Regulations, and the
Trust's Environmental Quality Regulations (36 CFR Part 1010). This EA is being circulated for
public review and comment. Following completion of the public comment period and review of
the comments received, the Trust will determine what actions are needed to complete the required
NEPA review. If a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is determined to be the appropriate
document, its availability will be publicly noticed in the Presidio POST newsletter and on the
Trust's website. Please submit comments to the Trust by May 7, 2002 by mail, fax, or e-mail, to:

Presidio Trust

c/o Allison Stone

34 Graham Street

San Francisco, CA 94129

fax: (415) 561-5315

e-mail: waterrecycling@presidiotrust.gov
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1. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE & NEED

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE & NEED

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The Presidio Trust is proposing to construct and operate a water recycling system at the Presidio
of San Francisco. Use of recycled water for landscape irrigation has long been discussed as a
positive step towards sustainability at the Presidio, and was originally identified in the 1994
Presidio General Management Plan Amendment (GMPA), prepared by the National Park Service
(NPS). The GMPA and corresponding EIS assumed that up to 1 million gallons per day (MGD)
of recycled water would be used at the Presidio for irrigation, with that recycled water provided
by a plant constructed by the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF). Following
establishment of the Presidio Trust by the U.S. Congress in 1996, the Trust wished to pursue the
use of recycled water for irrigation purposes; however, it became clear that the City’s planned
water recycling plant would not be implemented for many years. During the environmental
review of the Trust’s Letterman Complex project, the City requested that the Trust consider
developing an on-site water recycling system as a way to address concerns regarding cumulative
impacts of wastewater generation and water demand. Specifically, the City expressed concern
related to its Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) and combined sewer system
overflows. In response, the Letterman Complex Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
included a measure requiring an on-site water recycling system to mitigate the cumulative effects
of Presidio-wide projects. The measure specifically requires a plant capable of reclaiming and
treating a minimum of 200,000 gallons per day (gpd) of sanitary sewage extracted from the
Presidio Main sewer line (which flows to the SEWPCP). Implementation of the proposed water
recycling project evaluated in this EA would fulfill this requirement, as well as the long-time
vision for use of recycled water at the park.

1.2 PURPOSE & NEED

To adequately articulate the purpose and need of the proposed project, it is important to first
understand the existing water and wastewater systems at the Presidio. Relevant background on
these issues is provided below, followed by a description of the project’s purpose and need,
expressed in the form of project objectives.

1.2.1 BACKGROUND

WATER SUPPLY

The majority of the Presidio's water needs are met with on-site resources, specifically Lobos
Creek. Water is diverted from the creek, treated at an on-site treatment facility, and conveyed
through the local water distribution system. Lobos Creek flows vary from year to year, and have
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1. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE & NEED

historically ranged from 1.2 to 2.1 MGD. In order to protect the natural resource values along
Lobos Creek (one of the last free-flowing creeks in San Francisco), a minimum creek flow of 0.5
MGD is maintained. As a result, roughly 0.7 to 1.2 MGD of Lobos Creek water is available for
diversion, treatment, and use at the Presidio (Presidio Trust 2001). Supplemental water is
purchased from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) on an as-needed basis.
The majority of these purchases occur during the warmer months when irrigation demands are
higher and the availability of on-site supply is lower. The amount of water purchased from the
SFPUC varies by year, and last year the Trust purchased roughly 15 percent of the total water
used at the Presidio. The SFPUC gets its water primarily from Yosemite National Park (Hetch
Hetchy Reservoir), with supplemental water provided by local watersheds. Like the Presidio,
these local supplies vary from year to year, and have historically met from six to 18 percent of the
SFPUC’s demand (SFPUC 2001).

Current average daily water consumption at the Presidio is approximately 0.8 MGD. Of this
total, almost half of the water is used for landscape irrigation. In the past and in the future, when
more Presidio buildings are occupied, total water demands will be higher.

WASTEWATER SYSTEM

The Presidio has two separate sewer systems: one for sanitary sewage (wastewater) and one for
stormwater. Stormwater is collected and conveyed to the Pacific Ocean, San Francisco Bay and
Crissy Marsh.! Wastewater is collected and conveyed to the CCSF combined sewer system
(which combines storm and wastewater). The CCSF and Trust meter the Presidio wastewater
flows entering the CCSF system, and the Trust reimburses the City for the cost of treatment and
disposal, which averages about $100,000 per month.

There are a total of five locations at the Presidio where wastewater is discharged to the CCSF’s
system. The majority of these flows (approximately 85 percent) are transported via the “Presidio
Main,” which is located at the park’s northeastern corner near the Gorgas/Lyon Gate within the
Letterman Complex. At this time, current wastewater flows in the Gorgas/Lyon Gate area are
roughly 250,000 to 300,000 gpd. These flows are conveyed to the City’s Southeast Water
Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) for treatment and disposal. Over time, as vacant buildings are
occupied, it anticipated that these flows could increase to more than 500,000 gpd. For planning
purposes, available wastewater flows are assumed to be roughly 500,000 gpd.

Stormwater flows within the Presidio are not the subject of the analysis contained herein. The Trust, in
coordination with the NPS, is finalizing an interim Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SPPP) that
will include the sampling design and protocol, threshold requirements for constituents monitored, and a
reporting mechanism. This is an interim plan that adheres to the general guidelines for storm water
management as established under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), and
will remain in effect until the Trust obtains an NPDES permit. Additionally, the plan will include Best
Management Practices (BMPs), consistent with the California Stormwater Best Management Practices
Handbook, including the use of oil-water separators (several are already in use at Crissy Field), street
sweeping, and other actions to improve stormwater quality at the park.
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1. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE & NEED

Historically, flows entering the CCSF system from the Presidio were much higher. Before
leaving the Presidio, the Army implemented a large-scale infrastructure repair program. This
program, as well as infrastructure repairs made by the Trust (i.e., slip-lining existing pipelines to
minimize stormwater infiltration), have resulted in a substantial reduction in Presidio flows
entering the CCSF combined sewer system. Although it is difficult to make a direct comparison
between annual flow data from before and after these various improvements were made (as
occupancy rates have also varied), there is clearly a noticeable reduction. For example, metering
data indicates that total Presidio wastewater flows entering the CCSF system in 1990 were
roughly 475 million gallons. In 2000, total annual flows were approximately 120 million gallons
— or roughly one-quarter of the 1990 flows. By the year 2020, once vacant buildings are
rehabilitated and reused, projected flows will increase but are never anticipated to reach 1990
levels. In fact, even without implementation of an on-site water recycling system, 2020 flows are
still projected to be less than half of the 1990 flows.

As previously mentioned, the CCSF has identified concerns related to combined sewer overflows
(CSOs) which occur during major storm events when partially-treated sanitary sewage from the
SEWPCEP is released to the Bay. During a CSO event, the SEWPCP can receive upwards of 300
million gallons of storm/wastewater. The CCSF asked the Trust to look specifically at three
options to help off-set the Presidio’s contribution to these flows, as well as long-term water
supply issues: 1) consider an on-site water recycling system; 2) consider on-site storage of flows
during wet weather events; and 3) consider redirecting flows from the SEWPCP to the Oceanside
plant (which does not experience the same wet weather capacity problems). The two action
alternatives evaluated in this EA were designed to be responsive to these requests.

Although the Presidio’s contribution to CCSF wastewater flows is very small (less than one half
of one percent of the dry- and wet-weather capacity of either the SEWPCP or Oceanside Plant),
the SEWPCP has generated concerns because of the wet-weather overflows, and because of odors
affecting the surrounding Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhoods. The Trust is committed to
reducing the Presidio’s contribution to these effects. Implementation of the proposed water
recycling system, in combination with aggressive water conservation, are critical to achieving this
reduction.

1.2.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The purpose of the proposed project is to reduce potable water demand, and the amount of
potable water consumed for non-potable uses (i.e., landscape irrigation) at the Presidio, and to
provide a reliable and drought-proof source of recycled water for the Presidio that meets or
exceeds Title 22 standards for Disinfected Tertiary Recycled Water. These are the principal
objectives of the project, which is also intended to reduce Presidio wastewater flows entering the
CCSF’s combined sewer system, and in particular reduce the Presidio’s contribution to
cumulative flows affecting the operation and proximity of the SEWPCP.

To be successful, the project must meet these objectives and must also avoid or minimize adverse
environmental and cultural resource effects to the greatest extent practical, be financially
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feasible, and serve as a demonstration project for other land managers and interested members of
the public.
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CHAPTER 2

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

2.1 INTRODUCTION

Three alternatives for the proposed water recycling facility are evaluated in this EA: Alternative 1
(Centralized Storage), Alternative 2 (Multiple Storage Sites), and the No Action Alternative.

Both action alternatives propose the rehabilitation and reuse of an existing building within the

L etterman Complex for the proposed treatment plant. This Chapter provides background
information on the development and refinement of the alternatives, as well as project conditions
that have been identified by the Trust. A brief discussion of alternativesinitially considered but
removed from further evaluation in this EA is provided in Section 2.4. A regional location and
map showing Presidio planning districts is presented in Figure 2-1.

2.2 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

2.2.1 BACKGROUND ON ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT

The Trust developed and refined the two action alternatives evaluated in this EA through the
planning process and in response to scoping comments. A summary of the salient facts or other
background that influenced the development of these alternativesis provided below.

o Approximately 85% of total wastewater flows at the Presidio are conveyed viathe
“Presidio Main” pipeline and discharged to the CCSF' s combined sewer system near the
Gorgas Gate within the Letterman Complex.

° Some water storage capacity is necessary to operate arecycled water system. Consistent
with industry standards, proposed storage facilities are generally sized to accommodate the
average daily demand during the summer period, providing operational flexibility and
reliability, aswell as supplementing treatment capacity during peak demand periods.

. Crissy Field (Area A) has already been equipped with the infrastructure necessary to
receive recycled water (i.e., purple pipe). The Letterman Digital Arts Center (LDAC) is
also being designed to accept recycled water.

° Treatment technol ogies were identified for their ability to meet the most stringent water
quality requirements for a disinfected tertiary recycled water. The related requirements and
byproducts are also considered, including facility/space needs, energy demands and
potential odor generation.

Presidio Water Recycling Project 2-1 Environmental Assessment
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2. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

° In order to minimize environmental and historic effects of the project, pipelines and storage
facilities were sited in areas that were previously disturbed or that have been identified for
future environmental remediation activities. Preliminary pipeline alignments were revised
based on field visits with various resource specialists to minimize potential impacts, as well
as through the environmental analysis conducted during the preparation of this EA.

. In response to scoping comments, additional information on water conservation and itsrole
in each of the alternatives was incorporated into the EA. Other modifications to the action
alternatives in response to scoping comments include the provision of additional detail on
the amount of projected recycled water use, size of facilities, and various operational

aspects.

2.2.2 COMMON COMPONENTSOF ACTION ALTERNATIVES

Both action alternatives assume that the project would be implemented in phases, with Phase 1
representing a 0.2 MGD project and Phase 2 representing a 0.5 MGD project. Phasing is
necessary based on the availability of raw wastewater flows, as currently vacant buildings
become occupied in the future. It isassumed that Phase 1 would be implemented as soon as
possible following completion of required NEPA and other compliance and permitting activities,
while Phase 2 would be implemented in approximately seven to 10 years. Both alternatives could
achieve the reductions in potable water use and in sanitary sewer dischargesto the CCSF
combined sewer system, as shown in Table 2-1.

The following components (discussed below) would be similar under both action alternatives:

Water Conservation Practices;

Genera Operations of the Proposed System;
Recycled Water Users and Demands, and
Basic Components of the Proposed System.

WATER CONSERVATION PRACTICES

The Trust will continue to identify and implement various water conservation measures, and these
efforts would continue under al alternatives, including the No Action Alternative. Current
measures include infrastructure repairs, installation and use of water-efficient fixtures, and public
education. Water savings are already being realized through these practices, as reflected in the
last severa years of water use data. Specifically, average water use over the past three years has
remained relatively constant at approximately 0.8 MGD, while building reuse/occupation has
increased.

Conservation practices that are already being implemented by the Trust include the installation of
low-flow fixtures, including aerators, low-flow showerheads, and low-flow toilets. These fixtures
areinstalled in al rehabilitation projects throughout the park, and can improve water efficiency
by as much as 50 percent. Asadditiona buildings are rehabilitated, the Trust will continue to
ensure that the water-efficient systems areinstalled. Other measures are currently being
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2. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF ANNUAL POTABLE WATER USE AND
SANITARY SEWAGE DISCHARGESWITH AND
WITHOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT
(INMILLION GALLONS/YEAR)

Future 2020 with
Existing Plus Future 2020 Project
Existing Project (Phase 1) No Action (Phase1land 2)
Estimated Potable Water
Use:
Irrigation 133 98 184 100
Other Uses 152 152 264 264
Tota 285 250 448 364
Projected Recycled Water
Use 0 35 0 84
Estimated Total Sanitary
Sewage Discharged to 120 85 238 154

CCSF System

1 Esimated existing and future water use is based on currently available information and information provided in the
PTIP Draft EIS (Presidio Trust 2001). Future water projections, and thus future sanitary sewage flows, do not
factor in water savings that would be provided through implementation of conservation practices. Recycled water
production amounts are based on estimated average annual demand, and would vary from year to year depending
on annual precipitation, climate, etc.

implemented and/or will be implemented in the future, including the install ation of water meters
in Presidio buildings. Metering water enables billing to be based on consumption volume, which
in turn promotes conservation.

Irrigation accounts for approximately half of the water usage on the Presidio. Efficient irrigation
methods and scheduling are the key to reducing evapotranspiration (ET), seepage and surface
runoff. In addition, the recently adopted Final V egetation Management Plan (VMP) includes
requirements for the use of drought-tolerant vegetation in all new landscapes. Although the Trust
has made progressin increasing irrigation efficiency, thisis an area where the Trust will be
focusing future, new water conservation activities. The Presidio Golf Courseirrigation system
now operates on a satellite-based system that bases daily irrigation on ground moisture
conditions, solar radiance, and precipitation. The Trust isin the process of replacing inefficient
manual watering systems with new computer-controlled systems (timers) that will help increase
future irrigation efficiencies, aswell as other actions that will help further reduce water consumed
for irrigation purposes.

Presidio Water Recycling Project 2-4 Environmental Assessment



2. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

GENERAL OPERATIONS OF THE PROPOSED SYSTEM

Raw wastewater would be diverted from a sanitary sewer main and conveyed to atreatment plant.
Treatment would include biological treatment, filtration and disinfection, meeting the highest
quality standards of California’ s Code of Regulations, Title 22 for Disinfected Tertiary Recycled
Water. Following treatment, recycled water would be conveyed to areservoir for storage, and
subsequently delivered to the irrigation sites through a distribution system. Thistype of water is
suitable for unrestricted body contact, and is commonly used throughout the state for landscape
irrigation and a variety of other more restrictive uses (including irrigation of food crops).

The system would be designed to provide treatment capacity equal to the Maximum Month,
Average Day irrigation demand. Peak demands would normally be met from a combination of
treatment capacity and storage. The storage volume is planned to be sized equal to one day of
Maximum Month, Average Day Demand. In addition, a standby connection to the potable water
system would be provided at the storage reservoir to provide operational reiability (i.e., to meet
prolonged periods of high demand or provide service when the treatment plant is off-line for
maintenance).

The estimated average annual energy use would represent slightly less than two percent of the
current average annual demand, which would be easily accommodated within the existing
infrastructure and supply. Over time, energy demand would increase as the capacity of the plant
increases and the distance (i.e., pumping needs) to irrigated areas increases. Even at the
maximum capacity of the proposed water recycling system, average demands would represent
just over three percent of current average demand. These demands would be partialy offset by
avoided pumping and treatment activities from the existing potable water treatment plant (which
currently serves al irrigation demands at the park). In addition, irrigation with recycled water
and the corresponding bulk of energy demands (i.e., pumping) would occur during the off-peak
evening hours.

It is anticipated that the treatment and distribution system would typically require one full-time
employee; however, start-up activities, some maintenance tasks and other seasonal demands
would require full-time support from two operators.

Normal Operations

During the spring, summer and fall, the system would operate to meet varying seasonal irrigation
demands. Raw wastewater would be diverted and treated primarily during the day, when the
largest volumes of wastewater are available between the early morning and evening peaks. As
the nighttime irrigation demand period begins, water would be pumped (or would flow by
gravity, depending on the alternative) from storage to the user site. When demands exceed
available storage and treatment capacity, supplemental potable supply would used.

Winter Operations

There are two basic operational scenarios that can be employed during the winter: the firgt,
Continuous Operation, would maintain year-round plant operations and reduce wet weather

Presidio Water Recycling Project 2-5 Environmental Assessment



2. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

wastewater discharges to the CCSF system, while the second, Seasonal Operation, would shut
down the plant during the low-demand winter months. Continuous Operation has been included
in this EA at the request of the CCSF. Pleaserefer to Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3 for additional
information.

RECYCLED WATER USERS AND DEMANDS

Recycled water is proposed for irrigation use at several areas on the Presidio. Refer to Figure
2-2, which depicts the general use area boundaries and Table 2-2, which summarizes the
projected recycled water demands.

Phase1-0.2MGD

Theinitial customers would include the 23-acre LDAC and Crissy Field. The Crissy Field (Area
A) irrigation system was previously designed and constructed with the intent of using recycled
water, and is ready to accept service at thistime. The LDAC is being designed for recycled water
use. During periods of lower irrigation demand, the treatment plant may operate below its full
design capacity; during times of peak irrigation demand, supplemental water from the Presidio
potable water system would be necessary to meet demands.

Phase2-0.5MGD

The Trust would continue to monitor wastewater flows at the Presidio, and would consider
implementation of Phase 2 as flows approach 0.5 MGD at the Gorgas Gate. Phase 2 customers
would include al Phase 1 customers plus additional landscaped areas along the Lombard
corridor, the Main Post area and potentially the National Cemetery and Fort Scott. The
landscaped areas along Lombard Street as it enters the park (referred to in this document as the
Lombard corridor) consist primarily of turf and trees between L etterman Drive and Lombard
Street, and Sherman Road and Lombard Street. The Main Post areaincludes several discrete
existing turf areas, and the demand projections include the possibility that the historic parade
ground could be converted from the existing asphalt parking lot to turf. The National Cemetery
siteisawell-defined turf area. The Fort Scott areais primarily turf in landscaped areas and a ball
field.

If desired by the CCSF, it isalso possible that the Trust’s plant would supply recycled water to
Marina Green turf areas along Marina Boulevard may during Phase 2. Marina Green consists of
three separate turf areas. This action would require the CCSF to conduct its own review and
consideration of the project, and would require the Trust to eliminate some of the on-site use of
recycled water so that the Marina Green demand could be met. There is an existing connection
(purple pipe) located near Mason Street and Y acht Road that could potentially be used to provide
service to Marina Green. Additional discussions with the NPS and CCSF would be needed to
confirm the feasibility of this connection.
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2. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

TABLE 2-2
PROPOSED IRRIGATION AREASAND
RECYCLED WATER DEMANDSBY PROJECT PHASE

Average Average
Annual Monthly Peak Month, Peak Month,
Recycled Water Use Area Demand Demand Avg. Day Peak Day
by Phase (AFlyr) (MGD) Demand (MGD) Demand (MGD)
Phase 1- 0.2 MGD
Crissy Field 817 0.097 0.155 0.233
L etterman Complex 23.3 0.021 0.052 0.060
Subtotal Phase 1 105.0 0.118 0.207 0.293
Phase 2- 0.5 MGD
Lombard corridor 19.8 0.023 0.038 0.056
Main Post 46.7 0.055 0.089 0.133
National Cemetery 51.3 0.061 0.097 0.146
Fort Scott 34.1 0.040 0.065 0.097
CCSF/Marina Green 443 0.053 0.084 0.126
Total Phases 1 and 21 256.9 0.297 0.496 0.725

1 cCsF/Marina Green not included in total —future service to this area to be determined in future through
consultation with the City as part of Phase 2.

SOURCE: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 2002.

All Phase 2 users would require modifications to existing irrigation systems prior to receiving
recycled water. Modification would include signage to meet the regulatory requirements of the
California Department of Health Services, as well as ensuring that cross-connections to existing
potable water supply are removed. In addition, all hose bibs must be removed from the irrigation
system and other operational practices would be enforced as part of the water recycling permit
requirements (see Section 3.3 for additional information on regulatory reguirements).

BASIC COMPONENTS OF THE PROPOSED SYSTEM

Raw Wastewater Diversion

The raw wastewater source location would be in the vicinity of the L etterman Complex/Gorgas
Gate area, where the Presidio’ s sanitary sewer discharges to the CCSF system. A diversion
structure and pipeline would be installed underground, and equipped with a submersible pump
station to convey the raw wastewater to the nearby treatment plant. Waste sludge and screenings
from the treatment plant would be conveyed back to the CCSF sewer system for treatment and
disposal (see below for additional information on proposed treatment process).
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2. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Recycled Water Treatment Facility

Consistent with Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the Trust is proposing to
reuse and rehabilitate an existing historic structure to house the recycled water treatment plant,
rather than construct a new facility. For both action aternatives, the same three buildings are
being considered as alternate site locations: Buildings 1040 (former Powerhouse & Steam Plant),
1062 (former Quartermaster’ s shop) and 1063 (former Medical Supply Warehouse - and the
Trust's preferred site). The buildings are in close proximity to the Gorgas Gate source of raw
wastewater supply. The various treatment plant alternative sites are depicted in Figure 2-3,
together with a conceptual layout of facilities within the buildings. Reuse of an existing structure
would require seismic retrofit and other modifications to provide the necessary floor and
overhead space for equipment, access for construction and operations and maintenance, and other
modifications necessary to support equipment or rehabilitate architectural surfaces. The retrofit
and layout would be refined through the design and engineering process, and would comply with
the Secretary of the Interior’s Sandards for the Rehabilitation of Historic Structures. Although
detailed cost estimates were not prepared for each alternative site, Building 1040 is likely to cost
substantially more than the other two sites, based on the condition, size and layout of the
building.

Raw wastewater would be diverted to the proposed plant for treatment, which would consist of
fine screening, biological treatment/filtration, and disinfection. The product water would be
pumped to a storage reservoir for distribution to end-users. The waste (solids/screening) from the
system would be returned to the sewer, asis currently practiced.

The treatment process would consist primarily of a submerged membrane bio-reactor for
biological treatment and filtration, and an ultraviolet (UV) light process for disinfection. Other
ancillary systems include a fine screening, chemical storage and handling facilities, odor control
facilities, air blowers with sound attenuation devices housed in a separate room, pumping
systems, mechanical piping, electrical and control systems, fire sprinkling systems, and HVAC
systems. Because the proposed system would function as a satellite treatment facility and no
sludge/solids handling would occur, potential odor generation at the plant would be minimal.
Odor control facilities within the plant building would further reduce the potential for any
nuisance; in addition, provision would be made for future chemical addition (magnesium
hydroxide) to suppress odor in the raw wastewater, but it is not anticipated that chemical addition
will be necessary to control odor. Potential odor impacts are described in Section 3.8.

There is one chemical that would be necessary for routine use in the treatment building. Sodium
hypochlorite (household liquid bleach) would be used as a cleaning solution for membrane
maintenance, for odor control of screenings, and for residua disinfection of the recycled water.
All chemical materials would be handled, stored and used in a manner consistent with applicable
health and safety regulations. The degree of hazard associated with this chemical is described in
Section 3.6.
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2. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

2.2.3 ALTERNATIVE 1 (CENTRALIZED STORAGE)

Alternative 1 isthe Trust’s preferred alternative. Under Alternative 1, all storage needs would be
met by the construction and operation of a new 500,000-gallon subsurface reservoir. The project
components associated with Alternative 1 are presented in Figure 2-4.

RECYCLED WATER STORAGE

During Phase 1, a 500,000-gallon subsurface storage reservoir (tank) located in the vicinity of the
treatment plant would be constructed. This facility would provide adequate storage for Phases 1
and 2 of the project, and no supplemental storage facilities would be needed.

The new 500,000-gallon subsurface storage reservoir would be approximately 80 feet in diameter
by 20 feet overall structure depth, and would be buried below turf or paved/parking areas. Two
sites (A and B) have been identified as potential |ocations for this facility (see Figure 2-3). Both
sites are currently covered by asphalt (one within an existing parking lot), and both have been
identified for environmental remediation (i.e., excavation) of petroleum hydrocarbon
contamination. It isassumed that construction of the storage reservoir would be concurrent with
site remediation activities in order to minimize total ground disturbance and construction
activities at the park.

A pump station would be needed at either subsurface storage reservoir to provide the delivery
pressure and flow to meet the necessary service conditions. The pump station would be
submersible, and would be housed within the proposed subsurface storage reservoir. The
pumping units would be designed for serving different customer requirements to conserve energy
and provide good demand/supply matching (i.e. low lift for Crissy Field, medium lift for
Letterman and high lift for the National Cemetery and Ft. Scott). A motor control center and
electrical service would be located in the selected treatment building. Access to both facilities
would be provided for regular maintenance.

Reservoir Option A

This site would require pavement/foundation and utility demolition and relocation of existing
electrical, sanitary, storm drain and potable water lines. Several of these utilities appear to be
abandoned. This site has the highest priority for site remediation work and is closest to al
building options, and isthe Trust’s preferred location. The reservoir roof would be designed so
that it is buried below earth fill and sodded, or used for another use, including parking or asa
roadway.

Reservoir Option B

This site would require the temporary removal of parking pavement and removal of an apparently
abandoned sanitary sewer. Treatment of the reservoir surface would be similar to that described
for Reservoir Option A.
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RECYCLED WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM

The recycled water distribution system would include underground pipelines ranging in size from
410 12 inchesin diameter. Refer to Figure 2-4, which presents the proposed distribution system
pipeline alignments by phase aswell as linear feet and other relevant information. Asshownin
Figure 2-4, the proposed pipeline alignments would be located within existing roadways and/or
paved areas. The California Department of Health Services (DHS) has established Sanitary
Separation Requirement for recycled water pipelines that also set minimum clearances for
horizontal separation between recycled water and potable water or sanitary sewer pipelines. This
requirement is generally 10 feet horizontal; however, it can be aslittle as four feet if additional
pipe design requirements are met.

WINTER OPERATIONS

Under Alternative 1, there would be two basic operational scenarios that could be employed
during the winter: continuous plant operation or seasonal closure. Continuous operations are
included to be responsive to requests made by CCSF. Further coordination with CCSF would be
needed to ensure an effective operational regime is achieved during continuous winter operations
and that related logistical issues are addressed.

Continuous Treatment Plant Operation

At times during the winter, irrigation demands would be minimal and the treatment plant would
operate at the minimum rate possible to maintain the health and viability of the biological
treatment process. |If inadequate irrigation demand exists, small amounts of treated (not
disinfected) water would be sent back to the sanitary sewer. Additional time would be needed by
operators during the winter to manage the treatment process under this scheme, as compared to
the seasonal operation as described below; costs would also increase for this operationa scenario.

The recycled water storage reservoir could be maintained at low levels during the winter, so when
wet weather occurs, the treatment system could be manually operated to fill the reservoir with
treated water, reducing wet weather discharges by up to 500,000 gallons. When the reservoir
fills, the treatment system stops. Following the storm event, the treated water could be used for
irrigation or discharged to the sanitary sewer system during off-peak periods.

Seasonal Treatment Plant Operation

Another possible operating scenario is to decommission the treatment plant during late-November
each year for the winter season, and use the standby potable water connection to fill the storage
reservoir to meet the very low winter irrigation demands. This operating scenario does not
provide any wet-weather discharge reduction, but would likely reduce operations effort and cost,
and provide time for scheduled maintenance of facilities. The plant could be brought back into
operation over atwo-week period in March for seasonal use.
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Presidio Water Recycling Project 2-14 Environmental Assessment



2. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

CONSTRUCTION METHODS AND SCHEDULE

It isestimated that it would require 12 months to construct each phase. Phase 1 is proposed for
implementation starting in fall 2002, with completion in fall 2003. Implementation of Phase 2
would occur sometime in the future, and would be dependent upon the reuse/occupation of
buildings at the Presidio and subsequent availability of raw wastewater. At thistimeitis
anticipated that Phase 2 would be implemented in seven to 10 years from the implementation of
Phase 1, or between 2010 and 2013.

Pipeline construction would be traditional “cut and cover” construction within atrench. Pipeline
trench width would be vary between 24 and 30 inches. Pipeline depth is anticipated to range
from three feet minimum to six feet from grade where a utility crossing exists. At crossings with
multiple existing utilities, the pipeline may need to be deeper to maintain one foot of vertical
clearance between pipelines. There would typically be active work areas of about five feet on
one side of the trench and 10 to 12 feet on the other side for access by trucks and loaders,
resulting in a construction easement approximately 20 feet wide, unless otherwise restricted for
environmental protection (see Section 3.6). Excavated trench materials would be reused for
trench backfill or taken to an approved landfill for disposal. Following construction, the pipeline
corridor would be rehabilitated to match the pre-construction conditions (i.e., roadway
resurfacing, approved vegetation treatment or replacement of trail tread material). Work would
proceed at arate of approximately 200 feet per day. Construction equipment used for pipeline
construction would include pavement saws, jack hammers, backhoes, front-end loaders, dump
trucks, flat-bed delivery trucks, cranes, compactors, concrete trucks, and paving equipment.
There would be an estimated 10 workers for pipeline construction.

The existing building used for the proposed treatment plant would need to undergo a seismic
upgrade, which would be required regardless of whether the project isimplemented. Seismic
upgrade would likely consist of reinforcing diaphragm connections and use of sheer walls, and
would need to be coordinated with the planning of construction of the treatment facilities.

During construction of the treatment facilities, concrete for the building foundations and pads
would be delivered to the site by ready-mix trucks; a crane would be used to set equipment; and
supply trucks would be used to deliver materials and equipment used in the treatment process.
All construction phases would involve the use of pickup trucks and worker vehicles. There
would be approximately ten workers at the treatment plant site during the entire construction
phase. Adjacent paved areas (i.e., parking lots) would serve as staging areas.

Construction of the underground storage reservoir would occur concurrently with the treatment
plant construction. As stated previously, petroleum hydrocarbon remediation efforts are planned
for the areathat would consist of soil excavation and disposal. Once the removal of hazardous
materials is completed, reservoir construction would begin that would likely include additional
soil excavation, installation of afoundation, placement of concrete forms and then concrete.
Dewatering of the construction site would be necessary during construction.
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2.2.4 ALTERNATIVE 2 (MULTIPLE STORAGE SITES)

This alternative also proposes the construction and operation of awater recycling system, similar
to that described for Alternative 1. The Phase 2 pipeline alignments, storage facilities, and
potential wet weather operations distinguish this alternative from Alternative 1 (Centralized
Storage). The project components associated with Alternative 2 are presented in Figure 2-5.

RECYCLED WATER STORAGE

During Phase 1, recycled water would be stored in a 400,000-gallon subsurface storage facility
located in the vicinity of the treatment plant. Storage sites A and B described above would be
applicable to this alternative. As part of Phase 2, supplemental storage would be provided
through the rehabilitation and reuse of an existing (abandoned) 100,000-gallon reservoir in the
western side of the park (near Washington Blvd and Highway 1). Refer to Figure 2-5.

Existing Abandoned Reservoir

The existing abandoned 100,000-gallon reservoir was constructed in 1897 by the Army as part of
its potable water supply system. Reuse of this reservoir would require rehabilitation, as well as
site restoration and piping modifications. Based on field investigations, it is anticipated that the
site (i.e., areawithin the existing fenceline surrounding the reservoir) would require clearing of
overgrown vegetation and new fencing. The abandoned reservoir would likely require roof
repairs, painting, bug screen, seismic retrofit, telephone/electric service, level controls, and
possibly aliner or coating system to provide awater-tight structure. A new standby potable water
connection would need to be provided, as well as a gravity overflow pipeline to provide safe
routing to an existing sewer.

RECYCLED WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM

The proposed pipeline distribution system for Alternative 2 is presented in Figure 2-5.
Information related to the relative size, depth and DHS requirements for pipeline construction
described under Alternative 1 would apply to Alternative 2 as well.

WINTER OPERATIONS

As described for Alternative 1, there would be two basic operational scenarios that can be
employed during the winter: continuous operation and seasonal closure. Each of these
operational scenarios is described below, with an emphasis on the differences between the two
aternatives.

Presidio Water Recycling Project 2-16 Environmental Assessment
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Continuous Treatment Plant Operation

Under this scenario, operations would be generally as described for Alternative 1. However,
under Alternative 2, Phase 2, the reuse of the abandoned 100,000-gallon reservoir has the
potential to provide athird scenario for wet weather operations (beyond the two scenarios aready
described for Alternative 1). Thisthird scenario would allow continuous discharge of recycled
water to the City’s Oceanside Plant, which the City previously requested the Trust to consider
(refer to Section 2.1 for background information). Reuse of the existing reservoir would require
that a gravity overflow pipeline providing safe routing to an existing sewer be established.
During peak wet-weather conditions, the treatment plant could be continuously operated, recycled
water could be pumped to the reservoir, and subsequently diverted viathe overflow pipeline into
the sanitary sewer that ultimately flowsto CCSF s Oceanside Plant. Detailed hydraulic analyses
and coordination and evaluation with the CCSF would be needed prior to implementation. This
operational scenario would require the most operational effort and the highest cost of al
treatment scenarios.

Seasonal Treatment Plant Oper ation
Seasonal treatment plant operation would be the same as described for Alternative 1.

CONSTRUCTION METHODS AND SCHEDULE

Construction methods and schedul e described under Alternative 1 would be the same for
Alternative 2, with the exception of a substitution of additional work involved in piping and
rehabilitation of the reservoir, per the above description.

2.24 SUMMARY OF ACTION ALTERNATIVES AND CAPITAL COSTS

Table 2-3 provides a summary comparison of the two action aternatives described above,
together with the estimated capital costs for both alternatives and phases. For additional
background on the aternatives, please refer to the Presidio Water Recycling Project Plan, which
ison file at the Presidio Trust Library (34 Graham Street, Presidio of San Francisco). Copies will
also be made available upon request (see cover page of this EA for contact information).
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TABLE 2-3

ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY COMPARISON

Alternative 1: Alternative 2:
Component Centralized Storage Multiple Storage Sites
Raw W/W diversion/ Gorgas Gate Same
Sludge return pipeline
Treatment Plant Location Bldgs 1040, 1062, or 1063 Same
e Phase 1 capacity, MGD 0.2 Same
o Phase 2 capacity, MGD 05 Same
Treated Water Storage 0.5 MG underground storage 0.4 MG underground storage
(2 dternative sites) (2 dternative sites), plus rehab
existing 0.1 MG reservoir
e Winter Operation: continuous Upto 0.5 MG wet-weather Upto 0.4 MG wet-weather

operation option

¢ Winter Operation: seasonal
closure option

Recycled Water User Areas
e Phasel

e Phase?2

Capital cost (Phase 1/Phase 2)
(millions of dollars)

Total capital cost (millions of
dollars)

storage per event

No wet-weather flow reduction

Crissy Field, Letterman

Areas A & B, Main Post,
National Cemetery, Fort Scott,
and/or Marina Green

$5.35/$2.93

$8.28

storage per event in Phase 1, up
to 0.5 MG or possibly continuous
diversion to CCSF Oceanside
system in Phase 2

No wet-weather flow reduction

Same end users, different
piping/distribution system

Same end users, different
piping/distribution system
$5.22 / $3.35

$8.57

*Additional evaluation and consultation with the CCSF would be required prior to implementation of continuous

diversion option

2.25 NOACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the “No Action” alternative, the proposed recycled water project would not be
implemented and all irrigation demands at the Presidio would continue to be met with potable
water. Based on metering data from the last several years, average water consumption at the
Presidio has remained at roughly 0.8 MGD. Of thistotal, about 54 percent can be attributed to

domestic consumption and 46 percent goes for irrigation uses. Over time, as the buildingsin the
Presidio are rehabilitated and occupied, water demands are projected to increase. Under all of the
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aternativesin this EA, the Trust would continue to develop and implement water conservation
practices. In particular, irrigation efficiency at the park would noticeably increase over time;
however, there would always be a demand for irrigation water at the park. Under the No Action
Alternative, this demand would be met exclusively by potable water. In addition, wastewater
flows would continue to increase at the park as buildings are rehabilitated and occupied.
Although water conservation measures and various infrastructure repairs would help minimize
the volume of wastewater, all flows from the park would be conveyed to the CCSF' s combined
sewer system.

2.3 BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

The Trust has identified a series of best management practices (BMPs) that would be
implemented as part of either action alternative. Additional project-specific mitigation measures
that were developed through the environmental analyses are presented in Chapter 3. All of these
conditions have been incorporated into the two action aternatives. In addition, various regulatory
requirements would also apply to the two action alternatives. A description of these requirements
isprovided in relevant sections of Chapter 3.

BMP-1: EROSION/RUNOFF CONTROL

The Trust would require construction contractors to implement a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which includes Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize
potential water quality impacts, control erosion and sedimentation, and prevent the inadvertent
introduction of non-native invasive plant species during construction. The Trust would require
contractors to implement the SWPPP and BMPs for construction activities similar to those
included in the California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbook (Stormwater
Quality Task Force, 1993) and/or the Manual of Standards for Erosion and Sediment Control
Measures (ABAG, 1995). The BMPswould include measures guiding the management and
operation of construction sitesto control and minimize the potential contribution of pollutants to
storm runoff, disturbance of wetland features (via runoff or sedimentation), and prevent the
inadvertent introduction of hon-native invasive plant species into construction areas. Measures
would include procedures for controlling erosion and sedimentation and managing all aspects of
the construction process to ensure control of potential water pollution sources and restrictions on
the removal and disposal of nhon-native plant species.

Erosion and sedimentation control practices typically include:

. Developing along-term and short-term approved erosion control strategy;

. Limiting construction to the dry-weather months, to the greatest extent practical;

. Instaling silt fencing, weed-free rice straw mulch or bales, check dams, geofabrics,
drainage swales, sand bag dikes and/or straw wattle wherever deemed appropriate for

runoff and erosion control (only rice straw would be permitted to prevent inadvertant
introduction of wheat and barley species); and
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Soil stabilization, to include compacting to natural state, and grading to natural topography
to the greatest extent feasible.

BMP-2: DUST CONTROL

Consistent with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’ s recommendations, the Trust
would require construction contractors to implement a dust abatement program during
construction, which should include, at a minimum, the following elements:

Water all active construction areas (where soil is exposed) at |east twice daily, depending
on type of operation and wind exposure;

Designate a person or persons to oversee the implementation of a comprehensive dust
control program and to increase watering, as necessary;

Construction grading and trenching activities should be discontinued in high wind
conditions where excessive dust problems occur, as determined by the construction
inspector;

Cover dl trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials, or require all trucksto
maintain at least two feet of freeboard (i.e., the minimum required space between the top of
the load and the top of the trailer) in accordance with Section 23114 of the California
Vehicle Code during transit to and from the site;

Sweep streets daily (preferably with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto
adjacent streets.

BMP-3: NOISE CONTROL

To reduce noise due to construction, the Trust would require that construction contractors muffle
or control noise from construction equipment through implementation of the following measures:

Equipment and trucks used for construction would be required to utilize the best available
noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake
silencers, ducts, engine enclosures and acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds,
wherever feasible). Construction vehicles would be properly maintained and equipped with
exhaust mufflers that meet relevant standards;

Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers and pavement breakers) used for construction would be
hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with
compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools
is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust would be used; this
muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets
on the tools themselves would be used where feasible, and this could achieve a reduction of
5dBA. Quieter procedures would be used such as drilling rather than impact equipment
whenever feasible;

Noise-generating construction activities would be avoided during times of the day in which
such construction activities are prohibited under the San Francisco Noise Ordinance;
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. Stationary noise sources would be designed with acoustical treatments (building
enclosures, louvered vents, noise walls, etc.) that are adequate to maintain potential noise
generation to levels at or below ambient levels, and/or sources would be located as far from
sensitive receptors as possible muffled so that the noise is reduced to an acceptable levels.

BMP-4: BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE PROTECTION

To minimize the potential for impacts on biological resources, the Trust would implement the
following actions — along with those previously described for erosion, dust and noise control:

o Construction activities would be located at least 100 feet from the edge of existing native
plant communities and/or assemblages. If thisis not feasible, the following measures
would be used:

- Temporary protective fencing or other barriers would be installed, in consultation
with Trust natural resource staff, around affected native plant communities and
natural habitat to avoid inadvertent disturbance by construction crews;

- Consistent with the adopted Presidio Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) measures
NP-2, 3 and 6, arevegetation plan would be prepared and implemented for any area
where native plant communities would be disturbed. The plan would include
performance standards, species selection, a monitoring plan, and maintenance
program. The plan would be prepared prior to soil disturbance activities to ensure
that propagules and plant material would be available. If thisisnot feasible, soil
stabilization and invasive non-native plant inhibition measures would be employed
until future revegetation occurred. Approved erosion control measures would be
installed and either weed inhibition fabric or dense rice straw mulch would be applied
to the area until the revegetation plan was completed and implemented (see below).
Weed inhibition measures would be developed on a site-specific basis (i.e.,
considering constraints within each VM P management zone) and could include the
application of weed protection fabric and 4 to 6 inches of mulch; and

- Daily inspections by Trust natural resource protection staff would be completed in
the affected areas during construction.

. Non-native plant control would be done to ensure no new non-native invasive plant species
are introduced to the park and to prevent the spread of existing non-native plants. Control
measures would be defined in accordance with the Trust natural resource staff, and would
include, but are not limited to:

- Conduct weeding program in areas where revegetation occurs for a minimum of three
years to ensure plant establishment. Post-construction qualitative monitoring would
be conducted to identify locations where targeted non-native species have
established;

- Preserving stratigraphy of soils (to include supported vegetation and seedbank that
would be used as top-dressing post construction) removed during construction of
distribution line in areas deemed appropriate by either natural resource specialist or
forester;
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- Cleaning equipment during construction activities whenever equipment works within
patches of invasive non-native species (that could be transported by equipment) prior
to beginning construction in other non-impacted areas; and

- Disposal of non-native plants removed during pipeline construction would be donein
accordance with Trust guidelines.

The Trust Forester would be consulted prior to construction activities in any forested area
to ensure that appropriate tree protection measures are implemented. These measures
would include identifying areas where protective fencing would be installed prior to
construction to prevent impacts to trees or root systems directly adjacent to the project area,
as well as examining the proposed routein the field. During construction, the Trust
Forester would be notified if roots greater than two inches in diameter are encountered or
severed;

Consistent with VM P mitigation measures WI-1 through 4 (Appendix E, pg. 22),
construction activities would be phased or otherwise modified to avoid or minimize
impacts on nesting birds;

No incompatible fill materials would be introduced into natural or historic forest areas; only
fill material that is compatible with future restorati on/rehabilitation would be approved in
coordination with a natural resource specidist or geologist; and

Plant operations would be done in amanner consistent with the Trust’s Integrated Pest
Management practices to ensure that pests are not attracted to the site.

BMP-5: TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

A Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) would be prepared by the construction
contractor to show specific methods for maintaining traffic flows on roadways directly affected
by project construction. The CTMP will include, at a minimum, the following elements:

Construction equipment and vehicle routes would be documented and would comply with
City restrictions on neighborhood streets surrounding the Presidio.

Hours of operation for trucks and/or employee traffic would be established, as would the
guantity and location of construction parking during various phases of construction.

The contractor would install appropriate barriers or fencing around construction zones, and
put up sighage showing safe detours to ensure the safety of vehicles, pedestrians, and
bicyclists.

Where feasible, alternate one-way traffic flow past the pipeline construction zone would be
maintained. Intermittent traffic control plans would be developed prior to closing any
roadways, and advance warning signs for major closures will be provided and coordinated
with park police.

The contractor would be required to maintain access to driveways and side streets with
alternate routes or steel plates across open trenches, as appropriate.

Access for emergency vehicles would be provided at all times.
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. Construction trenches in streets would not be left open after work hours.

. The contractor would proactively work with the Trust and area transit providers (MUNI,
GGT and the Presidio Shuttle) to ensure adequate access for transit vehicles, and minimize
disruption of transit services.

The CTMP must be reviewed and approved by the Trust prior to issuance of permits, and would
be implemented by the contractor during construction. The CTMP would be arequirement of the
project, and information about this requirement would be made available to construction
contractors during the Request for Proposals process. The selected construction contractor(s)
would complete the CTMP at least 60 days prior to commencing work.

BMP-6: HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

To minimize the potential for hazardous materials to impact soil, surface waters, or groundwater
quality, the Trust would implement the following actions:

. Follow manufacturer’ s recommendations on use, storage and disposal of chemical products
used in construction;

o Avoid overtopping construction equipment fuel gas tanks;

. During routine maintenance of construction equipment, properly contain and remove grease
and oils; and

. Properly dispose of discarded containers of fuels and other chemicals.

2.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM
DETAILED STUDY

A brief discussion of the alternatives that were considered but eliminated from detailed study is
provided below, including an explanation for their removal.

2.4.1 LARGER PROJECT

During early planning, the Trust considered alarger project involving partnership with the CCSF.
At that time, this option was considered based on the apparent excess demand for recycled water
and the potential to treat wastewater from both City and Presidio sources. Since that time,
however, additional information on potential recycled water use areas/demands (see below) led to
removal of this alternative from further evaluation in this EA. If, in the future, conditions change
that make this alternative feasible, the Trust and City could consider this opportunity and conduct
necessary environmental review.

2.4.2 MULTIPLE, SMALL TREATMENT PLANTS

The construction of aseries of ‘package’ treatment plants throughout the Presidio wasiinitially
considered as possible project aternative. Based on the lack of available wastewater flows at
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multiple locations throughout the park, this was determined to be infeasible. (Refer to Section 2.2
for additional background on the availability of raw wastewater and location of recycled water
demands.)

2.4.3 ALTERNATIVE RECYCLE WATER USE AREAS AND USES

RECYCLED WATER USE AREAS

There are other areas within the Presidio where potable water is currently used for landscape
irrigation, which were initially considered as potential recycled water use areas but were removed
for the reasons described below. These areas include the Presidio Golf Course, various
residential areas, and several ballfields/recreation sites.

Lobos Creek isthe primary potable drinking water source for the Presidio, and the Trust’'s
Domestic Water Supply Permit specifically prohibits the use of recycled water within the Lobos
Creek watershed. The Presidio Golf Cour seislocated within the Lobos Creek watershed, and
was therefore removed as a possible future recycled water use area.

The Wherry and Washington Housing areas have several small landscaped areas that are
currently irrigated; however, these areas are located within the Lobos Creek Watershed and were
therefore removed from consideration as part of this project, as described above for the golf
course. In addition, all of Wherry and potentially some of the Washington housing would be
removed over time to accommodate natural resource restoration activities.

Severa residentia areas and ballfields in the East Housing planning district are located within
the Tennessee Hollow restoration study area. It isanticipated that the need for irrigation water
and associated infrastructure in this area could be substantially reduced or possibly eliminated,
depending upon the outcome of the restoration planning that was initiated late last year. Because
future demand for irrigation in this areais unknown, and current demands are relatively small,
these possible recycled water use areas were removed from consideration as part of the proposed
project. Following removal of the above areas, the park-wide projected demand for recycled
water was reduced such that the proposed 0.5 MGD project would successfully meet the bulk of
on-site recycled water demand.

DISCHARGE OF RECYCLED WATER

The concept of discharging recycled water into Crissy Field or Tennessee Hollow was initially
considered as away to increase water available for restoration projects, as well as to reduce the
amount of wet weather flows entering in the CCSF' s combined sewer system during peak wet
weather events. The availability of other measures to effectively achieve the same end (i.e.,
reduce wet weather flows to the CCSF system), and the opposition expressed by the National
Park Service during scoping led to its removal from further evaluation at thistime.
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TOILET FLUSHING

The use of recycled water for toilet flushing was initially considered. While there are many uses
for recycled water, the primary focus for this project ison irrigation, asirrigation represents a
substantial portion of the potable water budget for the Presidio, and as such provides the greatest
potable water savings opportunities. Additionally, many of the structures at the Presidio are
historic, including those that are contributing features to the National Historic Landmark district.
Implementation of dual plumbing within these structures could require major renovation that
would likely disturb the historic fabric.

Removal of the above potential recycled water use areas or uses from this EA does not preclude
consideration of these activities in the future, should conditions or circumstances change which
alter the basis for their removal.
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CHAPTER 3

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter of the EA provides an assessment of the potential environmental consequences
associated with the project alternatives and the No Action alternative. A separate section is
provided for each environmental element. For each environmental element, a discussion of the

“ Affected Environment” isfirst presented, which summarizes the relevant regulatory and other
background information to establish the context in which the proposed alternatives may be
evaluated. Thisisfollowed by an evaluation of the “Environmental Consequences’ that provides
ascientific and analytical basis for the comparison of the proposed alternatives. Thisanalysis
includes both direct and indirect environmental effects. Effects are evaluated in terms of context,
intensity, and duration.

For environmental consequences that would potentially be significant, mitigation would be
required that would reduce the effect to a less-than significant level. For environmental
consequences that would not be considered significant, mitigation measures may still be
recommended in order to further reduce the potential adverse effect. Many standard measures
would be included with either of the proposed action alternatives, as described in Section 2.3.

In order to satisfy the purpose of 40 CFR 1508.9 (@) (1) to determine whether there may be
significant impacts, the scope of the EA isfocused on issues for which there is a potential for
significant effects. This scope was determined based on input received during the scoping period
and through initial review and analysis by the Trust. A summary of scoping commentsis
provided in Chapter 4. Thelevel of analysisis proportional to the relative significance of each
environmental issue.

The proposed facilities associated with Alternatives 1 and 2 would either be located within an
existing building or underground. No impact on existing views or visual resources would occur
and thistopic is not evaluated further. (An analysis of the rehabilitation and reuse of existing
buildings on historic fabric is provided in Section 3.5, Cultural and Historic Resources). Neither
of the action alternatives would alter or otherwise impact recreation or visitor use at the park.
The proposed type of recycled water would meet or exceed the highest level of Title 22 standards
for recycled water and permitted uses include unrestricted body contact, irrigation of food crops,
and irrigation of school playgrounds and public parks. No changesin the type of visitor or
recreational usein areasirrigated with the recycled water would occur, and no further analysis of
this subject is contained in this EA.
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INTRODUCTION

Executive Order 11988 requires that all federal agencies conduct an analysis of their proposed
action on floodplains. Pursuant to this Order, floodplains are defined by FEMA as the 100-year
floodplain. The Presidio of San Francisco islocated entirely outside of the designated 100-year
floodplain, and therefore this topic is not addressed further. Executive Order 12898 requires that
all federal agencies evaluate the impact of proposed actions on minority and low income
populations. This Order is specifically designed to prevent disproportionate environmental
impact of federal actions on these groups. The proposed project would not have an adverse
impact on surrounding populations, and these populations are not considered minority or low-
income. In addition, the reduction in off-site wastewater flows that would occur as a result the
proposed project would have an indirect beneficial effect on the neighborhoods surrounding the
City’ s Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP). As described in Chapter 1
(Introduction and Purpose & Need), the reduction in wastewater flows to the City’s SEWPCPis
one of the primary objectives of the project. The Presidio’s flows represent less than one half of
one percent of the dry and wet weather capacity of the SEWPCP. Therefore, although in the
context of total flows the project represents a small improvement, the effect would be beneficial.
No further analysis of this beneficia effect is warranted.
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3.2 LAND USE & POLICY CONSISTENCY

3.2.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

EXISTING LAND USES

All of the aternative treatment plant sites are located within the Letterman Complex planning
district. Although the proposed distribution pipelines extend beyond this area, the pipelines
would be underground and would not change or otherwise impact land uses. (The temporary
construction effects of all project components are analyzed in the Air Quality, Noise and other
relevant sections in this Chapter.)

The planning districts surrounding the Letterman Complex include Crissy Field to the north,
which is an important recreational, cultural and natural area with coastal access, an 18-acre
restored salt water marsh and dune community, historic airfield and related visitor-serving uses.
To the west isthe Main Post, which is considered the heart of the Presidio, containing amix of
commercial/office, residential and recreational uses such as the visitor center for the park, the
Officer’s Club, bowling alley, post office, theater, bank, and various offices. East Housing is
located south of the Letterman Complex and is dominated by residential uses with two
recreational ballfields. To the east and outside of the Presidio is the Exploratorium and Palace of
Fine Arts (aremnant structure from the Panama Pacific International Exposition) and the Marina
and Cow Hollow neighborhoods of San Francisco, which include avariety of higher density
residential, commercia and various neighborhood-serving uses (restaurants, dry cleaners, shops,
theaters, banks, etc.).

The 60-acre L etterman Complex islocated along the eastern portion of the Presidio. It servesasa
main entrance to the park and is considered one of the most urban districts within the Presidio
(Final GMPA, 1994 pg. 72 and Draft PTIP, 2001 pg. 100). Thedistrict has had along history of
intensive land uses and development that has |eft a strong physical imprint on the land. Its close
proximity to Doyle Drive/Highway 101 and the City also contribute to its urban setting. There
are roughly 50 buildings within the Complex - about 2/3 of which are currently occupied.
Existing land uses include office, residential, public safety, recreation and commercial.
Historically, the dominant building features were the former Army Hospital and Research
Ingtitute. These two buildings were the largest two structures at the Presidio, and are currently
being replaced with the Letterman Digital Arts Center (LDAC) — a 23-acre mixed-use campus
focused on research, development and production of digital arts and related technologies. Once
complete, the campus will include a series of new buildings surrounding a seven-acre public park
(Great Lawn) which will replace an existing parking lot. Directly west of the 23-acre campusis
the Thoreau Center for Sustainability, which is comprised of roughly 60 different tenants,
primarily not-for-profit organizations focused on environmental and social issues that occupy a
collection of 12 buildings aong Torney, O’ Reilly and General Kennedy Avenues. To the north
are avariety of recreational facilities including atennis court, agym and pool (all affiliated with
the YMCA), and a series of warehouses and other industrial-type buildings that historically
supported the hospital complex. The majority of these buildings are vacant, with some office and
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storage uses. The Swords to Plowshares, a non-profit organization committed to serving the
needs of Veterans, occupies two buildings that are used for residential and training purposes. The
Trust and National Park Service also use abuilding for temporary, dormitory-type residential use.
The U.S. Park Police maintain a nearby building for storage/office use.

The three alternative treatment plant sites are clustered within an area of warehouse/industrial
type buildings, along Thornburg and Birmingham Roads in the northeastern area of the L etterman
Complex. The three buildings are mostly unoccupied, with two buildings (1062 and 1063) being
used for storage. The two proposed subsurface storage sites are located in the areas immediately
surrounding the treatment plant sites and are currently used as a parking lot and open paved area
(see Figure 3.2-1).

PLANNED LAND USES

Planned land uses at the Presidio are currently described in two comprehensive land use plans—
one adopted and one proposed. The Presidio General Management Plan Amendment (GMPA)
was approved by the National Park Servicein 1994, updated for the Letterman Complex by the
Trust in 2000 (viathe Letterman Complex Final EIS and Planning and Design Guidelines), and is
currently the adopted land use plan for the Presidio. As described in Chapter 1, the Presidio Trust
isin the process of updating the GMPA for Area B through the proposed Presidio Trust
Implementation Plan (PTIP). Once NEPA review is completed and a preferred alternativeis
adopted by the Trust, the PTIP will serve asthe long-term land use plan for AreaB. Therefore, a
discussion of both the GMPA and Draft PTIP are presented below.

GMPA

The Final GMPA land use vision for the Letterman Complex isfor a scientific research and
education complex to be used to “...nurture ideas and support research and actions to improve
human and environmental health.” The concept presented in the Final GMPA identifies avariety
of land uses within the Letterman Complex that generally maintain the basic pattern of existing
development, with some conversion of developed areas (i.e., paved areas and non-historic
buildings) to open/green space. All three alternative treatment plant buildings were identified for
rehabilitation and reuse for science education and research on the assumption that UCSF would
seek to locate a second campus at the Presidio. As described above, the concept for the

L etterman Complex was updated in 2000.

Draft PTIP

The Draft PTIP envisions the Letterman Complex asa*“...compact, mixed-use office and
residential areawith support services, some visitor amenities, and accessto transit.” As
described above, the LDAC will be one of the principal land uses within Letterman, as will the
existing Thoreau Center for Sustainability. Other office and support uses would be located
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within rehabilitated buildings or on in-fill sites, with some housing to foster a jobs-housing
balance. Consistent with the GMPA and the Letterman Planning and Design Guidelines

(Trust 2000), the former central courtyard (currently a parking lot) would be re-established,
historic patterns of spatial organization would be maintained and reinforced, and a pedestrian-
friendly, urban campus-like setting would be created. Restoration of Tennessee Hollow creek
and riparian corridor would define the western boundary of the district. Historic patterns of
spatial organization and primary view corridors would be maintained and enhanced, including the
important Golden Gate views provided along the Thornburg corridor.

RELEVANT POLICIES

The Final GMPA and Draft PTIP are very similar in their policy statements related to water
resource management. Both identify sustainability as a cornerstone in the reuse and conversion
of the base into a national park, and identify the use of recycled water as an important step in
meeting thisgoal. These two plans, along with the Letterman Planning & Design Guidelines
(Presidio Trust 2000) provide the basis for the policy consistency analysis. Information from the
San Francisco General Plan, while not binding on federal lands, is also presented.

GMPA

“Objective: Promote and demonstrate conservation practices, including energy conservation,
water conservation, and waste reduction and recycling. Use reclaimed water wherever possible.”
(GMPA, pg. 52)

The text supporting this objective also acknowledges that “One key to conserving potable water
will be the use of reclaimed water from the Presidio and the City of San Francisco for irrigation
and other nonpotable water requirements. Because of the large amount of green space at the
Presidio...use of recycled water could be significant.” It goes on to state that “ Utility systems
will be retrofitted where possible to permit reclaimed water use.” (GMPA, pg. 53)

Draft PTIP

“Planning Principle 23: Conservation and Reclamation — Implement and demonstrate
conservation practices, including energy conservation, water conservation, stormwater
management, and waste reduction and recycling. Use reclaimed water whenever possible.”
(Draft PTIP, pg. 55)

The text supporting this principle reiterates the GMPA’s commitment to using recycled water as
described above, and identifies steps to ensure that recycled water is available for use at the park.
In particular, the Draft PTIP acknowledges this project, and the efforts that have been taken by
the NPS and Trust to retrofit existing systems to be compatible with the use of recycled water.
The Draft PTIP also indicates that along with the proposed water recycling plant there would be
“...educational and interpretive information, to establish the Presidio as a site where visitors can
learn about water resources and water recycling within the infrastructure of a sustainable
community.” (Draft PTIP, pg. 56)
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City and County of San Francisco General Plan

The Presidio is under exclusive federa jurisdiction; thereforeit is not directly subject to state and
local land use plans, policies, or regulations. However, the Trust seeksto be a good neighbor,
minimize possible conflicts between Trust activities and City policies, and consults with the City
to achieve consistency wherever possible. The San Francisco General Plan (City and County of
San Francisco, n.d.) contains general land use policies and objectives for San Francisco. Lacking
any jurisdiction, the City has not developed any site-specific plans for the Presidio property;
however, relevant water management policies were reviewed. Objective 6, Policy 2 encourages
and promotes research on the necessity and feasibility of water reclamation.

More recently, the City has taken several actions to reinforce and strongly encourage the use of
recycled water. 1n 1991, the City passed Ordinances 390-91 and 391-91 which outlined the
components to be included in a Recycled Water Master Plan (RWMP) for the City. 1n July 1996,
the City prepared the RWMP, which described a three-phased program to provide up to 10.3
MGD of recycled water for non-potable use within the City. Although the EIR for the RWMP
was certified, the City has not adopted the RWMP (it is currently being revised by the City). The
City’ s endorsement of the use of recycled water isreflected its an active participation in the Bay
Area Regiona Water Recycling Program and in the Final Urban Water Management Plan for the
City and County of San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (February 2001) and in adoption
of Article 22 (Section 1204) of the San Francisco Public Works Code, which requires installation
of dual piping in newly constructed buildings within certain areas of the City thought to offer the
greatest potential for the use of reclaimed water.

3.2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

ALTERNATIVE 1 (CENTRALIZED STORAGE)

Effects on Existing and Planned L and Uses

Under Alternative 1, one of the three building alternative sites would be rehabilitated and reused
asawater recycling plant. Asdescribed in Section 3.9, Noise, operational noise associated with
the plant would be attenuated and would not be perceptible at nearby residential and office uses.
Further from the plant, operational noise would continue to attenuate and would be negligible,
falling within the existing ambient noise environment. Because the proposed plant would not
involve solids handling and would process relatively weak wastewater, the potential for odor
effects would be minimal (as compared to a conventional wastewater treatment plant). The
proposed water recycling plant would be designed with dual odor control facilities that would
effectively contain odors within the treatment building, and would not pose a nuisance to adjacent
or nearby uses. Refer to Section 3.8, Air Quality and Odors, for an analysis of odor impacts.

Two possible subsurface storage sites are being considered as part of Alternative 1. Both sites are
located within close proximity to the three alternative treatment plant sites, and both have been
designated for future environmental remediation. Under Alternative 1, the storage facility would
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be constructed immediately following remediation activities. Following construction, the storage
facility would be completely contained underground, and its surface would be designed to
accommodate other uses.

Implementation of Alternative 1 would be considered consistent with the planned land uses set
forth in both the GMPA and the Draft PTIP. Under the GMPA, buildings within the Letterman
Complex are to be rehabilitated and reused for scientific research and education purposes, with a
focus on actions to improve human and environmental health. The adaptive reuse of any of the
three alternative building sites for awater recycling facility would be consistent with the overall
land use vision for thisarea. This Alternative would demonstrate the beneficial reuse of water,
one of California’s most scarce resources, promote improved water conservation and a reduced
dependency on local and regional water resources, and would be consistent with the GMPA
vision for thisarea. Under the Draft PTIP, the Letterman Complex would become a compact,
mixed office and residential use areathat would include support services while maintaining
historic patterns of spatial organization. The proposed water recycling system would function as
asupport service for the Letterman Complex, aswell as other areas within the park. Reuse of
existing buildings and the provision of subsurface storage would help ensure that the historic
patterns of spatial organization and important view corridors are maintained. The minimization
of noise and odors from the facility would reduce the potential for nuisances, and no conflicts
among planned land uses would occur.

Alternative 1 would not create a substantial land use conflict or compromise the nature
or character of the Presidio or its surroundings, and no mitigation is recommended or
required.

Consistency with Relevant Policies

As previously described, use of recycled water and other water conservation actions are common
themes of the management policies established in both the GMPA and Draft PTIP. Asanationa
park with a substantial built environment (i.e., historic buildings), many urban-type demands for
services are needed. These needs have been recognized by the NPS and Trust, and are reflected
in specific policies related to the use of recycled water as well as the overarching goals describing
sustainability, reducing the reliance on outside resources, maximizing conservation and
efficiency, and becoming more self-sustaining. Implementation of an on-site water recycling
system is an important step towards achieving this broad vision. By implementing Alternative 1,
the Trust would not only reduce potable water consumption for irrigation or other non-potable
uses, but it would also reduce the amount of wastewater conveyed off-site for treatment.
Alternative 1 is consistent with the policies set forth in both the GMPA and Draft PTIP.

Alternative 1 is consistent with, and would carry out in part, the sustainability and water
management direction set forth in the GMPA and the Draft PTIP. No mitigation is
necessary.
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ALTERNATIVE 2 (MULTIPLE STORAGE SITEYS)

Effects on Existing and Planned L and Uses

Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would include the construction and operation of awater
recycling plant at one of the three alternative sites. Underground storage would a so be provided,
albeit asomewhat smaller facility, at one of the two aternative storage sites within the Letterman
Complex. (Refer to above analysisfor adetailed discussion of potential land use conflicts related
to these project components.) During Phase 2, supplemental storage would be provided through
the rehabilitation and retrofit of an existing abandoned reservair in the western portion of the
park, within the South Hills planning district. The reservoir islocated in aforested area
surrounded by a chain-link fence, with residential uses occurring roughly 1,000 and 500 feet to
the north and south, respectively. A recreational trail islocated along the edge of the reservoir.
Storage would be for treated water only, and no odor or other potential nuisances or conflicts with
surrounding land uses would occur as aresult of the proposed reuse of the existing reservoir.

Alternative 2 would not create a substantial land use conflict or compromise the nature
or character of the Presidio or its surroundings, and no mitigation is recommended or
required.

Consistency with Relevant Policies

Alternative 2 would similarly achieve the basic project objectives, and in so doing would be
considered consistent with relevant GMPA and Draft PTIP policies, as described above for
Alternative 1.

Alternative 2 is consistent with, and would carry out in part, the sustainability and water
management direction set forth in the GMPA and the Draft PTIP. No mitigationis
necessary.

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Effects on Existing or Planned L and Uses

The No Action Alternative would not impact existing or planned land uses, and no substantial
conflict would be created.
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Consistency with Relevant Policies

Under the No Action Alternative, no steps would be taken to implement the policies set forth in
both the GMPA and Draft PTIP. The GMPA and corresponding EIS specifically identified the
use of up to 1.0 MGD of recycled water for landscape irrigation at the Presidio. The Draft PTIP
similarly identifies use of recycled water as an important action toward achieving sustainability at
the park, and emphasizes the use recycled water whenever possible. Under the No Action
Alternative, recycled water would not be available for use at the Presidio. Although the Trust
would continue to implement domestic and irrigation water conservation measures, potable water
would continue to be used for irrigation and other non-potable uses. This Alternative would be
inconsistent with the fundamental water management policy statements from the GMPA and
Draft PTIP.

Selection of the No Action Alternative would be inconsistent with relevant policies
established in the GMPA and Draft PTIP. No feasible mitigation is available to remedy the
inconsistency, other than implementation of one of the action alternatives.
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3.3 WATER RESOURCES
3.3.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

PRIMARY WATER BODIES

The major surface water bodies within the Presidio are Lobos Creek, Crissy Marsh, Mountain
Lake, Tennessee Hollow, El Polin Spring (and associated tributaries |ocated between Rodriquez
and Sanchez Streets), and Dragonfly Creek. The locations of these water features are presented
in Figure 3.3-1; additional detail is presented in Section 3.4, Biological Resources. Although
these water features have undergone alteration from their natural state based on past human uses,
they existed at the Presidio prior to European settlement and development. Mountain Lake, for
instance, is smaller than it was before the western portion was filled for the construction of
Highway 1.

Lobos Creek, the primary potable water source at the park, isjust over one milein length and is
the only remaining naturally occurring surface water drainage in the Presidio. Originating near
the southern boundary of the Presidio and discharging to the Pacific Ocean, Lobos Creek is
recharged by groundwater released from springs and seeps. Crissy Marsh is an 18-acre tidal salt
marsh that was restored as part of the larger 100-acre Crissy Field Restoration Project. Mountain
Lake, isanatural, unlined lake occupying approximately four acres and likely fed by
groundwater, with some contribution from surface water runoff. The areaaround El Polin
Spring, also referred to as Tennessee Hollow, contains three tributaries and is currently being
studied for restoration opportunities.

WATER QUALITY

Water quality at the Presidio has been affected by historical activities, such as the creation of
landfills, installation of underground storage tanks, and use of herbicides, fungicides and
insecticides while the U.S. Army managed the Presidio (please refer Section 3.6, Hazardous
Materials, for additional detail). Other uses of the park contribute to water quality degradation,
such as nonpoint-source runoff from roads and parking lots that contains organic chemicals and
heavy metals, and ongoing use of fertilizers and herbicides. The Trust isin the process of
preparing an interim Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the Presidio. The
SWPPP will adhere to the general guidelines for storm water management as established under
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), and will remain in effect until the
Trust receivesits Phase | NPDES permit. The SWPPP will include a sampling and reporting
program for storm water quality, as well as Best Management Practices (BMPs) consistent with
the California Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook. BMPs include the installation
of oil/water separators on discharge lines where appropriate, four of which have been installed at
drain systems that discharge into the Crissy Field marsh.
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GROUNDWATER RESOURCES

The Presidio’ s underlying stratigraphy consists primarily of unconsolidated sediment of the

Colma formation, which overlies a complex assemblage of sandstone, siltstone, shale, and
metamorphic rock known as the Franciscan formation. The Colma formation consists of fine-to
medium-grained sand with moderate amounts of clay and silt. Sediments are generaly
unconsolidated, being deposited in estuarine and coastal environments. Groundwater occursin
both the Franciscan bedrock and overlying Colma formation. Franciscan bedrock aquifers have
low yield and are poorly defined because the majority of the groundwater flows through the rock
within fractures. Aquifersin Colma Formation materials may produce higher yields than the
bedrock aguifers or the shallower groundwater contained in the dune sand aquifers. The Lobos
Groundwater Basin within the Colma Formation underlies portions of the Presidio. This
groundwater basin formed within alluvial sediments deposited in adepression in the underlying
Franciscan Assemblage. Depth to groundwater in the vicinity of Crissy Field istypically about
five feet, and the groundwater generally flows north toward the bay (San Francisco County
Transportation Authority 2001).

The Trusgt, in coordination with the National Park Service, is performing park-wide groundwater
monitoring to evaluate and document existing groundwater conditions. In areas where the
groundwater has been affected by the Army’ s operations or disposal practices, the Trust is
working with regulatory agencies to ensure levelsthat are protective of human and ecological
receptors. Additionally, a surface- and groundwater-monitoring program is underway within the
Tennessee Hollow watershed to provide data necessary to support restoration design alternatives.
Fifteen wells in the area are continuously monitored to gather data, including depths of aquifers
and changes in elevation of groundwater in response to surface water recharge.

WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND

The water supply for the Presidio is primarily met by diversions from Lobos Creek, which are
treated at the Presidio Water Treatment Plant. Diversions from Lobos Creek are limited by
natural stream flow volumes and by resource protection objectives (Philip Williams and
Associates 1995). Historically, the Army, National Park Service and now the Presidio Trust have
purchased supplemental water from the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) on an as-
needed basis. The use of this source has been reduced in recent years due to the partial
occupation of the Presidio, and subsequent decrease in water demand. However, supplemental
water is still purchased from the City by the Trust. Current average daily water use within the
Presidio is estimated at 0.8 MGD, of which approximately half is used for landscape irrigation.
The amount purchased from the City varies from year to year, and in 2001 represented
approximately 15 percent of the total supply.
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WASTEWATER TREATMENT AND DI SPOSAL

The storm and sanitary sewer collection systems within the Presidio are two separate systems, in
contrast to the CCSF combined sewer system. Storm water at the Presidio is collected in storm
sewers and routed to outfalls that discharge into the Crissy Field Marsh, the San Francisco Bay,
or the Pacific Ocean. Sanitary sewage is collected from buildings and discharged to the CCSF
combined sewer system at one of five locations. These flows are metered by the City and the
Trust, and the Trust pays the City for this service. In 2000, average daily flows were
approximately 0.4 MGD. Generdly, wastewater generated on the east side of the Presidio is
routed to the CCSF’ s Southeast Water Pollution Control Plan (SEWPCP). Wastewater generated
on the west side of the Presidio is routed to the CCSF s Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant
(OWPCP). Presidio flows to both plants represent less than one half of one percent of the dry and
wet weather capacities of each plant.

3.3.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND

The major federal legidlation governing the water quality aspects of the proposed project isthe
Clean Water Act, as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987. The federa Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) isthe federal agency responsible for water quality management
nationwide.

The State of California s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act provides the basis for water
quality regulation within California. The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
administers water rights, water pollution control, and water quality functions, while the Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) conducts planning, permitting, and enforcement
activities. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act designates the SWRCB responsible for
formulating and adopting state policy for water reclamation, while the California Department of
Health Services (DHS) isresponsible for establishing uniform statewide reclamation criteriato
ensure that the use of recycled water would not be detrimental to public health.

There are no federal standards governing wastewater reclamation and reuse in the United States,
although the EPA has sponsored the preparation of Guidelines for Water Reuse. Many states,
including California, have developed wastewater reclamation regulations. In all cases, the
regulations have been established with the objective of protecting public health and allowing for
the safe use of recycled wastewater. The DHS established water quality criteria, treatment
process requirements, and treatment reliability criteriafor reclamation operations, which are set
forthin Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 3, of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) Water
Recycling Criteria. The RWQCB has responsibility for reviewing proposed recycled water
projects and for issuing water recycling requirements through the waste discharge permit process.
DHS has the responsibility for reviewing proposed water recycling projects and for providing
comments and/or recommendations to the RWQCB.

The existing Water Recycling Criteria address treatment requirements for three main types of
recycled water uses. landscape irrigation, recreational impoundments, and industrial uses. The
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treatment requirements are based on the expected degree of human contact with recycled
wastewater under each type of use. Treatment requirements are expressed as treatment process
reguirements (e.g., bio-oxidation, coagulation) as well as performance standards (e.g.,
disinfection standards and contaminant reduction).

The existing Title 22 standards are among the most stringent standards for public health
protection, and can be more stringent than comparabl e standards established by the World Health
Organization. Since the adoption of Title 22 in 1978, the use of recycled water for nonpotable
uses has expanded throughout the state, and is projected to continue to grow over the next severa
decades. Under Title 22, the proposed use of recycled water for landscape irrigation would fall
under the guidelines for “landscape irrigation with high public contact.” To be used as a supply
source for this designation, the recycled water must be at all times adequately oxidized,
coagulated, clarified, filtered, and disinfected wastewater; this process requirement constitutes the
most stringent treatment practicable (disinfected tertiary recycled water). To be considered
adequately disinfected, the median number of coliform organismsin the wastewater may not
exceed aMost Probable Number (MPN) of 2.2 per 100 milliliters over a seven-day period.

WATER RECYCLING PERMIT

Implementation of one of the action alternatives would require that the Trust obtain a water
recycling permit from the RWQCB, consistent with the requirements of the California Code of
Regulations, Title 22, Division 4 (Environmental Health). As part of the permitting process, an
Engineering Report will be submitted to the DHS for initial review and comment, and
subsequently to the RWQCB. The Engineering Report will document how the Trust will comply
with avariety of requirements as specified in Division 4, Chapter 3 (Water Recycling Criteria),
and Article 7 (Engineering Report and Operational Requirements). A summary of these
requirements, as well as operational and design stipulations presented in Title 22, are summarized
below.

Engineering Report Preparation

Any water recycling project would be required to prepare an Engineering Report, which would
address the following items:

o preparation of a contingency plan, which assures that no untreated or inadequately treated
wastewater be delivered to use aress;

. implementation of a preventive maintenance program to ensure that all equipment is kept in
areliable operating condition;

. ongoing maintenance of operating reports that document operational practices,
maintenance, corrective actions and other analyses specified in the reclamation criteriaas
established in Title 22 — including monthly reporting requirements with the RWQCB,;

o documentation of the installation, maintenance and regular testing of alarm systems at the
plant for various functions to ensure against leaks or failures; and
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. daily sampling of recycled water and documentation requirements to ensure that applicable
water quality criteria are consistently met.

Other Title 22 Compliance Actions

Article 4 of Title 22 provides for a number of standard conditions that would be required for any
project in Californiathat uses disinfected tertiary recycled water for landscape irrigation. The
proposed project would comply with these provisions, including:

. Posting signs to inform the public in areas where recycled water isin use;

° Prohibition of surface runoff from the area being irrigated as a result of over-application of
recycled water, and allowing landscape areas to dry between applications;

° Prohibition on the spray, mist, or runoff from entering dwellings, designated outdoor eating
areas, or food handling areas;

. Prohibition of contact between drinking water fountains and recycled water;
. Confining recycled water to authorized use aress,

. Prohibition of physical connections between recycled water systems and potable water
systems (except for when backflow preventors are included);

. Prohibition of hose bibs in portions of the recycled water distribution system accessible to
the general public;

. Use of purple recycled water distribution and transmission system piping to indicate that it
contains recycled water; and

. Other requirements designed to ensure that recycled water use does not adversely affect
public health.

The RWQCB will monitor and periodically inspect facilities at the Presidio to ensure that these
and other measures required by Title 22 are adequately implemented by the Trust.

3.3.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION
ALTERNATIVE 1 (CENTRALIZED STORAGE)

Construction Effects on Water Quality

Construction of proposed facilities would involve earthmoving activities such as excavation,
grading, and soil stockpiling. Project construction would occur within the relatively flat areas
adjacent to one of the three building sites under consideration, and along the pipeline routes.
Unless adequately controlled, project construction could result in soil erosion and subsequent
discharge of suspended sediments to nearby surface waters or drainages, including Crissy Marsh.
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Sedimentation to the waterways could degrade water quality for beneficial uses by increasing

channel sedimentation and suspended sediment levels (turbidity), reducing the flood-carrying

capacity, and adversely affecting associated aquatic and riparian habitats. Without mitigation,
these impacts would be considered potentialy significant.

Hazardous materials associated with construction activities, such as fuels, oils, antifreeze,
coolants, paints, solvents, and other substances, could adversely affect water quality if released to
surface waters. Implementation of the SWPPP as part of the project’s BMP-1 (see Section 2.3)
for erosion/runoff control would reduce erosion of disturbed soils and release of hazardous
materials into watercourses. Implementation of the SWPPP would reduce potential impactsto
less-than significant levels.

Pipelines

Construction of the pipelines would be done primarily by open-trench construction. Excavated
spoils would be stockpiled along the trench, then utilized for backfill, and excess or unsuitable
materials would be transported from the alignment, as necessary. Large-scale stockpiling of spoail
materialsis not anticipated. Unless adequately controlled, potential impacts associated with
open-trench construction techniques could increase downstream sedimentation during trenching
activities, potentially impacting water quality by increasing turbidity and sediment deposition.
Construction activities would include implementation of BMPs for erosion control along the
pipeline routes. No dewatering is anticipated during pipeline construction. Incorporation of
standard BMPs, as required under the project Standard Conditions (see Section 2.3, BMP-1.
Erosion/Runoff Control) would reduce potential erosion and water quality impactsto less-than
significant levels.

Underground Reservoir Construction

Construction of the underground storage tank would be coordinated with planned remediation
activities; thus, much of the excavation necessary for construction would already be completed.
Excavation at the storage reservoir site would likely encounter groundwater, and may require
dewatering to lower local groundwater levelsto dry the area for construction. Common practices
employed to facilitate construction include either de-watering the excavation (remove
groundwater by pumping) or shoring the sides of the excavation to reduce groundwater inflow. If
de-watering methods are used, groundwater would be pumped out of the excavation to the surface
and then discharged to the sanitary sewer, in accordance with the conditions contained in the
Trust’ s existing Industrial Discharge Permit (IDP). Water extracted during de-watering may
contain chemical contaminants (either from pre-existing sources or from equipment) or may
become sediment-laden from construction activities, and would be monitored and managed in
accordance with applicable regulations. The area of groundwater reduction is generally in the
immediate construction area, and the effect on groundwater conditions would be expected to be
localized, temporary, and minor.
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The impacts to water quality from project construction would be less-than significant, with
the implementation of BMP-1.

Operational Effects on Water Quality

Both project alternatives would involve the use of recycled water for landscape irrigation. The
proposed treatment process would meet the highest quality recycled water criteria as established
by Title 22, which means that the recycled water would be suitable for unrestricted (subpotable)
use. Thistype of recycled water (“tertiary disinfected”) can be used for unrestricted irrigation of
food crops, parks, playgrounds, school yards and residences, and is acceptable for body contact.
In comparison with the potable water presently being used for irrigation, recycled water would
have elevated concentrations of a number of constituents, including salts (total dissolved solids,
or TDS), nutrients, and other constituents as described below.

Salts

TDSisthe sum of al soluble salts, including sodium, chloride, calcium, etc. At elevated levels,
TDS can be harmful to plants. However, the predicted level of 410 mg/L in the recycled water
associated with this project isrelatively low for recycled water, and would not be expected to
adversely affect landscape turf or groundwater resources. During the irrigation season, salts may
accumulate in the soil column of areas being irrigated with recycled water. These accumulated
salts are then flushed from the root zone during the rainy winter months, thereby relieving any
salt stresses on landscape vegetation. Oncein the local groundwater, the salts would be expected
to migrate north toward the Bay for eventual discharge; this portion of the Bay near the Golden
Gate is quite turbulent, and any groundwater containing salts or other constituents would be
expected to disperse rapidly.

In addition to TDS, another potential concern regarding recycled water is the sodium adsorption
ratio (SAR), which is calculated from the proportion of sodium to calcium plus magnesium.
Elevated SAR values can be unfavorable to plant growth. However, the predicted SAR value for
the recycled water from this project is 2.9, which is within the range of values considered to have
no adverse effects on plant growth (Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 2002).

Nutrients

Recycled water typicaly contains elevated concentrations of plant nutrients, including nitrogen,
phosphorus, and potassium. Nitrogen is an essentia plant nutrient and a key component of
fertilizer; if current landscape fertilization practices were to continue after the implementation of
the proposed recycled water project, landscape areas could become stressed due to excess
nutrients. However, the Trust and NPS would monitor and modify fertilizer application
accordingly (seethe Mitigation Measure for WR-1). Potassium does not appear to accumulate in
soils, suggesting that its concentration is low compared to the plant requirement. Phosphorus
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concentrations may increase in soils over time, indicating that it could be supplied in excess of
plant needs. However, similar to other salts, phosphorus would be flushed through the soil
column and past the root zones during winter rainy periods (Dames & Moore 1996). The
phosphorus would be highly diluted by rainfall and mixing with groundwater, and subsequently
would discharge (along with natural groundwater flow) to the turbulent near-shore waters of San
Francisco Bay.

Other Constituents

Metals would not be expected to be of concern in the recycled water because no industrial
wastewater dischargers exist within the Presidio, and an analysis of the raw wastewater indicated
that metals were either not detected or below levels of concern (Kennedy/Jenks Consultants
2002). In addition, any metals present in the recycled water would not be expected to affect
groundwater quality because metals are typically removed from water in soils through a complex
process of adsorption, precipitation, ion exchange, and complexation (U.S. EPA 1981).

The recycled water could potentially contain trace amounts of pharmaceutical compounds such as
antibiotics, steroids, antidepressants, pain killers, estrogen and other hormones (endocrine
disruptors). These compounds can pass through the body unmetabolized or partially metabolized,
and can be present in domestic wastewater in the range of afew parts per billion to afew parts
per trillion. These and other compounds are collectively known within the water industry as
“emerging contaminants’, and are not presently regulated at the federal, state or local level,
although their environmental fate, transport, and health effects are the subject of on-going
research (Debroux 2002).

Approximately 500 million gallons of treated wastewater are presently discharged to the San
Francisco Bay on adaily basis, and consequently these emerging contaminants are presumed to
presently exist in the Bay water at extremely low levels. The proposed recycled water treatment
processes (membrane bioreactor and UV disinfection) would remove a greater portion of these
compounds from the wastewater than are typically removed in conventional wastewater treatment
processes. Therefore, these compounds would likely be present in the recycled water at
concentrations less than that of typical wastewater treatment plant discharges, and near or below
current analytical detection limits. The presence of trace amounts of these compoundsin the
recycled water would not adversely affect landscape irrigation or any other proposed uses of the
recycled water at the Presidio. If present, these compounds would likely be further broken down
by natural processes in the soil column, and would not be expected to adversely affect
groundwater quality. During theirrigation season, the recycled water would be applied to
landscaped turf areas only to meet the evapotranspiration requirements, and would not produce
surface runoff or percolate through the soil to groundwater| It is unlikely that the minute
quantities of these compounds, if present, could migrate through the soil and into groundwater
during the wet weather season, and then subsequently migrate to the near-shore waters of San
Francisco Bay and Crissy Marsh. If this migration were to occur, the concentrations would be
extremely low, if even detectable, and would be unlikely to increase existing background levels
in the Bay water.
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Operation of the proposed project would comply with all pertinent requirements of the RWQCB,
DHS, and Title 22. Compliance with applicable regulations would ensure that high quality water
is consistently produced, monitored, and carefully applied, and that the potential impacts to water
quality from landscape irrigation of recycled water would be less-than significant.

Mitigation Measure WR-2: The Trust would monitor the total nitrogen levelsin the
recycled water, and adjust the applied fertilizer to turf or landscape vegetation downward
accordingly. Thiswould avoid potential problems associated with excess nutrients
stressing the turf areasirrigated with recycled water, and would reduce the amount of
nitrogen contributed to local groundwater.

The impacts to water quality from landscape irrigation would be less-than significant, with
the implementation of Measure WR-2.

Effects on Water Resour ces M anagement

Implementation of Alternative 1 would generate up to 0.5 MGD of recycled water for irrigation
or other non-potable uses at the Presidio. Current average daily water demands at the park are
approximately 0.8 MGD —and roughly half of thistotal is used for irrigation. The availability of
a drought-proof, high quality source of water for landscape irrigation would reduce the amount
the potable water consumed for non-potable uses. Over time, as buildings are rehabilitated and
occupied at the Presidio, the demand for water is expected to increase and the use of recycled
water would provide an alternate, sustainable source of water.

Thiswould be considered a beneficial effect, and no mitigation is recommended or
required.

Effects on Wastewater Flows

Implementation of Alternative 1 would reduce the amount of Presidio wastewater flows entering
the City’s system. During peak irrigation periods, roughly 80 percent of the sanitary flows
currently leaving the park for treatment and disposal viathe City’s SEWPCP would be captured
and reused on—site. During the winter months when demand for irrigation is low, the need for
sanitary flows at the water recycling plant would also be low. During this period, wastewater
flows would either continue to flow asthey currently do to the City’ s system for treatment and
disposal, or could be treated and temporarily stored on-site during peak wet weather events.
During these events, it would be possible to treat and store on-site up to 500,000 gallons of
recycled water. Thistype of storage isincluded in this aternative at the request of the City to
assist in the reduction of flows during mgjor storm events. During these events, the City’s
SEWPCP combined sewer and stormwater system can experience overflows. In addition to this
temporary storage capacity, severa other actions have been taken (independent of this project) to
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further reduce the amount of wet weather flows entering the City’ s system. The Trust has and
continues to repair the existing sanitary sewer system and implement aggressive domestic water
conservation measures that will help to reduce the Presidio’ s contribution to sanitary flows.
Overal, the amount of current Presidio flows contributed to the SEWPCP represents less than
one half of one percent of the plant’ s wet-weather capacity.

Implementation of Alternative 1 would reduce amount of annual Presidio sanitary flows
entering the City’ s system. Thiswould be considered a beneficial effect, and no mitigation
isrequired or recommended.

Effects on Groundwater Flow

Construction of an underground storage reservoir (either Option A or B) would result in the
placement of acylindrical steel or concrete tank approximately 80 feet in diameter and 20 feet
deep. This structure could impede the natural flow of groundwater. Groundwater in this area
flows north, toward the Bay, and would be expected to be present approximately five feet below
ground surface. Groundwater would be intercepted on the upstream (south) side of the tank, and
would then flow under or laterally around the tank. Subsurface areasimmediately down-gradient
of the tank may have interrupted flow, but within one to two tank diameters groundwater flow
conditions would be expected to return to their natural state. Given the size and circular structure
of the proposed tank, groundwater would be expected to flow easily around the tank, and
continue to deliver asimilar quantity of water to down-gradient areas, including Crissy Marsh
and the Tennessee Hollow restoration area, which are located approximately 1,000 feet north
(down-gradient) of the proposed tank locations.

Thiswould be considered a less-than significant effect, and no mitigation is
recommended or required.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (MULTIPLE STORAGE SITES)

General Effectson Water Resour ces

Implementation of Alternative 2 would be essentially the same as described above for Alternative
1. The main difference would be regarding the potential for wet-weather flow reduction to the
CCSF Eastside system. A potentia aternative for the re-routing of wet weather flows may
provide additional benefits; however, this option would require additional analysis and discussion
with the City. If possible to implement this re-routing option, there could be additional beneficial
effect when compared to Alternative 1. Based on the relative size of the Presidio’ s contribution
to wet weather flows (less than one half of one percent of the City’ s plant capacity), this
additional benefit would be small.
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Alternative 2 would have no significant impacts on water resources, with implementation
of mitigation measures identified under Alternative 1. Beneficial effects would also be
similar and possibly greater than those described under Alternative 1.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (NO ACTION)

Effects on Water Resour ces

Under the No Action Alternative, recycled water would not be used at the Presidio and all of the
park’s water needs would continue to be met 100 percent by potable water. The Trust would,
however, implement aggressive water conservation practices to maximize water savings. None of
the systems/facilities described above for the two action alternatives would be constructed.
Implementation of the No Action alternative would therefore avoid all impacts (both adverse and
beneficial) described above for the project alternatives.

The No Action Alternative would avoid all effects (beneficial and adverse) as described
above for Alternative 1.
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3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

3.4.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The project “study area,” as used in this biological resources section, encompasses all project
components proposed under each alternative, including treatment, storage, and distribution
facilities, and adjacent habitats or resources that could be directly or indirectly affected by the
construction and operation of the proposed project. The evaluation of the potentia effects on
biological resources is based on the footprint of the project components and operations, a 20-foot
wide limit of construction along the distribution pipelines, and the location of project components
relative to sensitive resources identified in the project study area, as described above. Thelocal
context for the proposed project isthe Presidio of San Francisco; the greater regional context for
the proposed project is the City and County of San Francisco. It isimportant to note that
proposed project facilities were sited to avoid sensitive biological resources, and would be located
either within an existing building or within existing roadways (except for two small pipeline
segments that cross through alandscaped area and portion of the historic forest under

Alternative 2).

VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE

Many of the native plant communitiesin the Presidio are remnant populations of communities
that were once extensive along the coast of California. These native plant communities have been
displaced by urban development or non-native species that rapidly colonize disturbed open areas.
Under current conditions, both native and non-native plant communities occur in the project study
area. The recently adopted the Presidio Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) (Trust and NPS
2001) delineates three management zones at the Park, historic forest, native plant communities
and landscape vegetation, and prescribes management actions for each zone. Figure 3.4-1
provides an overlay of each zone with the various project components. Although species
diversity is often low in the Presidio for much of the wildlife, the diversity and richness of bird
species is remarkably high for such asmall area. More than 200 bird species are known to occur
in the Presidio, as many as 50 of these for nesting (Jones and Stokes 1997). Biological resource
surveys conducted for this project documented site conditions similar to those identified in the
Presidio of San Francisco Natural Resource Inventory and Vegetation Management Options
(Jones and Stokes 1997). For additional background on Presidio wildlife, please refer to this
report. A copy isavailable at the Presidio Trust Library.

Native Plant Communities

The native plant communities and assemblages located in the project study area, which includes
areas adjacent to recycled water users and the limits of construction, include aremnant coast live
oak assemblage, central coast arroyo willow riparian scrub, coastal salt marsh, northern foredune
and central dune scrub. Pleaserefer to the VMP (2001) for further discussion about these plant
communities. These plant communities and assemblages mostly occur adjacent to roads along
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the various project alignments. Understory vegetation in the Rob Hill area section of the
proposed alignment includes small patches of native plants, as do some understory areas south of
Infantry Terrace and east of the Cemetery.

Presidio Vegetation Management Plan (VM P)

The adopted VMP (Trust and NPS 2001) was prepared jointly by the Trust and NPSto serveasa
comprehensive management framework for the Presidio. It defines management actions for the
revitalization of each of the three landscape management zones occurring at the Park: native plant
communities, historic forest and landscape vegetation. The VMP consists of management
objectives, standard protective measures (mitigation), and other actions that would be applied to
this project.

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

A reconnaissance-level survey of the project study area was performed by ESA ecologists on
November 5, 2001. The purpose of these visits was to gather information on available plant and
wildlife habitats and habitat use on and surrounding the project study area, and to verify the
results of previous biological reports. All undeveloped project areas not contained within
roadways or developed areas were surveyed, including adjacent habitats that appeared suitable for
special status species. Based on survey findings and areview of previous studies, formal
protocol-level surveysfor listed plant and wildlife species were not warranted for this analysis. A
list of special status species potentially occurring in the Presidio or that previously occurred in the
Presidio is presented in Appendix A.

Plants

A total of fourteen special status plant species are known to occur in the Presidio, five of which
are federally and/or state-listed (i.e., endangered or threatened) and occur on serpentine and/or
sandy soils (see Appendix A). None of these special status species occur within the limit of the
construction of the project study area (NPS 2000, NPS and Trust 2001). As part of the Crissy
Field marsh and dunes restoration effort, special status plant species (i.e., California seablite, San
Francisco lessingia, dune giliaand San Francisco spineflower) were introduced. Of these species,
California seablite occurs along coastal saltmarsh margins, and the remaining species occur in
adjacent dunes. Only California seablite is located adjacent to alandscape irrigation site.

Wildlife

Of the eleven special status invertebrates that occur regionally, only monarch butterfly (Danaus
plexippus) is believed to occur in or adjacent to the project study area (Presidio Trust 2001).
Whileindividual monarch butterflies hold no federal or state protection status, overwintering
grounds for this species are considered significant and unique by the State of Californiaand are
protected by the CDFG. This species has historically overwintered in a eucalyptus grove located
north of Kaobbe Drive, approximately 250 feet north of a proposed pipeline segment under
Alternative 2 (Presidio Trust 2001). The monarch butterfly could continue to overwinter at this
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location between the months of November and March, and an analysis of the project’ s effect on
overwintering monarch butterfly is provided below.

Many nesting passerine birds that are protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA) and possibly nesting raptors (protected by the MBTA and CDFG Code 3503.5) may
occur in the Presidio project study area during the nesting season (February 15 through

August 15). Thisincludes several locally uncommon birds that have been identified on the
Presidio, and others for which suitable habitat has been identified. A brief list of these species
includes great horned owl (Bubo virginianus), Hutton's vireo (Vireo huttoni), California quail
(Callipepla californica), wrentit (Chamaea fasciata), common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas),
sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), and American
kestrel (Falco sparverius) among others.

A 1994 acoustic bat survey conducted in support of the Presidio Natural Resource Inventory and
Vegetation Management report identified the occurrence of Y uma myotis (Myotis yumanensis), a
federal Species of Concern (Pierson and Rainey 1995, as cited in Jones and Stokes 1997).
Pierson and Rainey concluded that at least five additional special status bats could potentially
occur at the Presidio; however, habitat conditions or available insect food at the Presidio did not
appear suitable for any of these species at the time of the survey (see Appendix A) (Jones and
Stokes 1997). In support of the current analysis, an independent bat biologist confirmed the
absence of suitable roosting habitat for special status bats in the three existing buildings that
could be atered by the proposed project (Buildings 1040, 1062, and 1063) (Tatarian 2002). No
other habitat was identified near the proposed project.

WETLANDS

None of the alternatives would directly impact existing wetlands. Severa wetlands occur in close
proximity to the project study area and are further evaluated later in this section below (Figure
3.3-1).

REGULATORY BACKGROUND

Special Status Species

Asdefined in this document, species are accorded “ specia status’ because of their recognized
rarity or vulnerability to various causes of habitat |0oss or population decline. Some are formally
listed and receive specific protection defined in federal or state endangered species |legislation.
Other species have no formal listing status as threatened or endangered, but have designations as
“rare” or “sensitive” on the basis of adopted policies and expertise of state resource agencies or
organizations with acknowledged expertise, such asthe California Native Plant Society.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)

The Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C., Sec. 703, Supp. |, 1989) prohibits killing,
possessing, or trading in migratory birds, except in accordance with regulations prescribed by the

Presidio Water Recycling Project 3.4-5 Environmental Assessment



3. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Secretary of the Interior. This act encompasses whole birds, parts of birds, and bird nests

and eggs. Migratory birds include geese, ducks, shorebirds, raptors, songbirds and many others.
The Migratory Bird Executive Order of January 11, 2001 directs executive departments and
agenciesto take certain actions to further implement the MBTA, and defines their responsibilities
of each federal agency taking actions that have, or are likely to make, a measurable affect on
migratory bird populations. All project actions within the Presidio must comply with this act;
therefore, they cannot result in unauthorized take of migratory birds. The Best Management
Practices (BMPs) identified in Chapter 2 as part of the project would require preconstruction
surveys during the nesting season, would prohibit disturbance of active nests, and would ensure
that protected bird species that are nesting would not be destroyed or disturbed by the proposed
construction activities.

I nvasive Species

The National Invasive Species Council oversees implementation of the Executive Order on
Invasive Species (13112), which directs federal agencies to prevent the introduction of potentially
invasive non-native species and control invasive species on lands for which they are responsible.
The Trust implements this requirement through protective measures provided in the Vegetation
Management Plan (see below).

3.4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES & MITIGATION

ALTERNATIVE 1 (CENTRALIZED STORAGE)

Effects on Vegetation

None of the locally-occurring special status plant species (listed in Appendix A) would be
directly or indirectly disturbed by the proposed project construction activities. Except for a small
remnant assemblage of coast live oaks (three trees), all of the identified native plant communities
lie adjacent to irrigated areas. The coast live oaks are located in the proposed Lombard Area A
recycled water use area (Phase 2). The area surrounding the oaksis currently irrigated, and no
adverse impacts to these oaks have been identified, and none are anticipated. All other areasto
be irrigated with recycled water are comprised of landscape vegetation. Pursuant to the permit
requirements associated with use of recycled water, irrigation or runoff to adjacent native plant
communities would be avoided (see Section 3.3, Water Resources.

Although the proposed pipeline alignment under Alternative 1 is primarily located in the road and
would have little impact on vegetation, the roots of historic forest trees (i.e., dong Lincoln
Boulevard) could be directly affected due to trenching activities. Since the canopy of these trees
overhang the construction corridor in the road, the roots of these trees likely occur below the
paved road and could be removed or damaged during trenching activities. The closer the trench
isto the trunk of the tree, the greater the damage. Each root that is removed (cut) reduces the
tree’' s capacity to supply water and nutrients to the leaves. Placement of the proposed pipeline
alignment on the south side of Ruckman Road and Rod Road would avoid impacts to these trees.
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Many of these trees along the proposed pipeline alignment are in poor health, and as aresult,
would likely be replaced as part of the Trust’s forest rehabilitation program, which was proposed
inthe VMP. Actions proposed under Alternative 1 would be coordinated with the forest
rehabilitation program to avoid effects on trees due to implementation of this proposed project.

Placement of underground reservoir facilities under alternative site A would not affect any
vegetative resources. Use of aternative site B for underground storage could directly affect 5to
10 landscape trees within the existing parking lot. Landscape vegetation would be replaced or
added as part of the project under both proposed facility options consistent with BMP-4 (see
Chapter 2), and no significant biological effects would occur.

Mitigation Measure BR-1: Construction of the proposed pipeline along Ruckman and
Rod Roads Phase 2 (Alternative 1) would be kept to the south side of the roadway to
minimize potential effects on adjacent trees.

Effects on vegetation would be less-than significant following implementation of Measure
BR-1 and BMPs.

Effects on Wildlife

Common Wildlife

Effects on common wildlife species in adjacent areas could occur during equipment staging or
during earthmoving or construction activities. Affected animals may include snakes, lizards,
nesting birds, and small mammals such as mice and gophers. Temporary disturbance would
occur during construction, and would include equipment noise and movement, which may
temporarily displace animals. Relatively minor effects on common wildlife species are generally
considered less-than significant, with no specific mitigation required. Larger wildlife species that
may move through the Presidio (such as opossum and raccoon) would not be affected by project
activities.

Birds

Construction activities have the potential to indirectly affect nesting raptors and special status
birds protected under the MBTA. Nesting habitat for several non-listed special-status raptor
species and other birds occursin trees located throughout the project area. Nesting habitat for
red-shoulder hawk occurs in eucalyptus and Monterey pine trees throughout the Alternative 1
proposed pipeline route, but particularly in forested areas neighboring the San Francisco National
Cemetery. No active hawk nests were observed during surveysin November 2001, but this
species and other raptors (including red-tailed hawk and American kestrel) are expected to nest in
eucalyptus trees on the Presidio.l Human disturbances from construction activities have the

1 This species, aswith all raptors, is protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

Presidio Water Recycling Project 3.4-7 Environmental Assessment



3. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

potential to cause nest abandonment and death of young or loss of reproductive potential at active
nests located near the project site.

Other special status bird species potentially breeding near the construction right-of-way include
shrub-nesting species such as loggerhead shrike and birds protected under the MBTA. Effectson
these species during project construction include the potential for temporary disturbance of
suitable nesting and foraging habitat located near construction sites. Disturbance of raptors and
other nesting birds as aresult of project implementation would be avoided through the standard
BMPs implemented as part of the project to reduce environmental effects (see Section 2.3, BMP-
4: Biological Resource Protection).

Impacts to common and special status wildlife species during construction would be less-
than significant, with the implementation of BMP-4.

Construction Effects on Wetlands

A small segment of Dragonfly Creek islocated directly south of Appleton Street where a
proposed recycled water distribution pipeline would be located during Phase 2 of Alternative 1
(see Figure 3.3-1). The construction activities would be contained entirely within the roadbed,
and no direct impact to the creek would occur. Possible indirect effects could include
sedimentation from runoff at the adjacent construction site. This potential impact would be
effectively reduced through the implementation of the BMPsidentified in Chapter 2. The
remaining downstream segment of the creek is captured in an underground culvert that crosses
under Lincoln Avenue en-route to the San Francisco Bay. The recycled water distribution
pipeline would also be located within Lincoln Avenue, and future construction activities would be
designed to avoid the existing culvert. Crissy Marshislocated adjacent to a proposed Phase 1
pipeline; however, construction activities would be contained entirely within the Mason Street
roadway, and construction activities would not impact the marsh (directly or indirectly).

The impacts to wetlands from project construction would be less-than significant, with the
implementation of Measures BMP-1 and BMP-4.

I ndirect Oper ational Effects on Biological Resour ces

Asdiscussed in Section 3.3, Water Resources, recycled water would contain low levels of soluble
satsand nutrients. During the winter rainy season, a small amount of salts and nutrients (such as
nitrogen and phosphorus) would be flushed from the soil column and mixed with native
groundwater. Theses constituents would be substantially diluted by the rainfall and groundwater,
and would not be expected to have a measurabl e effect on adjacent vegetation which includes
Cdlifornia seablite (at Crissy Marsh) or groundwater quality. With implementation of Mitigation
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Measure WR-1, the Trust would monitor and modify fertilizer application accordingly to avoid
production of excess nutrients, such as nitrogen, that could cause plant stress.

Recycled water could also potentially contain trace amounts of pharmaceutical compounds such
as antibiotics, steroids, antidepressants, pain killers, and hormones (endocrine disruptors) in the
range of afew parts per billion to afew parts per trillion. These and other compounds are
collectively known as “emerging contaminants,” which are not presently regulated at the federal
or state level, although their environmental effects, fate, and transport are the subject of on-going
research. A genera concern with treated effluent dischargesis the potential for endocrine
disruptors to modify the normal functioning of human or wildlife endocrine systems, for example,
by mimicking natural hormones, blocking the effects of natural hormones, or stimulating the
overproduction or underproduction of natural hormones (EPA 2000, Tucker 2002). However,
neither of the project alternatives evaluated in this EA would result in the discharge of treated
effluent into surface waters. Recycled water would only be used for landscape irrigation.

It isunlikely that the minute quantities of these pharmaceutical compounds present in the
recycled water would migrate through the soil and into groundwater after a storm event, and
subsequently migrate to the near-shore waters of San Francisco Bay and Crissy Marsh.
Consistent with the permit regquirements (see Section 3.3) associated with recycled water use,
water would be carefully applied to landscaped areas in quantities intended to meet the
evapotranspiration requirements of the area, and to preclude surface runoff. However, if the
compounds were to migrate from adjacent landscaped areas into surface waters, concentrations
would be so low that no measurable effects would occur, and would likely be comparableto
existing background levels present in San Francisco Bay. In addition, the proposed water
recycling treatment process (membrane bioreactor and UV disinfection) would remove a greater
portion of these compounds from the wastewater than are typically removed in conventional
wastewater treatment processes. For additional discussion of water quality effects, please refer to
Section 3.3 of thisEA.

No adver se effects are anticipated to adjacent marsh plants, or biological resources
associated with the aquatic habitats of Crissy Marsh and San Francisco Bay, and therefore
no mitigation isrequired or recommended.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (MULTIPLE STORAGE SITES)

Effects on Vegetation

The magjority of the proposed pipeline construction would occur within existing roadways or
paved areas, and would not directly impact vegetation. Construction of Phase 1 facilities would
be identical to those described under Alternative 1, and minimal effects on vegetation would
occur. There are several areas where Phase 2 pipelines would leave existing roadways, and cross
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through forested or landscaped areas. A description of each and the potential impact on existing
vegetation are provided below.

Approximately 300 feet of pipeline would be constructed along the slope separating Washington
Boulevard and Thomas Avenue (at Infantry Terrace). The proposed pipeline would be contained
within an existing utility corridor. 1n 1995, the NPS cleared the vegetation along this corridor to
construct afiber optic line. Thisalignment wasidentified specifically to avoid or minimize
impacts to vegetation. EXxisting vegetation within this corridor is sparse.

Another pipeline segment (approximately 600 feet in length) that would deviate from paved areas
occurs between the abandoned reservoir (near Central Magazine) and Hitchcock Street. Thisarea
contains historic forest, primarily eucalyptus trees. Based on the age and condition of these trees,
this area has been identified for reforestation and rehabilitation as part of the adopted VMP.
Construction of the proposed pipeline in this areawould likely require tree removal and,
consistent with the VMP, this activity would be coordinated with the planned reforestation to
ensure that removal of healthy vegetation is minimized and the long-term viability of the forest is
protected. Additionally, vegetation clearing would also occur within the fenced perimeter of the
abandoned reservoir during its rehabilitation. Consistent with BMP-4, Trust Natural Resource
staff would identify plant material to be salvaged and/or invasive non-native plants that must be
carefully managed in accordance with this measure. Thereisaso one small segment
(approximately 150 feet) of proposed pipeline that leaves the road prism and crosses an existing
trail between the San Francisco National Cemetery and Nauman Road. Although the area
surrounding the trail consists of eucalyptus trees, no tree removal would occur as the pipeline
would be located within the existing trail corridor.

All construction activities would be done in accordance with the BMPs set forth in Chapter 2,
which include erosion control practices and measures to prevent the spread and/or introduction of
invasive, non-native plant materialsinto the project area. Because the proposed recycled water
use areas are the same under both action aternatives, the operational effects are also the same and
would be less-than significant (see analysis provided for Alternative 1). The removal of existing
vegetation at the Presidio would be conducted in compliance with the VMP, which provides for
the phased removal and replacement of aging forest resources.

Project effects on vegetation would be less than significant following implementation of
Measure BMP-4 and adherence to the VMP.

Effects on Overwintering Monar ch Butterflies

The monarch butterfly has been observed overwintering on the Presidio during the months of
November through March in areas that support dense, sheltered eucalyptus groves. This
overwintering phenomenon is considered sensitive by the California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG), and the Trust seeks to minimize potential effects on this activity. The Presidiois
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located within the northern unit (which extends from San Mateo to Sonoma Counties) of the
monarch’ s overwintering range (Monroe 2002). The only project component located near
potential overwintering habitat under Alternative 2 would occur during Phase 2, along one small
segment of the proposed pipeline at Rob Hill, between Compton Road and Hitchcock Street. In
the past, monarchs have been observed overwintering in eucalyptus trees within the general
vicinity (approximately 250 feet north of the proposed pipeline segment). Last year, monarchs
were not detected in this location; however, it is possible that they may return in the future.
Although monarchs have not been observed in the eucalyptus trees within or directly adjacent to
the proposed pipeline corridor, there appears to be suitable overwintering habitat in this area.

During overwintering, monarchs do not appear to be highly sensitive to noise, movement or
visual intrusion from nearby people or vehicles. Smoke (i.e., from control burns or wildfires),
excessive dust, or exhaust can agitate the butterflies, causing excessive movement and
corresponding reduction in their limited fat supplies/strength. What appears to have the greatest
potential influence on overwintering, however, are long-term microclimate changes. Prolonged
cold and moist conditions are considered adverse to overwintering. Vegetation removal,
manipulation of water bodies, or other activities that can ater local wind, temperature or moisture
settlement patterns can lead to such changesin microclimate (Monroe 2002).

Prior to construction of the proposed Phase 2 pipeline (in approximately 10 years), current
monarch monitoring data would be reviewed to determine the presence/absence of overwintering
activity in the general area. If monarchs have been observed, the Trust would seek to minimize
the potentia short- and long-term effects. Construction activities would be scheduled, to the
degree feasible, outside of the overwintering period. However, based on the monarch’s relative
tolerance of human presence and the short construction period (likely to be less than aweek in
this location), the impact would not be considered significant. In addition, implementation of the
BMPs for dust control and other relevant measures would further reduce the potentia for
construction-related disturbances.

Construction of the proposed pipeline would likely require the removal of individua trees, which
has the potential to generate short-term microclimate changes until newly planted saplings
mature. If monarchs are determined to be present in this general area, the pipeline corridor would
be evaluated and the alignment and/or proposed tree removal designed such that it ensures
adequate buffersto prevent indirect microclimate changes in the overwintering areas. As
described in the analysis of vegetation effects, this entire area of historic forest has been identified
for reforestation and rehabilitation in the adopted VMP. Consistent with the VMP, the proposed
pipeline construction activities would be coordinated with this effort. Future implementation of
the rehabilitation and reforestation project within or adjacent to potential overwintering habitat
may require additional analysis at the time this activity is proposed. Information on the current
conditions of the area, as well as the design and layout of the proposed reforestation effort, would
be fully evaluated, and mitigation identified and implemented as needed.

Mitigation M easure BR-6: Prior to construction of the proposed Phase 2 (Alternative 2)
pipeline near Rob Hill, Trust natural resource staff would review the last several years of
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overwintering data to determine the presence and extent/absence of monarch activity
surrounding the proposed construction area. |f overwintering activity has occurred within
this area, construction would be scheduled outside of the November to March period to the
greatest extent feasible. The location and extent of overwintering habitat will also be
considered in the refinement of the proposed pipeline alignment and corresponding need
for tree removal. This refinement would be done to ensure that appropriate buffers are
established so that adverse changes in the microclimate of the overwintering area are
avoided.

Following implementation of Measure BR-6, project effects on monarch butterfly would be
less-than significant.

Effects on Wildlife

Under Alternative 2, project effects to common wildlife, nesting raptors and special status bird
species would be essentially the same as described as Alternative 1. Effects on common wildlife
and bird species have the potentia to be dightly greater under Alternative 2, as the project route
would traverse three undevel oped eucalyptus woodland areas under this aternative (i.e., (1)
between San Francisco cemetery and Nauman Street along an existing social trail, (2) in an
existing utility corridor north of building 1469 (existing reservoir), and (3) between Washington
Boulevard to Thomas Avenue).

As discussed under Alternative 1, relatively minor impacts to common wildlife species are
generally considered less-than significant, with no mitigation required. Direct project-related
disturbance to raptors and other nesting birds as a result of project implementation would be
avoided through the implementation of BMP-4. Asaresult, additional mitigation is not required
for these potential project effects.

Alternative 2 would have similar impacts as Alternative 1, and are considered less-than
significant.

Construction Effects on Wetlands

Approximately 300 feet of pipeline would be constructed along the slope separating Washington
Boulevard and Thomas Avenue (at Infantry Terrace). The proposed pipeline would be contained
within an existing utility corridor. Existing vegetation along the corridor is sparse; however,
there are vegetation indicators that a wetland could be forming. Existing vegetation would be
removed during construction activities. Prior to Phase 2 construction (in approximately 10
years), the site would be inspected again to evaluate wetland indicators.

An USACE jurisdictional unnamed wetland lies approximately two feet from Compton Road
adjacent to a proposed pipeline. Thisfeature lies outside the limit of construction and would not
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be directly affected by project construction activities. Implementation of BM P-4 would prevent
indirect effects including potential sedimentation and runoff from trenching activities into these
wetlands.

Mitigation Measure BR-8: Prior to construction of the proposed Phase 2 (Alternative 2)
pipeline along the slope separating Washington Boulevard and Thomas Avenue (at Infantry
Terrace), the water-associated feature will be delineated using U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers USACE methods by a qualified specialist. If thisfeature meets jurisdictional
requirements of the USACE, the Trust would ensure compliance with Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act.

Impacts to wetlands would be less-than significant under Alternative 2 with the
implementation of Mitigation Measure BR-8, BMP-1 and BMP-4.

I ndirect Operational Effects on Biological Resour ces

Under Alternative 2, potential indirect effects of project operation would be the same as described
for Alternative 1. No adverse effects are anticipated to adjacent marsh plants, or biological
resources associated with the aquatic habitats of Crissy Marsh and San Francisco Bay.

No adver se effects to biological resources are anticipated as a result of project operation,
and thus no mitigation isrequired or recommended.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (NO ACTION)

General Effects on Biological Resour ces

Under the No Action Alternative, none of the proposed water recycling facilities would be
implemented, and all on-site irrigation demands would continue to be met with potable water
from Lobos Creek and/or purchased from the CCSF. Although the No Action alternative would
result in increased demands placed on the Presidio’ s water supply system in the future, the
500,000-gallon minimum flow requirement would continue to protect natural resources along the
creek. None of the biological impacts described above for the two action alternatives would
occur.

Under Alternative 3, all of the biological effects associated with the two action
alternatives would be avoided.
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3.5.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The Presidio of San Francisco (Presidio) was designated a National Historic Landmark District
(NHL) in 1962. With aperiod of significance from 1776 to 1945, the Presidio is recognized for
itsuse asa Spanish colonial, Mexican, and U.S. Army military post.

In 1993, the landmark designation was updated to further identify this valuable resource (1993
NHL Update). At that time, more than 650 buildings, sites, structures and objects were
considered as contributing to the significance of the NHL District. The update includes both
archaeological and cultural landscape resources. Buildings that are contributing and non-
contributing to the NHL designation areidentified in Figure 3.5-1. Included in this Figure are
four buildings subject to this Environmental Assessment; they are buildings 1040, 1062, 1063,
and 1469. Information presented below was provided by the Historic Buildings of the Presidio:
Physical History Reports (NPS no date) and the NHL Update.

The Area of Potentia Effect (APE) for historic buildings are each of the individua building's
interior and exterior features. The APE for both archaeology and cultural landscapes follows the
construction activity zone including areas where ground disturbing activities could occur. The
APE is show on Figure 3.5-2.

HISTORIC ARCHITECTURE

Building 1040 is atwo-story brick structure constructed in 1900 as a powerhouse and steam plant.
In 1909, two wing additions were completed at the north side of the building. It was altered again
after 1942 to include the removal of a date hip roof and circular brick smokestack. The second
story and flat roof were added sometime before 1967. Exterior features such as the common
bond brickwork, arched windows and door openings, and stone elements are considered highly
sensitive to alteration. The building's historic use is technologically significant as one of the
earliest powerhouses at the Presidio. As such, interior elements, the exposed brickwork,

catwalk, some equipment, arched openings, and original wood doors, are highly sensitive to
alteration.

Building 1062 is atwo-story reinforced concrete structure constructed in 1922 asa
guartermaster's shop. It includes aloading dock along the entire southern fagcade. The building
retains its Spanish-tiled hip roof with exposed rafter tails. The 1948 ateration to a theater use
infilled the building's double hung windows. Despite the theater adaptations, the building retains
much of its original form, shape and materials. Exterior features highly sensitive to alteration
include two circular roof vents, exposed wood frame concrete walls, the concrete |oading dock,
the fenestration pattern, simple rafter tails, and iron bars over some windows. Interior elements
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highly sensitive to alteration include the reinforced concrete skeleton of post and beams, exposed
steel roof trusses, and the wooden formwork clearly seen on the concrete walls and ceiling.

Building 1063 is a large one-story wood frame and corrugated metal warehouse constructed in
1941 as amedical supply warehouse. Exterior elements highly sensitive to ateration include the
axia gable roof, corrugated iron exterior siding, six circular roof vents, the fenestration pattern,
dliding warehouse doors, and six-light hopper windows. Interior features highly sensitive to
alteration include the open warehouse space, concrete sab floor, and exposed structure.

Building 1469 is a deep concrete structure built in 1897 as areservoir. The two-compartment
structure has awood-frame cover with shiplap siding and gabled roof. It retains much of its
original character, experiencing little to no modification.

ARCHEOLOGI CAL RESOURCES

Areas of known and predicted archaeologica sensitivity within the Presidio were first identified
in the 1993 NHL Update, which took a predictive and sensitivity approach to identification of
historic archaeol ogical resources that contribute to the NHL. The 1993 NHL Update treated the
Presidio as asingle archaeological site or property with numerous contributing features that are
functional components of a single long-term military occupation. An effort was also made during
this update to identify those areas where prehistoric sites (i.e., associated with Native American
use prior to European contact) could be expected based on site locations known in other areas of
the San Francisco region. Today, adigital sensitivity map is maintained in the Presidio
Archaeology Lab, ajoint facility of the Presidio Trust and National Park Service. It iscontinually
revised using new information from historical research, field monitoring, and geomorphological
analyses. The archaeological sensitivity map and accompanying data bases contain information
on prehistoric and historic features throughout the Presidio, which span the time period of Native
occupation, and the Spanish (1776-1822), Mexican (1822-1846) and American (1846-1994)
military occupations. This map was used as the basis for evaluating the alternatives’ potential
effect on archaeological resources (see Figure 3.5-2).

CULTURAL LANDSCAPE

A cultural landscape is a“geographic area, including both cultural and natural resources and the
wildlife or domestic animals therein, associated with a historic event, activity, or person, or that
exhibit other cultural or aesthetic values’ (Gilbert and Dolan 1998). The landscape
characteristics that contribute to the integrity of a cultural landscape include spatial organization
and cluster arrangement, land use, cultural traditions, circulation, topography and drainage,
vegetation, buildings and structures, views and vistas, small-scale features, and archaeological
sites. The cultural landscape of the Presidio is significant as part of the National Historic
Landmark Digtrict status. Various features including mature vegetation and character-defining
features of the historic forest adjacent to Lincoln Avenue and Kobbe Avenue and in the vicinity
of Building 1469, and cobble retaining walls and stepsin the
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vicinity of Kobbe Avenue and Ruckman Terrace occur within the APE and could be affected by
the proposed project (refer to impact analysis below for additional detail).

REGULATORY BACKGROUND

The Presidio islisted as aNational Historic Landmark District on the National Register of
Historic Places. As such, the proposed project is subject to review under the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA). Section 106 of the NHPA requires agencies to identify historic
properties and assess whether implementation of an undertaking will have an adverse effect on
such properties. If adverse effect is determined, then the agency undertakes consultation with the
State Office of Historic Preservation, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, interested
parties, and the public in an attempt to resolve adverse effects. In general, conformity with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings can avoid an adverse effect. These standards include the
retention of historic character, materials, and finishes, repair rather than replacement of
deteriorated features, the protection of archaeological resources, and the general preservation of
historic integrity. These standards also include guidelines for the treatment of cultural
landscapes. These include principles related to the retention of landscape elements, including
both tangible and intangible elements of the historic landscape. Compliance with Section 106 at
the Presidio of San Francisco, for those projects determined to have no adverse effect, are
reviewed pursuant to a programmatic agreement dated March 5, 2002.

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) addresses the rights of
lineal descendants, Indian tribes, and Native Hawaiian organizations to Native American human
remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony. It requires federal
agencies and ingtitutions that receive federal fundsto provide information about Native American
human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony to lineal
descendants, Indian tribes, and Native Hawaiian organizations, and upon presentation of avalid
reguest, dispose of or repatriate these objects to them.

3.5.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES & MITIGATION

During the planning phase of the project, Historic Preservation Specialists, Cultural Landscape
Speciaists, and Historical Archaeologists were consulted in order to identify and refine project
alternatives and minimize the impact of the project on the Presidio's significant historic resources.

ALTERNATIVE 1 (CENTRALIZED STORAGE), PHASE 1

Effectson Historic Structures

Building 1063 (Preferred Site)

Alterations to this building to accommodate the proposed treatment plant equipment would
include the removal of several 6x6 center posts, removal of a portion of the existing floor slab for
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the process tank foundation, removal of a portion of the mezzanine, and widening of an existing
access door by three feet on the south fagade. Seismic improvements would also be required in
order to bring the building to current code levels. All alterations to this building would be donein
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. The impact to fabric
highly sensitive to ateration would not be significant, and would not result in an adverse effect to
the historic building.

Building 1040

In order to accommodate the proposed treatment plant's mechanical requirements, existing
equipment would need to be removed. In addition, it would aso be necessary to remove several
interior walls. An access door on the west fagade of the building would be increased to provide
access for equipment installation and maintenance. Seismic improvements would also be
required in order to bring the building to current code levels. All aterations to this building would
be done in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 1n order
to avoid significant and adverse effects, interior and exterior features would be further evaluated,
and those identified as highly sensitive to alteration would be retained to the maximum extent
feasible, as determined during future design-level work.

Building 1062

Modifications to this building for rehabilitation as a treatment plant would include the removal of
the non-historic theater installation. Approximately one third of the concrete floor between the
first floor and basement would be removed to accommodate process tanks. A 15-foot access door
would be installed on the south fagade. Seismic improvements would also be required in order to
bring the building to current code levels. Alterations to this building would be done in
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. In order to avoid
significant impact and adverse effect, interior and exterior features would be evaluated further
and those identified as highly sensitive to ateration would be retained to the maximum extent
feasible during future design-level work.

The rehabilitation and reuse of a historic building for the proposed water recycling plant
would be done in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and no
significant or adverse impact on historic architecture would occur.

Effects on Archeological Resour ces

Wastewater Diversion & Solids/Sludge Return Pipeline

As shown on Figure 3.5-2, these project components are located within a prehistoric sensitivity
zone (specificaly referred to as the P2 Estuary Bluff Predicted Prehistoric Areain the NHL
Updated). The area was subject to previous archaeol ogical testing for the Letterman Digital Arts
Center project, and no archaeological features were identified. Impacts could occur from a*“ post-
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review discovery”, that is, the discovery of apreviously unknown archaeological site during
construction. Should that occur, the Presidio Trust would follow 36 CFR, Part 800 of the
National Historic Preservation Act procedures outlined in the Programmatic Agreement.

Recycled Water Treatment Plant and Recycled Water Pump Station

There would be no known impacts to archaeological features.

Recycled Water Storage Reservoir, Standby Potable Water Service and Pipeline

The proposed locations for the Recycled Water Storage Reservoir and Standby Potable Water
Service are within the footprint of a known environmental remediation site (Landfill 6). (Refer to
Section 3.6 for adiscussion of Hazardous Materials.) No impacts to archaeol ogical features are
expected, providing the reservoir excavation does not exceed the footprint of the landfill
remediation. The pipelineiswithin the P2 Estuary Bluff Predicted Prehistoric Area, which has
not previously been investigated in its entirety. Historic fill deposits vary in depth throughout the
alignment. In some instances the overflow pipeline may be above any soil stratathat date to the
pre-contact period and no impact would occur. In other areas the pipeline may intrude into strata
that potentially could contain prehistoric deposits. These would be handled as a* post review
discovery,” described above.

Impacts to archaeological features from Alternative 1 Phase 1 are expected to be absent or
minimal. All ground-disturbing construction activities will be subject to archaeol ogical
monitoring in accordance with the NPS, GGNRA Programmatic Agreement or the Presidio Trust
Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X111 and the Presidio Archaeological Monitoring Protocols
(which ever is applicable at the time of monitoring). Should significant archaeological features
be discovered during construction, the Presidio Trust will act in accordance with Stipulation X1V
“Discoveries.”

Implementation of the proposed pipelines and other ground-disturbing activities under
Alternative 1 (Phase 1) would not have a significant or adverse impact on archeological
features.

Effects on Cultural L andscapes

Recycled Water Treatment Plant

Reuse of one of three alternative buildings for the proposed water recycling plant would require
building rehabilitation and seismic retrofit. It is possible that some limited exterior work may be
needed, such asthe installation of seismic footings. However, based on field reconnai ssance,
exterior work outside the footprint of the buildings, is unlikely to disturb historic fabric associated
with the cultural landscape.

Presidio Water Recycling Project 3.5-9 Environmental Assessment
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Implementation of Alternative 1, Phase 1 would not have a significant or adverse
impact on cultural landscapes.

General Effectson NHL District

Signage required for the identification of recycled water use area (per water recycling permit), as
well as piping and other equipment that is other than within a structure, may impact the National
Historic Landmark. In addition, boxes for electrical equipment that are above ground may impact
the National Historic Landmark. The design, scale, and location of signage and any above
ground equipment/fixtures would meet the Secretary of the Interior’ s Standards.

All signage or above ground fixtures would be designed and implemented in accordance
with the Secretary of the Interior’ s Sandards, and would not have a significant or
adverse impact on the NHL district.

ALTERNATIVE 1 (CENTRALIZED STORAGE), PHASE 2

Effects on Archeological Resour ces

During Phase 2 of Alternative 1, the recycled water distribution system, theirrigation system
connections and site retrofit could adversely effect the following predicted historic and prehistoric
archaeol ogical features, as described in the NHL Update:

#  Description Dates
F18 Laundress and Enlisted Quarters 1866-1890
F20  Stream Ravine Dump Area 1866-1890
P2 Estuary Bluff Prehistoric Area 0000-1776

Mitigation Measure CH-1: The Trust would seek to avoid archaeological features. If
avoidance of the American period historic features and prehistoric sites during Phase 2 is
deemed infeasible, consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer in accordance
with 36 CFR Part 800 and the provisions of the Presidio Trust Programmatic Agreement
would be implemented. Mitigation would include controlled excavation prior to
construction, using scientific recording methods and resulting in recovery of any significant
cultural materials or information. Archaeological excavations would proceed in
accordance with aresearch design and data recovery plan based on background data, sound
planning, and accepted archaeological methods. The data recovery plan would provide for
the reporting and dissemination of results, as well asinterpretation of what has been
learned in a manner that is accessible and understandable to the public. Appropriate
arrangements for the permanent curation of archaeological materials and records would be
carried out in accordance with federal regulation 36 CFR Part 79. All archaeological work
to be carried out would be under the supervision of persons meeting the Secretary of the
Interior’ s Professional Qualifications Standards (48 FR 44738-44739). Mitigation
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measures for F-38 and F-44 from the 1993 NHL could be limited to field recordation and
collection during construction, along with appropriate levels of documentary research.

Following implementation of Mitigation Measure CH-1, Alternative 1 (Phase 2)
would not have a significant or adverse impact on archaeological features.

Effects on Cultural L andscapes

During Phase 2 of Alternative 1, the water distribution system has the potential to affect
circulation, vegetation, and small-scale features of the Presidio. Removal of mature vegetation
adjacent to Lincoln Avenue and K obbe Avenue could result in an alteration of character-defining
features of the historic forest, and thus all construction in this area should be confined to the
existing road prisms. There are many significant features including cobble retaining walls and
stepsin the vicinity of Kobbe Avenue and Ruckman Terrace. Installation of pipelinein thisarea
could result in the disturbance or removal of historic fabric, and therefore al construction would
be confined to the existing road prism.

Mitigation Measure CH-2: Proposed pipeline alignments along Kobbe Avenue, Lincoln
Avenue and Ruckman Terrace would be confined to the existing asphalt road prism. Fina
design of the various project components would be reviewed by a Trust cultural landscape
specialist prior to construction to ensure that cultural landscapes are adequately protected.
The exact location of the distribution system will be flagged or painted on the corridor
route.

With mitigation measure CH-2, this alternative would not have a significant or adverse
effect cultural landscapes within the Presidio.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (MULTIPLE STORAGE SITES), PHASE 1

General Historic and Cultural Resour ce Effects

Phase 1 of Alternative 2 proposes the same project components as Phase 1 of Alternative 1. The
same three alternative building sites (for the proposed treatment plant), wastewater diversion
pipeline, alternative recycled water storage tanks, and distribution pipelines would be included
under Alternative 2, Phase 1. Therefore, the impact on cultural and historic resources would be
the same as previously described for Alternative 1, Phase 1 above.

Implementation of Alternative 2, Phase 1 would not have a significant or adverse impact
on cultural and historic resources.
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ALTERNATIVE 2 (MULTIPLE STORAGE SITES), PHASE 2

Effectson Historic Structures

Building 1469

Only general information related to the type of aterations that might be needed to reuse this
existing reservoir are known at thistime. As described in Chapter 2, it is assumed that roof
repairs, painting, installation of a bug screen, seismic retrofit, telephone/electric service, level
controls, and possibly aliner or coating system to provide a water-tight structure would be
needed. Because thisis aPhase 2 project, additional investigation of the structure would be
needed in the future closer to the time of proposed reuse (i.e., in approximately 7 to 10 years). At
that time, adetailed study of the reservoir’s current condition would be conducted, and specific
improvements would be identified. Alterationsto this historic feature would be donein
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’ s Standards for Rehabilitation so that no adverse
effect would occur.

The proposed rehabilitation and reuse building1469 (abandoned reservoir) would be
done in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Sandards and no significant or
adverse impact on historic architecture would occur

Effects on Archeological Resour ces

Under Phase 2 of Alternative 2, the proposed recycled water distribution system, irrigation
system connections and site retrofit could adversely effect the following predicted historic and
prehistoric archaeological features (as described in the NHL Update):

#  Description Dates
F18 Laundress and Enlisted Quarters 1866-1890
F20 Stream Ravine Dump Area 1866-1890
F38 Fort Winfield Scott Ordnance Storage & Shops 1891-1914
F44  Battery McKinnon-Stotsenberg 1897-

Impacts to archaeological features from Alternative 2, Phase 2 could occur from subsurface
ground disturbance required for the installation of water distribution lines and irrigation
connections in areas where these do not currently exist.

The proposed alignment would be in close proximity to the predicted locations of F-18 and F-20.
The Laundress and Enlisted Quarters (F-18) is under investigation by Caltrans as part of the
Doyle Drive Project, and more information will be available prior to the completion of the NEPA
process for this project. Impacts to the Stream Ravine Dump Area (F-20), if any, are expected to
be minimal due to the thickness of modern fill deposits and the shallow depth of the construction
disturbance (lessthan six feet). The alignment also coincides with predicted features from F-38
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Fort Winfield Scott Ordnance Storage & Shops and F-44 Battery McKinnon-Stotsenberg, which
may incur minor disturbance. According to the 1993 NHL update, the contributive value of
historic archaeol ogical sitesis believed to diminish somewhat after 1890, and by 1917 thereis
insufficient data or disciplinary research to suggest that archaeological remains would contribute
substantially to the landmark (p. 8-15).

Mitigation M easure CH-1 would apply to Alternative 2 also.

Following implementation of Mitigation Measure CH-1, Alternative 2 (Phase 2) would not
have a significant or adverse impact on archeological features.

Effects on Cultural L andscapes

Reuse of the existing abandoned reservoir during Phase 2 of Alternative 2 could adversely effect
the cultural landscape by altering circulation patterns (trails) and removing vegetation within the
historic forest. The vegetation within the fence is not historic; but the access pipeline, which
would be required to connect to the reservair, is routed through historic forest. This area of the
historic forest isin poor health and was aready identified for replanting under the adopted
Presidio Vegetation Management Plan (NPS and Trust, 2001). No significant impact would
occur as aresult of this alternative (refer to Section 3.4 for additional discussion of the biological
impacts).

Installation of the recycled water distribution system during Phase 2 (Alternative 2) also has the
potential to adversely affect the cultural landscape by altering or removing historic fabric,
including circulation systems including sidewalks and steps, vegetation and historic plant
materials, and small-scale features, such as river rock and cobble drainage systems. Historic
fabric includes sidewalks and steps throughout the distribution route. There are severa features
including cobble and river rock drains and gutters in the vicinity of the proposed alignment at
Infantry Terrace that may be affected. Installation of pipelinein this area could result in the
removal or disturbance of these features, and thus all pipeline construction would be confined to
the existing roadway to avoid impacts to the landmark district status. The pipeline alignment
between Infantry Terrace and Washington Boulevard goes through an area of historic forest.
Removal of mature vegetation could result in an alteration of character-defining features of the
historic forest, and thus al construction in this area should be confined to the existing utility
corridor (where trees were previously removed). The proposed pipeline between the existing
Compton Road and Hitchcock Street would also occur within an area of historic forest (primarily
eucalyptus). Construction activitiesin thislocation would likely require the removal of
individual trees. Thisarea of historic forest has been identified for reforestation and
rehabilitation in the adopted Presidio Vegetation Management Plan (VMP). Consistent with the
VMP, the proposed pipeline construction activities would be coordinated with the reforestation
effort and would be done in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Guidelines for Treatment
of Cultura Landscapes.
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Mitigation Measure CH-3: The proposed pipeline corridor along Infantry Terrace would
be kept within the asphalt road prism in order to avoid important cultural landscape features
in this area, which include river rock and cobble drainage systems. The proposed pipeline
corridor between Infantry Terrace and Washington Boulevard would aso be kept within
the existing disturbed utility corridor to avoid disturbing or removing character-defining
features of the historic forest. Consistent with mitigation measure CH-2, final design
drawings would be reviewed by a Trust cultural landscape specialist prior to construction to
ensure cultural landscapes are adequately protected.

With mitigation measure CH-3 and coordination with the adopted VMP reforestation
efforts, this alternative would not have a significant or adverse effect on cultural
landscapes within the Presidio.

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the No Action Alternative, none of the water recycling facilities would be constructed.
The existing water distribution system would continue to meet water needs (domestic and
irrigation) at the Presidio with potable water, and no physical changes affecting historic resources
would occur.
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3.6 HAZARDOUSMATERIALS

3.6.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The United States, Mexico, and Spain used the Presidio as a military base for 220 years. The
United States Army management included the installation of underground storage tanks and
pipelines, creation of landfills, and usage of herbicides, fungicides and insecticides that have
impacted environmental conditionsin the Presidio. Based upon historical documentation and
data collected from recent investigations, specific areas within the Presidio have been identified
as likely to contain impacted soil and/or groundwater (see Figure 3.6-1). Dumping, equipment
maintenance areas, fuel storage and distribution areas, and hazardous material storage areas
located throughout the Presidio have resulted in site-specific areas of potential petroleum
hydrocarbon, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, solvents, pesticides, heavy metals or cyanide
impacts (National Park Service, 1994). Trenching, excavation, and dewatering associated with
the proposed project alternatives would traverse through or adjacent to several of these identified
impacted areas, as shown on Figure 3.6-1. Some areas within the Letterman Complex area
believed to contain surficial fill soils of various ages. Experience with fill soilsin other locations
of the Presidio indicates these soils occasionally contain building debris or contaminated soils.
Recycled water distribution lines for both Alternative 1 and 2 would cross through this area.

A fuel distribution system and associated underground storage tanks were formerly located in the
vicinity of the water recycling facility alternatives and subsurface storage sites. The Trust is
continuing to investigate soil and groundwater conditions and assess petroleum hydrocarbon
impacts that were initially identified by the U.S. Army. Remediation activitiesin the vicinity of
the Letterman Complex will likely include excavation of impacted soil, although shallow
groundwater depths (approximately five to 10 feet below ground surface) in this region will likely
limit the vertical extent of over-excavation.

Due to considerable age of many Presidio structures, lead-based paint and asbestos are commonly
identified in historical buildings. The three proposed locations for the water recycling facility,
(Buildings 1040, 1062, and 1063) have been assessed for the presence of asbestos by the Trust.
Past asbestos removal (abatement) has occurred; however, friable asbestos remainsin al three
structures. Building 1469, which houses the remote storage reservair, is a concrete structure and
therefore no asbestos issues exist with this building. In general, structures constructed before
December 31, 1978 are at-risk for lead-based paint, and asbestos was commonly used as a
building material until 1978. An evaluation to determine the potential presence of |ead-based
paint has not been conducted on these four structures (Feickert 2001). All four buildings were
constructed and subsequently renovated before 1978, and may therefore contain lead-based paint.
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REGULATORY SETTING
Definitions

Hazardous Materials

Hazardous materials are substances with certain physical properties that could pose a substantial
present or future hazard to human health or the environment when improperly handled, disposed,
or otherwise managed. Hazardous materials are grouped into the following four categories, based
on their properties: toxic (causes human health effects), ignitable (has the ability to burn),
corrosive (causes severe burns or damage to materials), and reactive (causes explosions or
generates toxic gases).! Hazardous materials have been and are commonly used in commercial,
agricultural, and industrial applications, aswell asin residentia areasto alimited extent.

Hazardous Waste

A hazardous waste is any hazardous materia that is discarded, abandoned, or isto be recycled.
The criteriathat render a material hazardous also make a waste hazardous.2 If improperly
handled, hazardous materials and wastes can result in public health hazards if released to the soil
or groundwater or through airborne releases in vapors, fumes, or dust.

Worker Safety

Occupational safety standards exist in federal and state laws to minimize worker safety risks from
both physical and chemical hazardsin the work place. The Caifornia Division of Occupational
Safety and Health (Cal OSHA) and the federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration
are the agencies responsible for assuring worker safety in the workplace. Cal OSHA assumes
primary responsibility for developing and enforcing standards for safe workplaces and work
practices (OSHA 1985). These standards would be applicable to both construction and operation.

3.6.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION

ALTERNATIVE 1 (CENTRALIZED STORAGE)

Possible Exposureto L ead-Based Paint and Asbestos

The proposed structures were constructed prior to 1950, and |ead-based paint or asbestos are
likely present. Renovation could therefore expose construction workers to hazardous levels of
lead-based paint and asbestos. Consistent with relevant OSHA requirements, an environmental
site health and safety plan would be prepared prior to any building rehabilitation activities to
address worker safety hazards that may arise during renovation.

1 Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations, Division 4.5, Chapter 11, Article 3.
2 California Health and Safety Code, Section 25151.
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The construction contractor would be required to comply with all applicable OSHA regulations
regarding worker safety. Both the federal and Cal OSHA regulate worker exposure during
construction that impact lead-based paint. Interim Final Rule found in 29 CFR Part 1926.62
covers construction work where employees may be exposed to lead during such activities as
demolitions, removal, surface preparation for re-painting, renovation, clean up and routine
maintenance. The OSHA-specified method of compliance includes respiratory protection,
protective clothing, housekeeping, hygiene facilities, medical surveillance, and training. No
minimum level of lead is specified to activate the provisions of thisregulation. Should lead-
based paint be detected, alead-based paint abatement plan would also be prepared and
implemented. Elements of the plan shall include the following:

. Containment of all work areasto prohibit off-site migration of paint chip debris.

. Removal of all peeling and stratified |ead-based paint on building surfaces and on non-
building surfaces to the degree necessary to safely and properly complete demolition
activities per the recommendations of the survey. The demolition contractor shall be
identified as responsible for properly containing and disposing of intact lead-based paint on
al equipment to be cut and/or removed during the demolition.

° Providing on-site air monitoring during all abatement activities and perimeter monitoring to
ensure no contamination of work or adjacent areas.

. Cleanup and/or HEPA vacuum paint chips.
. Collection, segregation, and profiling waste for disposal determination.

. Post-demolition testing of soil to assure that soil at the site is not contaminated by |lead-
based paint.

. Providing for appropriate disposal of all waste.

Asbestos abatement would be conducted prior to renovation of the existing buildings, consistent
with existing regulations. All identified asbestos-contai ning materials would be removed and
appropriately disposed of by a state certified asbestos contractor. The renovation or demolition of
buildings containing asbestos requires retaining contractors who are licensed to conduct asbestos
abatement work and notifying the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) ten
days prior to initiating construction and demolition activities.

The impacts to worker health and safety from exposure to lead-based paint or asbestos
from renovation activities would be minimized through compliance with existing safety
regulations, and the impact would be less-than significant.
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Possible Exposur e to Contaminated Soil and Groundwater

Trenching and excavation would occur in areas identified as potentially impacted from dumping,
artificia fill, and petroleum hydrocarbons. For example, leakage of materials from former fuel
distribution lines southwest of the Main Post may have resulted in impacts to soil along this
utility corridor. The Letterman Complex was previously used as afuel storage and distribution
area, and as been identified as likely to contain petroleum hydrocarbon impacted soil and
groundwater.

Contaminated soil and groundwater encountered during construction operations would be handled
in accordance with standard practices and protocols to ensure worker safety and minimize the
chances of releases of contaminants. These standard practices include preparation of site-specific
health and safety plans, and handling of petroleum-bearing soils in accordance with state and/or
federal regulations.

The Trust would be required to comply with all applicable OSHA regulations regarding worker
safety, and relevant clean up activities consistent with the Presidio Contingency Action Plan. The
OSHA-specified method of compliance would be dependent upon the severity of impact to soil
and groundwater. Appropriate measures may include eye protection and specific handling
reguirements.

The impacts to worker health and safety from exposure to impacted soil during trenching
and excavation would be minimized through compliance with existing safety and
remediation regulations, and the impact would be less-than significant.

Possible Exposur e to Hydrocar bon | mpacted Groundwater

Groundwater elevations at the site of the proposed underground storage tanks are approximately
five to 10 feet below grade (San Francisco County Transportation Authority 2001). The proposed
project would involve excavation to approximately 30 feet below grade for the installation of
recycled water storage tanks, and would likely require dewatering. Past site operations have
included storage and distribution of petroleum products, and the extent of groundwater impact has
not been fully assessed.

Dewatering associated with tank installation would discharge extracted groundwater into the
sanitary sewer system under the Trust’s existing Industrial Discharge Permit (IDP). Sampling of
extracted groundwater would occur prior to discharge to assure compliance with constituent
limits set forth in the Trust’s IDP, and the Trust would comply with all applicable regulatory
agency requirements set forth by the City of San Francisco, Department of Public Works,
regarding disposal of groundwater generated by site dewatering.

Potential environmental impacts associated with disposal of hydrocarbon impacted
groundwater from construction dewatering would be less-than significant.
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Use of Hazar dous M aterials During Construction

Construction would involve the use of certain hazardous materials such as fuels, oils, paint,
solvents and glues. Inadvertent release of large quantities of these materiasinto the
environmental could adversely impact soil, surface waters, or groundwater quality. However, the
on-site storage and/or use of large quantities of materials capable of impacting soil and
groundwater are not typically necessary for a project of the proposed size and type.
Implementation of measures as part of the project’s BMP-6 (see Section 2.3) for handling of
hazardous material s during construction would minimize the potential adverse effectsto
groundwater and soils.

I mpacts associated with handling and use of hazardous materials during construction
would be less-than significant.

Use of Hazardous M aterials During Plant Operation

The treatment technology at the proposed water recycling facility would rely on ultra-violet light
for disinfection, thereby minimizing the volume and type of chemicals used and stored at the
facility. However, operation of the wastewater reclamation facility would include the storage and
use of sodium hypochlorite, which is considered a“strong oxidizer.” Sodium hypochlorite,
commonly known as household bleach, would be used as a cleaning solution for membrane
maintenance, odor control, and as aresidual disinfectant. A thirty-day supply of bleach would be
stored on-site at any given time. Monthly deliveries of bleach would be made by truck. Daily
use would range from 4 to 10 gallons per day for Phase 1 and Phase 2, respectively. The
transportation of sodium hypochlorite would be governed by U.S. Department of Transportation
regulations, while the storage and handling would be governed by Cal OSHA regulations.

Impacts associated with handling and use of hazardous materials during future operation
of the water recycling plant would be less-than significant.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (MULTIPLE STORAGE SITEYS)

General Hazardous M aterials Effects

Potential hazardous materials impacts, mitigation measures, and significance levels associated
with Implementation of Alternative 2 would be the similar to those associated with Alternative 1.

Alternative 2 would have no significant impacts regarding hazardous materials, with
implementation of mitigation measures identified under Alternative 1.
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ALTERNATIVE 3 (NO ACTION)

General Hazardous M aterials Effects

Under the No Action alternative none of the water recycling facilities would be constructed or
operated. The remediation activities described above (e.g., lead and asbestos removal) would be
implemented as part of future projects to rehabilitate and reuse affected buildings.

The No Action Alternative would have no significant impacts associated with hazardous
materials.
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3.7 TRAFFIC

3.7.1 INTRODUCTION

The focus of thisanalysisis on the construction-rel ated effects of the proposed project. Once
operational, the project (under Alternatives 1 and 2) would have a minimal impact on existing
traffic and transportation patterns. A maximum of two employees would be needed to operate the
plant, and delivery of materialsto and from the plant would be infrequent (approximately twice
per month).

EXISTING ROADWAY NETWORK

The Presidio of San Francisco islocated in the northwest corner of San Francisco, with roadways
connecting to the Marina and Cow Hollow neighborhoods to the east and the Richmond, Sea Cliff
and Presidio Heights neighborhoods to the south. All of the intersections within the Presidio, as
well as those connecting the Presidio with the rest of the City (with the exception of the Marina
Gate), are unsignalized with either two-way or all-way stop control (the Marina Gate is partially
signalized). The key roadways within the project study area are described below.

Lincoln Boulevard runs generally east-west in the eastern portion of the Presidio and north-south
in its western portion, and serves as the primary thoroughfare in the Presidio. It begins at the
intersection of Presidio Boulevard/L etterman Drive and ends at the intersection of 25th Avenue/
El Camino del Mar. Lincoln Boulevard contains two lanes each way between Torney Avenue
and Keyes Street, and one lane each way west to El Camino del Mar.

Presidio Boulevard contains one lane each way, and begins at Funston Avenue in the Main Post
Planning District, connects to Lincoln Boulevard/L etterman Drive near the Letterman Planning
District, and continues north-south in the eastern portion to the southern boundary where it
becomes Presidio Avenue in San Francisco.

Lombard Street runs east-west from its intersection with Presidio Boulevard near the L etterman
Planning District, and extends into San Francisco to the east. Lombard Street has one lane each
way. It serves asthe primary gateway to the eastern portion of the Presidio.

Washington Boulevard is primarily aresidential street with one lane each way. It runs east-west
from its intersection with Lincoln Boulevard at the western edge of the Presidio, and extends
eastward to Arguello Boulevard.

Gorgas Avenue provides east-west access on the northeast side of the Presidio. It connects with
U.S. Highway 101 and Lyon Street at an eastern gateway, and provides access to Crissy Field via
Halleck and Marshall Streets at its western terminus. Gorgas Avenue is mostly atwo-lane
roadway, except east of General Kennedy Avenue, where it contains two eastbound lanes and one
westbound lane.
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Halleck Street isatwo-lane collector street that provides north-south access within the Presidio
between Mason Street and Lincoln Boulevard. To the north, Halleck Street becomes Mason
Street after its intersection with Old Mason Street. To the south, Halleck Street terminates at the
T-intersection at Lincoln Boulevard.

EXISTING TRAFFIC CHARACTERISTICS

Weekday traffic volumesin the Presidio are primarily work-related, so they do not vary
significantly by season, unlike weekend traffic, which is primarily recreational. Countstaken in
1998 indicate that weekday traffic volumes were between 63,000 and 67,000 throughout the year,
while weekend traffic ranged from 58,000 in the fall to 75,000 in the summer. According to
origin/destination survey data collected in 1996, the Presidio’ s seven major entrances (not
including 15th Avenue and Gorgas Avenue) carry significant pass-through traffic (Peccia 1996).
The study indicated that Lombard Street and Presidio Boulevard have the highest pass-through
percentages, with the majority of their pass-through traffic moving between these two gateways.
The Lincoln Boulevard entrance (at 25th Avenue and EI Camino del Mar) had the next highest
pass-through percentages, with most of its through trips either entering or leaving at the Merchant
Road and Golden Gate Viewing Plaza entrances. The data show that these roadways are primary
pass-through routes to the bridge. All of the intersections internal to the Presidio currently
operate acceptably during both am. and p.m. peak hours.

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION

The Presidio does not have a continuous system of sidewalks, bicycle trails and bicycle lanes.
Sidewalks and marked pedestrian crossings are provided sporadically throughout the Presidio. In
many cases within the Presidio, pedestrians and bicyclists must mix with vehicles on the street
system to move from one area to another. Sidewalks within the Presidio are generally provided
in areas that are currently well-occupied, such as the western portion of the Letterman Planning
Digtrict and along Lincoln Boulevard in the Main Post. Most intersections within the Main Post
and along Lincoln Boulevard have marked pedestrian crossings.

PARKING

There are atota of approximately 7,790 parking spaces within Area B, with about 1,979

(25 percent) of these spaces occupied during the midday period (Draft PTIP EIS 2001). Parking
facilities within each of the Presidio planning districts are between 17 percent and 30 percent
occupied, indicating that there is currently substantial available parking in al planning districts.

TRANSIT

Public transit systems serving the Presidio include the San Francisco Municipal Railway (MUNI)
and the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District (Golden Gate Transit or GGT).
These services provide access to other regional carriers such as BART, AC Transit, Caltrain,
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SamTrans, and the regional ferry system. In addition, there are private transit carriers that
accommodate specific needs not served by the public systems.

Presidio Shuttle

This free shuttle serves the entire Presidio, operates 7 days aweek, and has frequent stopsin all
seven planning districts within the park. Clean fuel buses connect residential area commercial
areas, and visitor destinations within the park, aswell as key transfer pointsto MUNI and Golden
Gate Transit buses.

Tour Busesand Charter Services

On atypical summer weekday, 180 tour buses carry visitors to and from Presidio attractions such
asthe Golden Gate Bridge Plaza, Fort Point, and the Visitor Center on the Main Post. The
Golden Gate Bridge isthe primary attraction. They also stop at several scenic overlooks along
the 49-mile drive (Peccia 1999). During the spring and fall seasons, about 210 and 220 tour
buses enter the Presidio on atypical weekday.

3.7.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES & MITIGATION

ALTERNATIVE 1 (CENTRALIZED STORAGE)

Temporary Effectson Circulation

Construction of each phase of Alternative 1 would have an estimated 20 construction employees,
and would take roughly 12 monthsto complete. Thiswould result in a generation of 20 am. and
20 p.m. peak-hour vehicular trips. The addition of 20 peak-hour trips to the Presidio’ s street
network would be considered nominal, and would not affect the current intersection levels of
service, or have a noticeable impact on parking supplies. Normally, no material deliveriesor
other heavy traffic (i.e., hauling of materials) would occur during the am. and p.m. peak hours.
The existing capacities of the transit service providers in the Presidio would not be noticeably
affected by the construction of Alternative 1.

The construction of Alternative 1 may affect the current circulation patterns of vehicles, transit
service providers, pedestrians and bicyclists, because severa of the proposed pipeline segments
would occur within existing roadways (see Figure 2-4). Trenching and other construction-related
activities would cause intermittent and temporary delays and closures of specific segmentsthe
following roads:

Phase 1
. Gorgas Avenue o Old Mason Street
. Edie Road o Girard Road

) Letterman Drive
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Phase 2

° Marshall Street o Storey Avenue
° Keyes Avenue o Fisher Loop

° Sheridan Avenue o Taylor Road

° Lincoln Boulevard (Funston Avenueto o Lombard Street

Presidio Boulevard)
. Ruckman Avenue

Pipeline construction would proceed at roughly 150 to 200 feet per day. During these activities,
portions of roadway would be closed, and flag crews would be used to ensure safe passage
through the remaining open lanes of travel. Thiswould result in a one-way lane closure for a
maximum duration of 5 to 15 dayson any given road. In addition, implementation of the
Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) as part of the project’s BMP-5 (see Section 2.3)
for traffic and transportation would alleviate potential congestion and delays, potential hazards
for motorist, pedestrians and bicyclists; and potential inconveniencesto transit providersto a
level of insignificance.

Construction-related traffic impacts would be less-than significant, and no additional
mitigation is recommended or required.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (MULTIPLE STORAGE SITEYS)

Temporary Effectson Circulation

Similar to Alternative 1, each construction phase of Alternative 2 would have an estimated
maximum of 20 construction employees, and each phase would require roughly 12 months to
complete. The addition of 20 peak hour tripsto the Presidio’ s street network would be
considered nominal, and would not affect the current (acceptable) intersection levels of service.

Also, the existing capacities of the transit service providersin the Presidio would not be
noticeably affected by the construction of Alternative 2. Since the primary difference of
Alternative 2 relates to the locations of the proposed storage and distribution facilities,
construction effects related to this alternative' s treatment plant sites would be essentially the same
as described above. The difference with this aternative would be the result of potential impacts
to segments of the following roadways, with particular locations towards the south of the main
complex areas of the Presidio (see Figure 2-5 for the specific locations of the facilities for
Alternative 2):

Phase 1
. Gorgas Avenue o Old Mason Street
. Edie Road o Girard Road

) Letterman Drive
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Phase 2
. Marshall Street o Taylor Road
o Keyes Avenue o Lombard Street
o Sheridan Avenue o Montgomery Street
o Lincoln Boulevard (from 300 ft southeast o Moraga Avenue
of Girard Road to Presidio Boulevard)
. Ruckman Avenue ) Infantry Terrace
. Washington Boulevard ) Amatury Loop
. Upton Avenue ) Kobbe Avenue

During pipeline construction, portions of roadway would be closed, and flag crews would be used
to ensure safe passage through the remaining open lanes of travel. Implementation of the CTMP
as part of the project’s BMP-5 (Section 2.3) for traffic and transportation would aleviate
potential congestion and delays; potential hazards for motorist, pedestrians and bicyclists; and
potential inconveniencesto transit providersto alevel of insignificance.

Construction-related traffic impacts would be less-than significant, and no additional
mitigation is recommended or required.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (NO ACTION)

Under the No Action alternative, none of the proposed water recycling components would be
constructed and there would therefore be no construction-related traffic impacts as discussed
above.
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3.8 AIRQUALITY AND ODORS
3.8.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

The federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970 established national ambient air quality
standards, and individual states retained the option to adopt more stringent standards and to
include other pollutants. California had already established its own air quality standards when
federal standards were established, and because of the unique meteorologica conditions and
associated air quality problemsin the state, there is considerable diversity between state and
federal standards currently in effect in California.

The ambient air quality standards incorporate a margin of safety and are designed to protect those
segments of the public most susceptible to respiratory distress, known as sensitive receptors, such
as asthmatics, the very young, the elderly, people weak from other illness or disease, or persons
engaged in strenuous work or exercise. Healthy adults can tolerate occasional exposureto air
pollution levels somewhat above the ambient air quality standards before adverse health effects
are observed.

AIR QUALITY MONITORING DATA

Federal, state, and local agencies operate a network of monitoring stations throughout California
to provide data on ambient concentrations of air pollutants. Recent monitoring data from
monitoring stations in San Francisco indicate occasional exceedances of state standard for PM 1.
All other criteriaair quality standards have not been exceeded in San Francisco over the past five
years.

AIR QUALITY PLANS

The federal Clean Air Act requires nonattainment and maintenance areas to prepare air quality
plans that include strategies for attaining and maintaining the national standards. The state
California Clean Air Act aso requires plans for nonattainment areas. Thus, just as areasin
California have two sets of designations, many — including the Bay Area— also have two sets of
air quality plans: one to meet federal requirements relative to the national standards and another
to meet state requirements relative to the state standards.

State | mplementation Plan

Regional air quality plans developed under the federal Clean Air Act areincluded in an overall
program referred to as State Implementation Plans (SIPs). Plans have been prepared for the Bay
Areato address nonattainment and maintenance issues related to the national (one-hour) ozone
standard and the national carbon monoxide standard.
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A new Bay Areaozone SIP, the Ozone Attainment Plan (Association of Bay Area Governments
1999), has recently been approved by U.S. EPA. This 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan replaces the
previous Bay Area ozone SIP (i.e., the Ozone Maintenance Plan) in conjunction with the
approved portions of the 1999 Plan.

The Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Plan (Association of Bay Area Governments 1994) was
devel oped to ensure continued attainment of the national carbon monoxide standard in the Bay
Area

Clean Air Plan

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2000) devel oped the Bay Area 2000 Clean Air
Plan to meet planning requirements under the state California Clean Air Act. This plan was
developed to address the nonattainment designation of the Bay Area with respect to the state
ozone standard.

CONFORMITY WITH ADOPTED AIR QUALITY PLANS

U.S. EPA aso has developed criteriaand procedures for determining the conformity of federal
actions to the applicable SIPs. The General Conformity Ruleis used to assess conformity with an
applicable SIP. Section 93.158 (a)(5)(v) of the 1990 amendments to the Clean Air Act (the
General Conformity Rule) states that an action will be considered to conform to the applicable
SIPif “afederal action involves regiona water and/or wastewater projects, such projects are
sized to meet only the needs of the population projections that are in the applicable SIP.” The
rule defines aregional water and/or wastewater project as one that affects alarge portion of a
nonattainment or maintenance area. Because of the relatively small scale of the proposed project
and because there would be no operational emissions of criteriaair pollutants, the proposed
project would have emissions below the “de minimus’ threshold, and therefore would be
presumed to be in conformance with the General Conformity Rule, as it relates to wastewater
treatment plants (Lo 2002).

OTHER REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

Cdlifornia Air Resources Board (CARB), the State' sair quality management agency, isresponsible
for establishing and reviewing the state ambient air quality standards, compiling the California SIP
and securing approval of that plan from U.S. EPA. CARB aso overseesthe activities of air quality
management districts, which are organized at the county or regiona level. Asageneral matter, U.S.
EPA and CARB regulate emissions from mobile sources, and the air districts regul ate emissions
from stationary sources associated with industrial and commercia facilities.

Inthe Bay Area, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) isthe regional
agency empowered to regulate air pollutant emissions from stationary sources. BAAQMD
regulates air quality through its permit authority over most types of stationary emission sources
and through its planning and review activities. Even though the proposed project is located on
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federal land, stationary sources of air pollution proposed by the project would be subject to the
permit authority of the BAAQMD.

The BAAQMD also monitors odors through its Regulation 7, which requires the District to take
certain enforcement actions after receiving 10 or more complainants over a 90 day period. Once
review under Regulation 7 isinitiated, the BAAQMD would collect air sasmples and determine
the dilution threshold necessary to render the odor to an undetectable level. If the measured
dilution rate exceeds a 4:1 ratio at the property line or the standard for the given height of the
emission source, then the operator must reduce odor emissions to below the threshold.

SENSITIVE RECEPTORS

Some land uses are considered more sensitive than othersto odors and air pollution. The reasons
for greater than average sensitivity include pre-existing health problems, proximity to emissions
source, or duration of exposure to air pollutants. Schools, hospitals and conval escent homes are
considered to be rdatively sensitive to poor air quality because children, elderly people and the
infirm are more susceptible to respiratory infections and other air quality-related health problems
than the general public. Residential areas are also sensitive to poor air quality.

Treatment Facilities

Sengitive receptors within the vicinity of the proposed treatment facilities and new storage
reservoirs consist of residential dwellingsin Building 1029, approximately 300 feet west of the
project site, and residential dwellings on Lyon Street and the Marina, which are one-quarter mile
tothe east. Additionally, Crissy Field isarecreation arealocated approximately 1,000 feet north
of the subject site, and can be considered as a sensitive use.

Pipeline Construction

Sensitive receptors within the vicinity of the pipeline construction consist of those identified for
the treatment facilities and, in particular, residential dwellings along Lyon Street, which are
approximately 200 feet from the Gorgas Gate discharge point. Other receptors include residential
uses along Sibert Loop (west of Arguello Boulevard) and Sumner Street (west of Presidio
Boulevard). The Alternative 1 alignment would pass by aresidential area along Ruckman
Avenue. The Alternative 2 pipeline alignment would pass by the Hitchcock Street residentia
areaand aresidential area along Amatury Loop (east of Park Boulevard).

3.8.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION
ALTERNATIVE 1 (CENTRALIZED STORAGE)

Construction Emissions

Construction of the project would generate fugitive dust (including PM 10) and other criteriaair
pollutants from exhaust emissions. A large portion of the total construction dust emissions would
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result from trenching and excavation (for underground storage tank) activities. Dust emissions
would vary from day to day, depending on the phase of construction, the silt content of the soil,
and the weather. Daily emissions would depend greatly upon whether construction of the various
project components (e.g., excavation of underground storage tank and associated pipelines) would
occur simultaneously.

BAAQMD considers carbon monoxide and ozone precursor emissions as part of its emissions
inventory and as such are not expected to impede attainment or maintenance of ozone and carbon
monoxide standards in the Bay Area. For this reason, emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), ROG
and NOy from construction equipment are not typically quantified, and are considered aless-
than-significant impact.

In regardsto PM ;5 emissions, BAAQMD indicates that if control measures are implemented, then
PM 10 emissions from construction activities would be considered a less-than significant impact.
The dust control measuresidentified in Section 2.3 (BMP-2: Dust Control) are considered to be
part of the project and, as such, would serve to reduce dust emissions. Because these measures
include those identified by the BAAQMD, project-related construction dust emissions are
considered to be less-than significant.

Construction-related emissions of ROG, NOx, CO and PM ;, would be less-than significant,
and no mitigation is recommended or required.

Operational Emissions

The BAAQMD has established thresholds for assessment of project impacts on air quality that are
commonly employed in determining the significance of potential air quality impacts and these
thresholds are used for thisanalysis. For operational impacts, emissions of 80 pounds per day of
reactive organic gases, nitrogen oxides, and particul ate matter are considered significant.
Sensitive receptors (facilities that house or attract children, the elderly, people with illnesses, or
others who are especially sensitive to the effect of air pollution) are evaluated by their proximity
to potential sources of air pollution.

Proposed pumps and blower equipment would be electrically powered, and would not generate
on-site emissions. Because no solids treatment is proposed for the project, there would be no
flaring of digester waste gas or sludge heating required. Back-up diesel generators are not
proposed as part of the project. Because no sources of criteriaair pollutants would be generated
by the project, the potential operational effects on air quality would be considered |ess-than
significant.

Operation-related emissions of ROG, NOx, CO and PM-10 would be less-than
significant, and no mitigation is recommended or required.
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Qdors

Although there is a potentia for odor generation wherever wastewater is handled, the proposed
water recycling facility would not be expected to generate substantial odors for several reasons,
as summarized below.

o All wastewater associated with the project would be generated at the Presidio and would
involve a short transit time in the local sewer system, thereby minimizing the potential for the
development of anaerobic conditions (which can create odors).

e Based on araw wastewater sampling conducted for the proposed project, wastewater at the
Presidio can be characterized as a weak domestic wastewater with no sulfides detected, which
further reduces the potential for odor generation (as compared to strong wastewater, which is
common in municipal systems).

e Therewould be no solids handling at the proposed recycled water facility (solids handling
and treatment can be amajor source of odor generation).

e The proposed project would entail a multiple barrier approach (redundancy) to odor control,
whereby the headspace of the screening and process units would be vented to an odor control
device, and, in addition, the entire building interior would be ventilated through another odor
control device. These odor control devices would consist of a series of biofilter scrubbersto
control odors from the facility.

e Odors are perceived based on their concentrations. The proposed facility would be located in
an areawith strong westerly prevailing winds, and in the unlikely event of upset conditions or
equipment malfunction, these conditions would provide for arapid dissipation of any
potential odors that escape the plant.

The BAAQMD identifies atwo step process for determining potential odor impacts. The first
step is to determine whether the project islocated within a given screening distance of a sensitive
receptor; for conventional wastewater treatment plants, this screening distance is one mile.
[Because the proposed treatment building locations are within 300 feet of dwelling unitsin
Building 1029 and 1,300 feet of residences on Lyon Street, they are within the BAAQMD
screening distance.] The second step for analysis of odor impacts from a new facility isto assess
the extent of odor complaints from existing similar facilities. The Enforcement Division of the
BAAQMD was contacted to review the potential for odor complaints from similarly-sized
facilities using similar technology. BAAQMD is not aware of any plants that use the same
technology asthat proposed by the project (Boemher 2001). Most of the plants under BAAQMD
purview are large municipal plants that handle sudge (e.g., San Francisco, Pecifica, Daly City,
and San Mateo), and as such are not directly comparable to the proposed project, which would be
arelatively small plant with no solids handling facilities. Although no comparable water
recycling facilities exist in the Bay Area, similar facilities are operating elsewhere (with no odor
problems), as described below.
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Existing plants that use the treatment technology proposed are currently operating in Anthem,
Arizona, Arapahoe County, Colorado and Vigjas, Cdifornia. The Anthem, Arizona plant has
been in operation for three years, and currently has a throughput of 0.4 MGD, which recycles
wastewater from amix of residential and commercial sources from the Del Webb residential/gol f
course development. An on-site scrubber abates odors from the treatment process and the
headworks. The nearest residence to the plant is located approximately one-quarter mile away.
The plant currently has no history of odor complaints (Moore, 2001). A review of air quality
complaints for the community showed no history of odor complaints (www.maricopa.gov).

The Arapahoe County, Colorado plant has been in operation for three and a half years, and
currently has athroughput of 1.1 MGD from amix of residential and commercia sources; the
plant currently has no odor control equipment. The plant has no history of odor complaints
(Stigmiller 2002). The nearest residence to the plant is located approximately one-quarter mile

away.

The Vigjas plant is operated for an Indian casino on Indian lands, over which the San Diego Air
Quality Management District has no enforcement jurisdiction. Consequently, the operator of the
Vigjas Plant was contacted to establish if the facility has any odor complaint history. The plant
operator stated that the plant has been in operation since May 2000 and currently has a throughput
of 0.125 MGD of commercia wastewater from the Indian casino. An on-site scrubber abates
odors from the treatment process, while the open basin headworks is treated with magnesium
hydroxide. The plant has no history of odor complaints (the closest residence is approximately
0.5 mile from the plant) (Fromath 2001).

Available data indicate that treatment facilities of the size and technology proposed for the
Presidio have not resulted in nuisance odor emissions. As with any wastewater treatment process,
thereis apotential for short-term odor emissions, particularly during upset or maintenance
conditions. However, as discussed in the Affected Environment Section, the BAAQMD regulates
odor emission, including wastewater treatment plants, under its Regulation 7, and the BAAQMD
has established a mechanism to respond to odor emissions should they become objectionable to
the community at large (1-800-334-ODOR[6367]). Given that the raw wastewater at the park is
weak, would have a short residence time in the local sewers, that the proposed facility would be
of modern, state-of-the-art design and construction that would not handle solids, and that similar
plants have no history of nuisance odors, the potential impact from odor emissionsis considered
to be less-than significant.

Operation-related odor emissions would be less-than significant, and no additional
mitigation is recommended or required.
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ALTERNATIVE 2 (MULTIPLE STORAGE SITEYS)

General Air Quality and Odor Effects

Since the primary difference under this alternative relates to storage and distribution facilities,
operational effects related to the alternative treatment plant sites would be the same as described
above. Alternative 2 would include more construction activities from rehabilitation of the
existing storage reservoir and installation of approximately 10 percent (in length) more pipeline.
Thiswould result in adlight increase in air pollutant emissions. However, these impacts are
expected to be less-than significant, with implementation of mitigation measures under
Alternative 1.

Alternative 2 would have no significant impacts on air quality and odor, with
implementation of mitigation measures under Alternative 1.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (NO ACTION)

General Air Quality and Odor Effects

Under the No Action alternative, there would be no construction-related dust impacts as discussed
above. Because wastewater would not be treated on-site, there would also be no impacts
regarding pollutant or odor emissions associated with the No Action alternative.

The No Action Alternative would not generate air quality or odor emission impacts, and
no mitigation is recommended or required.
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3.9 NOISE
3.9.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

NOISE TERMINOLOGY

Sound levels are the audible intensities of air pressure vibrations, and are most often measured
with the logarithmic decibel (dB) scale. To consider the human response to the pitch and
loudness of a given sound in the context of environmental noise, the A-weighted frequency-
dependent scale (dBA) is usually employed. The equivalent energy indicator, Lo, iS an average
of noise over a stated time period, usually one-hour. The day-night average, L 4, is a24-hour
average, which accounts for the greater sensitivity of most people to nighttime noise. Generally,
a 3 dB difference at any time is noticeable to most people and a difference of 10 dB is perceived
as adoubling of loudness.

NOISE-SENSITIVE USES

Certain types of land uses are considered to be more sensitive to ambient noise levels than others,
due to the amount of noise exposure (in terms of both exposure time and intensity) and the types
of activitiestypically involved with these land uses. Schools, libraries, churches, hospitals,
convalescent and nursing homes, auditoriums, parks, and outdoor recreation areas are generally
more sensitive to noise than are commercia and industrial land uses. Residences may also be
considered noise-sensitive uses because residents may be disturbed by noise.

Land uses within the vicinity of the project study areainclude recreational, residential, office and
open space uses. Sensitive receptors within the vicinity of the proposed treatment facility and
subsurface storage reservoir consist of residential dwellings in Building 1029, approximately 300
feet west of the project site, and residential dwellings on Lyon Street and the Marina, which are
one quarter mileto the east. Additionally, Crissy Field is arecreation arealocated approximately
1,000 feet north of the subject site, and can be considered as a sensitive use.

Sensitive receptors within the vicinity of the pipeline construction consist of those identified for
the treatment facilities and, in particular, residential dwellings along Lyon Street, which are
approximately 200 feet from the Gorgas Gate diversion point. Other receptors include residential
uses along Sibert Loop (west of Arguello Boulevard) and Sumner Street (west of Presidio
Boulevard). The Alternative 1 alignment would pass by aresidential area along Ruckman
Avenue, while the Alternative 2 pipeline alignment would pass by the Hitchcock Street
residential area and aresidential areaalong Amatury Loop (east of Park Boulevard).

EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT

The area of analysisfor potential noise impacts includes adjacent and off-site areas that could be
affected by project-generated construction and operational noise. The existing noise environment
in these areasisinfluenced primarily by surface-vehicle traffic, principally on Doyle Drive/
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Highway 101, Richardson Avenue, Park Presidio Boulevard, Lombard Street and Presidio
Boulevard.

Long-term 24-hour noise measurements were collected at Building 1029 and at the corner of
Marina Boulevard and Lyon Street, which are residential areas. The noise environment of these
areasis primarily effected by surface traffic on Doyle Drive and Marina Boulevard, respectively.
The average daytime (7:00 am. to 10:00 p.m.) noise level at Building 1029 was recorded to be
60 dBA, while the average nighttime noise level was recorded to be 54 dBA and the Ldn was

62 dBA. For Lyon Street, the average daytime (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) noise level was recorded
to be 73 dBA, while the average nighttime noise level was recorded to be 67 dBA and the Ldn
was 75 dBA.

NOISE REGULATIONS, PLANS, AND POLICIES

Local noise control for the urban neighborhoods surrounding the Presidio is governed by the San
Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code, 1994). Section 2909 of
the Code restricts noise level s generated by fixed noise sources, such asindustrial or commercial
loading operations. This section states that it is unlawful for any person to operate any fixed
machinery or equipment, or similar mechanical device, in any manner so asto create any noise
that would cause the noise level measured at the property line of the affected property to exceed
the standards for a given zoning designation, as described below.

Residences along Lyon and Richardson Street and the rest of the Marina District are located in a
RH-1 (low density residential) zoning district. The Palace of Fine Artsis designated in City
Zoning maps as being located in a P (public) zoning district. The City generally adopts the
standard of the adjacent land use for applying the ordinance standards to a given P district.

Application of the noise ordinance to the project site resultsin afixed-source property line noise
limit of 55 and 50 dBA at the eastern side of Lyon Street (including the Palace of Fine Arts)
during daytime and nighttime hours, respectively. It should be noted that monitored noise levels
at these locations are well above the fixed source standards, primarily due to vehicle traffic.

The noise ordinance aso regulates construction noise and unnecessary, excessive, or offensive
noise disturbances within the City. The construction noise regulations in Sections 2907 and 2908
of the San Francisco Police Code provide that:

o Construction noiseislimited to 80 dBA at 100 feet from the equipment during daytime
hours (7 am. to 8 p.m.). Impact tools are exempt, provided that they are equipped with
intake and exhaust mufflers.

o Nighttime construction (8 p.m. to 7 am.) that would increase ambient noise levels by five
dBA or more is prohibited, unless a permit is granted by the Director of Public Works.
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3.9.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES & MITIGATION

ALTERNATIVE 1 (CENTRALIZED STORAGE)

Construction Noise Effects

Construction noise levels at and near |ocations on the treatment facility site and along pipeline
alignments would fluctuate depending on the particular type, number, and duration of use of
various types of construction equipment. The effect of construction noise would depend upon the
type of construction activity, the distance between construction activities and the nearest noise-
sensitive uses, and the existing noise levels at those uses.

Table 3.9-1 shows typical noise levels generated by different types of standard construction
equipment. The proposed treatment facility would be located in an existing building, and most
construction-related activity would be associated with building rehabilitation, which would occur
inside the building. The building structure would serve as a noise barrier and help to reduce off-
site noise impacts. However, nearby excavation would be necessary, first to remediate existing
hazardous materialsin this area, followed by construction of the proposed underground storage
reservoir (Option A or B). Excavation activities would involve the use of an excavator shovel,
which as shown in Table 3.9-1 would generate approximately 82 dBA at 50 feet. The receptors
nearest the proposed storage reservoirs would be Building 1029, which is approximately 150 feet
away from the nearest reservoir location. Noise at the nearest residences could be expected to be
approximately 75 dBA during periods when excavation activities are nearest receptors. These
predicted noise levels would not exceed the standards of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance,
which alows for non-impact construction equipment to operate at 80 dBA or less at a distance of
100 feet between the hours of 7:00 am. and 8:00 p.m.

Trenching for pipelines would generally involve the use of abackhoe, which as shown in

Table 3.9-1 would generate approximately 80 dBA at 50 feet. The receptors nearest the proposed
Alternative 1 pipeline alignments would be residences on Lyon Street, within 200 feet of the
easternmost segments, residences on Ruckman Avenue and residences at Building 1029, within
100 feet of trenching segments. The duration of trench excavation activitiesis expected to be
relatively short-term in nature, as pipeline excavation typically occurs at arate of approximately
150 to 200 feet per day. Consequently, noise levels would slowly increase over approximately
two days at a given receptor, peak, and then recede for approximately two days, resulting in an
impact period of less than one week.

Trenching construction noise during the noisiest phases of construction would be 80 dBA at 50
feet. Noise at the nearest residences could be expected to be approximately 74 dBA during
periods when excavation activities are nearest receptors. These predicted noise levels would not
exceed the standards of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, which allows for non-impact
construction equipment to operate at 80 dBA or less at a distance of 100 feet between the hours of
7:00 am. and 8:00 p.m.
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TABLE 3.9-1
TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS

Noise Level at 50 feet

Equipment (dBA, Leq)
backhoes 80
shovel 82
dozers 85
scrapers 89
truck 88
paver 89
pumps 76
generators 8l
compressors /al 81
jack hammers 88
pile drivers 101

SOURCES: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Federal Transit Administration, April 1995.
/al U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building
Equipment, and Home Appliances, December 1971.

Temporary construction-related noise would be more noticeable during nighttime (since
background noise is lower); however, implementation of the noise control measures identified in
Section 2.3 (BMP-3: Noise Control) prohibit construction activity between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00
am. Project-related construction noiseis considered to be less-than significant.

Construction-related noise impacts would be less-than significant, with implementation of
BMP-3.

Operational Noise Effects

Operation of noise-generating equipment at the proposed treatment plant would include air
blowers/odor control mechanisms within the building (which are proposed to be fitted with noise
attenuation devices), and pumps that would be located within the treatment facility, at the
proposed underground storage reservoir, and at the raw wastewater diversion structure.
Specifically, a50 hp pump would be located at the treatment plant, and a 50 hp submersible
pump would be needed at the diversion structure. Pumps proposed for the reservoir would
consist of a 100 hp pump at Phase 1 and an additional 200 hp pump at Phase 2.

A 50-horsepower pump generates a noise level of approximately 63 dBA at a distance of 50 feet.
Assuming a distance of 100 feet to the nearest sensitive receptors, noise from one 50 hp pump
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would be reduced to 57 dBA at adistance of 100 feet. However, the proposed pump is
submersible, and would be located below grade. The amount of attenuation afforded by the
subsurface location of the pump depends on many factors, including the type of soil, the depth
below grade, the size of any opening to the surface. A conservative estimate would be to assume
anoise reduction of at least 20 dBA, which can be easily achieved with a modern residential
structure with closed windows. Accounting for this attenuation, pump noise from the diversion
site would be 34 dBA at adistance of 200 feet (the nearest residence), which would comply with
the City’ s nighttime stationary source standard of 50 dBA. EXxisting nighttime noise levels at
Lyon Street are 67 dBA, and noise from the pump at Gorgas Gate would not be detectable at
nearby residences.

The noise environment of Building 1029 would be impacted by operation of both the 50 hp pump
at the facility and the two reservoir pumps. A 150-horsepower pump generates a noise level of
approximately 76 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. Assuming a distance of 100 feet to the nearest
sensitive receptors and accounting for the shielding effects of the building and below-grade
location of the submersible pumps, noise from two 150 hp pumps and one 50 hp pump would be
conservatively estimated at 53 dBA. This noise level would exceed the standards of the San
Francisco Noise Ordinance, which restricts fixed source noise impinging on aresidential land use
to 50 dBA during the night. However, the ambient nighttime noise level in the vicinity of
Building 1029 is approximately 54 dBA, which also exceeds allowable standards and is due to
surface traffic on Doyle Drive. Thus, considering that the existing ambient noise level exceeds
the applicable standards, and considering that noise attenuation from the submersible pumps
would likely be greater than the 20 dBA conservatively estimated, the potentia noise impact
would be less-than significant. However, however, implementation of the noise control measures
identified in Section 2.3 (BMP-3: Noise Control) would require that noise reduction be
considered in the project design and construction, such that plant operations would conform to the
legal requirements of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance.

Operation-related noise impacts would be less-than significant with implementation of
BMP-3.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (MULTIPLE STORAGE SITEYS)

General Noise Effects

Since the primary difference under this alternative relates to storage and distribution facilities,
operational effects related to the aternative treatment plant sites would be similar to those
described above. The only difference with this alternative in terms of noise impacts would be the
result of construction activities that would impact the Hitchcock Street residential areaand a
residential area along Amatury Loop instead of Ruckman Avenue residences. However, as
described under Alternative 1, these impacts are not expected to result in a substantial noise
impact to the environment.
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Alternative 2 would have no significant noise impacts, with implementation of BMP-3.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (NO ACTION)

General Noise Effects

Under the No Action aternative, there would be no construction related noise impacts as
discussed above. Because no recycled water would be produced on-site, there would be no
operational noise emissions associated with the No Action aternative.

The No Action Alter native would not generate noise impacts, and no mitigationis
recommended or required.
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3.10 GEOLOGY, SOILS, SEISMICITY
3.10.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

GEOLOGIC AND SEISMIC SETTING

Geologicaly, marine sedimentary and volcanic rocks that form the Franciscan Assemblage
underlie the Presidio.l Outcrops of shale, greenstone, sandstone, and serpentine can be found
along the northern coastal bluffs between Battery Crosby and the Golden Gate Bridge. Covering
the Franciscan Formation over alarge central portion of the Presidio are much younger sand dune
deposits. Older sand dune deposits and alluvium (slope wash debris, ravinefill, and landslide
debris) including the Colma Formation, an unconsolidated fine to medium grained sand, underlie
the southeastern portion of the Presidio. Intertidal deposits, recent beach sand deposits, and
artificial fill underlie the area along the San Francisco Bay shoreline, including Crissy Field.

Soilslocated in the Presidio, as classified by the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS)
include the Urban land-Sdrak complex, Orthents, and Argiustolls. Urban land-Sdrak soils
occur on stabilized sand dunes and are composed primarily of material derived from sand dunes.
Orthents soils are derived primarily from sandstone and occur as cut and fill on alluvial fans,
coastal terraces, and hills. Due to the characteristics of underlying materials, portions of the
Presidio are prone to geologic hazards such as sheet erosion, rilling, soil creep, gullying, stream
downcutting, streambank erosion, and landsliding caused by erodable soils and rock.2

The San Francisco Bay Areais considered seismically active, and earthquakes are an unavoidable
geologic hazard at the Presidio. The closest active faultsto the Presidio are the San Andreas fault
located approximately four miles west, and the Hayward fault located approximately 12 miles
east. Other active regional faults include the San Gregorio-Hosgri fault, located about 18 miles
southwest, and the Rodgers Creek fault, located about 24 miles northeast (Jennings 1994); please
refer to Figure 3.10-1 for the locations of these faults. Ground shaking from a seismic event on
any of these active faults could cause significant damage in the Presidio, and would have the
potential to trigger earthquake-induced landslides or cause liquefaction.

As shown in Figure 3.10-2, portions of the Presidio are located with a Seismic Hazard Zone for
landslides and liquefaction, as designated by the California Division of Mines and Geology .3
Areas susceptible to liquefaction are characterized by saturated, cohesionless, granular soils,
while landdliding can occur on slopes made unstable by seismic ground shaking, water saturation,
oversteepening, excavation at the base of the toe, or slope creep.

1 The Franciscan Assembl age is the name applied to the rocks that form the bulk of the Coast Ranges. These rocks
were first closely studied around San Francisco, hence the name.

2 Rill erosionor rilling” refersto the development of numerous minute, closely spaced channels resulting from the
uneven removal of surface soil by running water that is concentrated in streamlets of sufficient volume and velocity
to generate cutting power. Rilling is the intermediate process between sheet erosion and gully erosion.

Scour refers to the powerful and concentrated clearing and digging action of flowing water.

3 Liquefaction is a phenomenon whereby unconsolidated and/or near saturated soils lose cohesion and are converted

to afluid state as aresult of severe vibratory motion.
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3. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY

REGULATORY BACKGROUND

Seismic Hazards M apping Act

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act was devel oped to protect the public from the effects of strong
ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, or other ground failure, and from other hazards caused
by earthquakes. This act requires the State Geologist to delineate various seismic hazard zones
and requires cities, counties, and other local permitting agencies to regulate certain devel opment
projects within these zones. Before a development permit is granted for a site within aseismic
hazard zone, a geotechnical investigation of the site must be conducted, and appropriate
mitigation measures incorporated into the project design. The Guidelines for Evaluating and
Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California, California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG)
Specia Publication 117, constitutes the guidelines for evaluating seismic hazards other surface
fault rupture, and for recommending mitigation as required by Public resources Code Section
2695(a).

3.10.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION

ALTERNATIVE 1 (CENTRALIZED STORAGE)

Seismic Hazards

The San Francisco Bay Arearegion contains both active and potentially active faults, and is
considered aregion of high seismic activity.* The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Working
Group on California Earthquake Probabilities has evaluated the probability of one or more
earthquakes of Richter magnitude 6.7 or higher occurring in the San Francisco Bay Areawithin
the next 30 years. The result of the evaluation indicated a 70 percent probability that such an
earthquake event will occur in the Bay Area between 2000 and 2030 (USGS 1999). Earthquakes
are an unavoidable geologic hazard at the Presidio. Theintensity of a seismic event would
depend on the causative fault and the distance to the epicenter, the moment magnitude, and the
duration of ground shaking. For instance, alarge earthquake (magnitude 7 or greater) on the San
Francisco peninsula segment of the San Andreas fault could generate higher intensity
groundshaking at the Presidio than a similarly large earthquake on a more distant fault such asthe
Hayward fault or the San Gregorio fault. The nature of underlying geologic materials would aso
affect the level of groundshaking at the Presidio because areas underlain by artificial fills, inter-
tidal deposits, or unconsolidated alluvium can amplify seismic waves, while bedrock areas tend to
attenuate ground shaking effects.

4 An active fault is defined by the State of Californiaas afault that has experienced surface displacement within
Holocene time (approximately the last 10,000 years). A potentially active fault is defined as a fault that has shown
evidence of surface displacement during the Quaternary period (last 1.6 million years), unless direct geologic
evidence demonstrates inactivity for all of the Holocene or longer. This definition does not, of course, mean that
faults lacking evidence of surface displacement are necessarily inactive. “ Sufficiently active” isalso used to
describe afault if there is some evidence that Holocene displacement occurred on one or more of its segments or
branches (Hart 1997).
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Ground shaking during an earthquake can cause damage to structures and induce landslides.
Ground shaking at the Presidio could be very intense, considering the relatively short distance to
the San Andreas and Hayward faults. Portions of the Presidio are located within a newly
designated CDMG Seismic Hazard Zone for liquefaction. These zones include areas underlain by
artificial fill and intertidal deposits, located along the San Francisco Bay shoreline near Crissy
Field. The Seismic Hazards Map for San Francisco also shows an area of potential liquefaction
hazard extending from Lobos Creek to the northern end of Baker Beach. (CDMG 2000).

Pipelines

The magjority of the pipeline route proposed under Alternative 1 would be placed in aluvial
deposits consisting primarily of dune sand. These deposits include younger, less-consolidated
dune sand, found in the central and western portions of the Presidio and the older, more
consolidated Colma Formation that underlies the Presidio’ s eastern portion. Segments of the
pipeline route in the extreme northeast portion of the project area (former Letterman complex)
would intersect artificia fill and intertidal deposits that tend to have less strength, can amplify
ground shaking, and are susceptible to liquefaction.

Typically, damage incurred by buried pipelines during an earthquake is minimal compared to
potential damage to above-ground facilities. Excessive ground shaking could weaken pipeline
welds or laterally displace segments (leading to isolated leaks), but complete ruptureislesslikely
to occur. Damage leading to leakage in a pipeline system can result in temporary service
disruption until the damageisidentified and repaired. Pipeline segments placed in areas
underlain by unconsolidated artificia fill or intertidal deposits would be subjected to a greater
level of ground shaking, and therefore could incur more damage than segments placed in
consolidated alluvium. Thisis especially the case in areas where liquefaction causes material
surrounding the pipelineto fail. Although a greater number of pipeline failures are possiblein
liquefaction-prone areas, the damage would be localized and if leaks do occur, they would
represent atemporary service disruption until the pipeline segment is repaired or replaced.

Recycled Water Facilities

Alternative 1 proposes construction of a 500,000-gallon reservoir, atreatment facility, pump
support structures and other associated above-ground facilities. These facilities would be placed
in the northeastern portion of the Presidio, an area partially underlain by intertidal deposits and
artificial fill materials. The artificia fill was placed many years ago and consists of primarily
dune sand, but includes unconsolidated and semi-consolidated silt, clay, rock debris, and organic
waste. In some areas, especially towards the Bay margin, buried structures exist that include ship
timbers and other man-made debris. Artificial fill materials are generally less consolidated than
native geologic deposits such as dune sand and alluvium associated with the Colma formation.

These unconsolidated, heterogeneous geologic materials could result in strong seismic ground
shaking and subsequent damage to the proposed water recycling facility structures. Furthermore,
the shallow groundwater and the composition of the materials are susceptible to liquefaction and
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associated ground failures (i.e. seismically induced settlement) when subjected to strong seismic
shaking. Displacement due to lateral seismic forces or settlement could be more than some
structures can tolerate. Damage from strong seismic shaking is typically more severein older,
unreinforced structures and sometimes can lead to their collapse.

In aseismic event, damage to proposed above-ground structures could include ruptured pipelines
connections, toppled equipment, cracked concrete, and foundation failure due to settlement.
Facility personnel could beinjured from equipment upset, isolated flooding, or fallen structural
elements. Most of the significant damage incurred during an earthquake would likely cause
temporary service disruptions, rendering the facilities inoperabl e while the damaged components
arerepaired.

Earthquake ground motions generated on nearby active faults will cause strong ground shaking at
the Presidio. Prior to construction of the proposed pipelines, storage and treatment facilities, a
geotechnical investigation will be conducted to evaluate potential geologic and seismic hazards
and develop recommendations to reduce the potential for structural failure or collapse during an
earthquake. Evaluation and mitigation of earthquake-related risks would be evaluated as required
by the Seismic Hazard Mapping Act incorporating the Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating
Seismic Hazards in California, Special Publication 117 as required by the California Division of
Mines and Geology. A certified engineering geologist and a registered geotechnical engineer (to
evaluate geol ogic subgrade, earthquake ground motion, and liquefaction), as well as aregistered
structural engineer (to evaluate structural safety) would generate engineering recommendations
needed to reduce seismic risk to acceptable levels.

Compliance with standard engineering recommendations and practices, and compliance
with the Seismic Hazard Mapping Act, would ensure that the potential adverse impacts
from seismic ground shaking would be less-than significant.

Differential Settlement and Erosion

Differential settlement could occur in areas of the proposed treatment facilities, considering the
presence of artificial fill and inter-tidal deposits. Differential settlement could damage building
foundations, affect underground utilities, and cause settlement in streets and roads. Settlement
could be reduced or eliminated in areas that currently support buildings, because the soils have
been allowed to settle over time. Settlement would be a concern in areas that have not previously
supported structures and where new structures would place loads heavier than the soils could
tolerate.

Soil erosion hazards could occur during preliminary stages of construction, especialy during
trenching, stripping and recompaction of artificial fill, initial site grading, and prior to resurfacing
of street and sidewalk installation.
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Prior to construction of the proposed pipelines, storage and treatment facilities, a geotechnical
investigation will be conducted to evaluate potential geologic hazards and develop mitigation to
reduce the potential for settlement, excessive erosion, and soil loss. A certified engineering
geologist, aregistered geotechnical engineer, and registered structural engineer would prepare
engineering recommendations. The pipeline systems and facilities that are proposed under
Alternative 1 would be designed to incorporate currently accepted and standard engineering
practices and techniques. These facilities would also include BMPs for erosion control (see
Section 2.3, BMP-1: Erosion/Runoff Control). The above measures would reduce potential
adverse settlement and erosion impacts to less-than significant levels.

Compliance with standard engineering recommendations and practices would ensure that
the potential adverse impacts from differential settlement and erosion would be less-than
significant.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (MULTIPLE STORAGE SITEYS)

General Geologic Effects

Impacts under Alternative 2 would be generally the same as described for Alternative 1. Both
alternatives share similar potentia impacts related to seismic ground shaking, settlement, and soil
erosion. The notable difference between the two alternatives is the 100,000-gallon storage
reservoir rehabilitation; however, this does not alter the impact analysis because the reservoir
would be rehabilitated to accepted engineering design standards and seismically retrofitted to
current earthquake design criteria. Furthermore, the tank is not founded on liquefiable soils or
substrate susceptible to settlement.

Alternative 2 would have no significant impacts on geologic, soil, and seismic safety, with
implementation of mitigation identified under Alternative 1.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (NO ACTION)

General Geologic Effects

Under the No Action Alternative, no new pipeline, treatment plant, or other facilities, associated
with the use of recycled water would be implemented. Therefore, al geologic, soil, and seismic
safety impacts affiliated with this project would be avoided.

The No Action Alternative would not generate geologic, soil, and seismic safety impacts
impacts, and no mitigation is recommended or required.
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3.11 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

3.11.1 INTRODUCTION

A cumulative impact is the combined effect of past, present or reasonably foreseeable future
actions on a particular resource. To assess the cumulative effects of the proposed water recycling
project, other relevant actions (which can include projects, programs and/or plans) are first
identified. Collectively, theserelevant actions are referred to asthe “cumulative context.” The
project-specific impacts of the proposed water recycling system are analyzed within the
cumulative context so that afull understanding of the potential cumulative impact on each
resource isidentified. Cumulative impacts can beindividually minor but collectively significant
actions occurring over time (40 CFR Section 1508.7). A brief discussion including the status and
agency responsible for each of the relevant projects/plans is presented below, followed by an
analysis of cumulative effects by environmental area.

e TheFinal Presidio General Management Plan (GM PA) was approved by the National Park
Servicein 1994. The GMPA, as amended, is the currently adopted land use plan for the
Presidio. The GMPA establishes aframework for the transition of the former military base
into a national park and includes concepts for the rehabilitation/reuse of existing historic
buildings, building demolition and replacement construction, natural habitat restoration plans,
open space expansion and a variety of other actions that would revitalize and increase the
visitation and use at the park. The Presidio Trust Act was passed by the United States
Congressin 1996, two years after the GMPA was adopted. The Trust Act established the
Presidio Trust to manage the non-coastal areas of the Presidio (AreaB). The Presidio Trust is
in the process of updating the GMPA for Area B through the proposed Draft Presidio Trust
I mplementation Plan (PTI1P). The Draft Plan and Draft EIS were released for public review
and comment in July 2001. A Final Plan and Final EIS are currently being prepared. Once
NEPA review is completed and a preferred plan aternative is adopted by the Trust, that plan
will serve as the long-term land use plan for AreaB. Area A (the coastal areas of the
Presidio) remain under the management of the National Park Service and subsequently the
GMPA. Thesetwo plans broadly set the cumulative context for the park and addressed
wherever relevant in the cumulative impact analysisbelow. A list of the specific projects
which could contribute cumulatively to the effects of the proposed water recycling project is
presented below.

e DoyleDrive/Highway 101 delineates the northern boundary of the L etterman Complex, and
bisects the L etterman and Crissy Field planning districts. Various seismic retrofit and
redesign alternatives for this elevated six-lane highway structure are currently being studied
by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority, Caltrans, and the Federa Highway
Administration (FHWA) (lead agencies), in consultation with the Trust and NPS. Among the
aternatives being considered is retrofit and widen in place, and various combinations of
tunnels and elevated structures. All of the alternatives would introduce some type of new
direct surface roadway connection (i.e., viaatunnel opening or off-ramp) within the
Letterman Complex. These connections would generally occur within and around the Gorgas
Avenue corridor in the northern part of the Complex, and based on preliminary engineering,
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the mgjority of the alternatives would require multiple historic buildings to be removed (to
accommodate expanded roadways/intersections).

e The Tennessee Hollow Restoration study area extends from the East Housing planning
district, straddles the western edge of the Letterman Complex and eastern edge of the Main
Post, and ends at Crissy Field. Planning for this project was recently initiated by the Trust,
and draft restoration alternatives should be available in mid-2002. Although detailed
information on the possible alternatives is not available at thistime, it is reasonable to assume
that some type of enhancement of the natural environment, including possible removal of fill
material in thisareaislikely. Once complete, the restored creek corridor would connect to
the Crissy Marsh in north. The Trust, NPS and Golden Gate National Parks Association are
also currently evaluating opportunities to ensure the long-term health of Crissy Marsh,
potentially by expanding the marsh. Detailed information on the location and type of
expansion, and its potential environmental effects, are not yet available.

e ThelLetterman Digital Arts Center (LDAC), isa23-acre campus located in the eastern
portion of the Letterman Complex. The LDAC project was previously reviewed under a
separate NEPA document. Once complete, the LDAC will replace the former Letterman
Hospital, Research Institute, and associated surface parking lot with a mixed office/ research
use campus, public park space (Great Lawn) and public-serving uses, and an underground
parking structure. The EISfor the 23-acre Letterman Digital Arts Center included a
mitigation measure to improve access to the site, including a dip ramp from northbound
Richardson Avenue that will terminate at the intersection of Marshall Street and Gorgas
Avenue and a new intersection on Richardson Avenue at Lyon Street. The Presidio Trustis
designing and constructing the project in consultation with Caltrans and the City and County
of San Francisco. The six-month construction period is expected to begin in the summer of
2002. Construction activities related to this project could occur simultaneously with the
proposed water recycling project.

o Environmental remediation of hazardous materials/waste sites at the Presidio is an ongoing
process that may include a variety of physical actions, including excavation of materials,
construction of caps (engineered covers), and monitoring of groundwater or surface water
resources. Based on existing information regarding the presence of hazardous
materials/waste, remedia activities are expected to occur within the project area at L etterman
Complex, and along severa of the proposed distribution pipelines.

e |Implementation of the 1999 Bay Area Regional Water Recycling Program (BARWRP)
and the City and County of San Francisco’'s Recycled Water Master Plan (RWMP)
would increase the amount of recycled water produced (and decrease the amount of
secondary treated wastewater entering receiving waters) within the San Francisco Bay Area
and San Francisco peninsula. The 1999 BARWRP identifies devel opment of approximately
125,000 acre-feet (or over 40 billion gallons) per year of recycled water within the Bay Area
over the next 10 years, and the environmental review process for the BARWRP has not yet
been completed. The City’s RWMP is considered part of Phase 1 of the BARWRP, and is
currently being updated. The RWMP was originally prepared in 1996 and identified a project
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capable of producing over 10 million gallons per day of recycled water for usein San
Francisco. A Final EIR for the RWMP was certified in 1997; however, the City never
adopted the RWMP. At thistime the City isin the process of revising the plan to provide for
asmaller, less costly project (CCSF 2001). Based on the 1997 Fina EIR, there would be no
significant adverse effects to groundwater quality, assuming that the project were operated in
accordance with all applicable requirements, and that the landscape irrigation and fertilization
practices were modified to account for the recycled water quality (CCSF 1997).

3.11.2 LAND USE

Implementation of either action alternative evaluated in this EA would result in the rehabilitation
and reuse of an existing industrial building in the Letterman Complex (for the proposed water
recycling facility), and associated underground facilities. As described in Section 3.2, the plant
would be designed so that noise and odors are adequately contained, and no land use conflicts
would occur. The use of recycled water at various locations throughout the park would not alter
or otherwise affect current or future land uses, and implementation of either action alternative
would be consistent with and carry out along-time vision for sustainable water resources
management at the park.

Land uses within the Letterman Complex have, and will continue to transition as currently vacant
historic buildings are rehabilitated and reused, and the LDAC will be completed. Future uses will
be required to conform to the adopted land use plan (either Final GMPA, or once compl ete the
Final PTIP) as well asthe Letterman Complex Planning & Design Guidelines (Trust 2000),
which will help ensure that the historic character, scale and spatial organization of the Complex
are preserved. The possible exception would be the implementation of the Doyle Drive/Highway
101 retrofit project, currently under study. This project will be subject to its own environmental
review process, and detailed information on the project’ s effects are not currently known, and
would vary depending upon the alternative selected. Based on the preliminary range of
aternatives, it appears that a new surface roadway connection to Highway 101 could be
introduced within the L etterman Complex, and multiple historic buildings could be removed,
including Building 1063 under one of the current Doyle Drive alternatives. Ongoing coordination
with the Doyle Drive/Highway 101 lead agencies will focus on use of land for the right-of-way
and engineering aroadway project that minimizes conflicts with existing and planned land uses.

3.11.3 WATER RESOURCES

Cumulatively, the demand for water at the Presidio would increase over time under both the
adopted Final GMPA and the proposed PTIP. The demand for irrigation water (i.e., recycled
water) would be relatively consistent under either land use plan, and both of the action
aternatives evaluated in this EA would have abeneficial effect by providing a new source of
drought-resistant, non-potable water at the park that would result in reduced demand for potable
water in the future. The reduction in potable water demands that would occur over the life of the
proposed project would be abeneficial effect, despite overall increases due to the levels of
employment and population in the park.
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Implementation of the 1999 BARWRP or the CCSF' s RWMP would expand the regional use of
recycled water, but no significant cumulative effects would be expected; rather, the cumulative
effects would be considered beneficia as less treated wastewater would be discharged to the Bay,
and less potable water would be consumed. Considering on-going remediation efforts, beneficial
effects on local groundwater quality are expected. Other devel opment activities within the
Presidio, including the LDAC, Doyle Drive, and environmental restoration projects would not
result in significant cumulative effects from the proposed water recycling project.

3.11.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Individually, either of the proposed action alternatives would not have a significant impact on
biological resources. The proposed project facilities were specifically located to avoid or
minimize impacts to biological resources. All biologically sensitive areas would be avoided or
otherwise sufficiently protected to minimize the impact of construction activities. Some short-
term disturbance of common wildlife and plant species would result from project construction;
however, various best management practices and mitigation measures would be implemented to
minimize thisimpact. Operationally, recycled water would meet or exceed the highest level of
relevant state quality standards and would be used for irrigation in landscaped areas only.

As aresult of the proposed project, the Presidio may be required to remove an undetermined
number of mature “historic forest” eucalyptus trees to accommodate the proposed pipeline.
Project development may require removal of one or more, and perhaps up to several dozen,
mature eucalyptus trees, which would be mitigated to aless-than significant level in the current
project. Cumulatively, other proposed projects may also result in the loss of individual trees
throughout the Presidio; however, factors such as tree disease and age already require the
continued maintenance and replacement of historic forest trees. Because removed trees will be
replaced as per an established tree replacement schedule, the implementation of multiple
development projectsin the Presidio will not contribute to overall loss of historic forest trees.
Theloss of historical forest treesis considered aless-than significant cumulative project effect.

Based on the overall low wildlife habitat values in the proposed project corridor and minimal
effects of the current proposed action, no cumulative effects are expected to special status plant or
wildlife species. Cumulatively, the proposed project would not improve or degrade habitat for
these species.

When viewed in the context of the BARWRP and other regional water quality projects, the
proposed project is not expected to cumulatively affect plants or wildlife in the Presidio or
aquatic habitats of San Francisco Bay.

Cumulatively, there are avariety of programs and projects that could have both beneficial and
adverse effects on biological resources at the park. These projects/programs are in varying stages
of development and implementation, and include activities being managed by outside agencies.
Because other proposed projects in the Presidio such as Doyle Drive/Highway 101, LDAC, and
ongoing environmental remediation will occur in areas that are either already developed or have
relatively few biological resource values, the current project would not have cumulative effects
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on biological resources. The Tennessee Hollow Restoration is expected to result in a net benefit
to common plants and wildlife, thus no adverse cumulative effects are expected.

3.11.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

The project alternatives were designed and subsequently refined through the environmental
review process to avoid or minimize the potential impact on cultural resources. Individualy,
neither of the two action alternatives would have a significant or adverse impact on cultural or
historic resources. In complying with the Secretary of the Interior’ s Sandards for Rehabilitation
of Historic Sructures for the use of the Trust’ s preferred treatment plant site (Building 1063), the
historic structure would benefit from rehabilitation and reuse. Avoidance of various resources or
known sensitive areas would also minimize potential impacts to the cultural landscape and
archaeological features.

Cumulatively, there are a variety of activities that could affect cultural and historic resources
within the project area. Recent building rehabilitation within this portion of the L etterman
planning areainclude the Gorgas Avenue Warehouses. Concentrating mainly on the interior of
the buildings, these projects were undertaken in compliance with the Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act. Rehabilitation work removed intrusive elements that altered the
building’ sinterior spatial relationships, thus reintroducing the historic character of the buildings.
It also retained character-defining features to the maximum extent possible.

Past projects, including the Rehabilitation of the Thoreau Center, were also undertaken in
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Implemented more than
five years ago, this project successfully adapted this series of buildings for modern office use,
while retaining both interior and exterior character-defining elements.

The LDAC will be constructed in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and will follow various guidance set forth in the Programmatic Agreement
Among the Presidio Trust, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the National Park
Service, and the California State Historic Preservation Officer regarding deconstruction, new
construction, and the execution of associated |eases at the Letterman Complex, Presidio of San
Francisco, California.

The Doyle Drive project, depending upon the alternative identified for implementation, could
have the potential to remove multiple historic buildings. Prehistoric and historic archaeol ogical
sitesin the Crissy Field Planning District could also be subject to potential impacts from the
Doyle Drive project. In particular, the alternatives with below-ground or tunnel features pose the
greatest threat to buried prehistoric and historic archaeological sites. The Federal Highway
Administration and Caltrans will be conducting further investigations to identify specific
archaeological site boundaries and impacts to archaeological sites from each of the aternatives.

The 23-acre LDAC project is not expected to contribute to cumulative impacts because no
evidence of buried archaeological sites was found during a recent investigation, archaeological
monitoring will take place during the demolition and new construction phases, and the process
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defined in the Programmatic Agreement, Archaeological management Plan, and Discovery
Process will be adhered to.

3.11.6 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Implementation of either action aternative would not result in a significant impact to hazardous
materials. Compliance with standard federal, state, and local rules and regulations, in conjunction
with a soil monitoring plan, would reduce potential hazards associated with |ead-based paint,
asbestos, and impacted soil and groundwater to aless-than significant level. Past, present, and
reasonably foreseeabl e future actions would have an overall long-term beneficia effect on
hazardous materials. Implementation of the 1999 BARWRP and the CCSF' s RWMP would be
unlikely to have adverse hazardous materials impacts, as chemicals and hazardous materials
associated with recycled water facilities would be stored, used, transported, and disposed of in
accordance with applicable regulatory requirements. The Trust’s Environmental Remediation
program, restoration of Tennessee Hollow, and construction of the LDAC would have along-
term, beneficial effect through the removal of |ead-based paint, asbestos, and remediation of
impacted soil and groundwater in the Presidio.

3.11.7 CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC

Implementation of one of the two action alternatives would result in approximately 20 daily
construction worker trips for a 12-month period (per each project phase). In addition, temporary
lane closures would be necessary when pipeline construction occurs within an existing roadway
or trail. Pipeline construction would proceed at roughly 150 to 200 feet per day, and the closures
would be small-scale and temporary as described in Section 3.7. Within the cumulative context,
the area surrounding the alternative treatment plants and subsurface storage sites (all within the

L etterman Complex) would be subject to a variety of simultaneous construction activities, and
has the greatest potential for cumulative construction traffic effects. Under both of the action
aternatives, most construction activity in this areawould occur during Phase 1, which is
proposed for implementation during 2002-2003. During Phase 2 of the project, there would
minimal project-generated construction in the vicinity of the Letterman Complex, as the mgjority
of construction would be dispersed throughout other areas of the Presidio, as the recycled water
distribution system is expanded.

Within the Phase 1 timeframe, the construction of the LDAC project (ongoing), aswell as various
environmental remediation projects, would occur. The shared use of roadways and demands for
staging areas within the Letterman Complex would have a cumulative effect on the traffic
conditions. It should be noted that construction activities associated with Doyle Drive would not
occur within the Phase 1 timeline.

Construction vehicles would generally access the Letterman Complex viathe Gorgas Gate and
Doyle Drive/Richardson Avenue. From points east of the Presidio, construction traffic would use
Lombard Street through the Lombard Street Gate to the L etterman Complex. Construction traffic
would access the L etterman Complex from southbound U.S. 101 via Richardson Avenue and the
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Gorgas Gate. Construction traffic leaving the complex would use Halleck, Marshall and Mason
Streets to access northbound Doyle Drive at the intersection of Mason Street/Marina Boulevard
and Doyle Drive; this traffic would not travel east on Marina Boulevard due to City restrictions.

The additional construction-related traffic from the proposed project and the LDAC project could
result in some conflicts with local and regional traffic, especially from the larger construction
vehicles. However, because the vehicle trips traveling to and from the complex would be
dispersed through the Bay Area, the construction-related vehicle trips generated by both the
proposed project and the LDAC project on other regional roadways would not be substantial, and
would fall within the normal fluctuations of traffic volumes. Within the Presidio, each project
would have their own separate staging areas within, or immediately adjacent to their construction
sites. The staging areas for the proposed project would be situated away from, and west of the
LDAC project site. The project’s staging areas would generally be bounded by Gorgas Road to
the north, Edie Road to the south, Kendall Road to the east, and the Thoreau Center parking lot to
thewest. Traffic leaving the site to go southbound on U.S. 101 would use Lombard Gate as City
restrictions prohibit truck traffic from leaving the Gorgas Gate. Note that if the Letterman
Redevel opment-Richardson Avenue Access Project is completed prior to completion of this
project, trucks would be able to use Gorgas Avenue to access Richardson Avenue (U.S. 101)
directly without violating City restrictions. Similarly, trucks traveling to the site from U.S. 101
could use the dlip ramp to access the site rather than the Lombard Gate. Construction
management plans would be implemented for both projects, and would be devel oped to provide
specific truck routes and other mitigation measures, and to ensure that activities are coordinated.

3.11.8 AIR QUALITY

Construction of either of the action alternatives evaluated in this EA would have minor,
temporary effects on air quality. Other past, present or reasonably foreseeable construction
activities within the Air Basin could contribute cumulatively to dust and other emissions. The
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) requires implementation of various
control actions to minimize these effects, and the project’ s contribution to Basin-wide
construction emissions would be very small. Operationally, emissions associated with the
proposed water recycling plant would be minor. The potentia for odors would be dight, and
would be effectively contained within the proposed treatment facility. No regional or other
operational sources of emissions would result from the project aternatives, and thus the project
would have a negligible contribution to cumulative air quality conditions within the Basin.
Please refer to Section 3.8 for additional discussion on regional air quality attainment plans, and
the project’ s consistency with relevant plans.

3.11.9 NOISE

Operational noise generated by project would fall within the existing ambient noiselevels, and no
noticeabl e increase would occur as aresult of either action alternative. Under cumulative
conditions, Doyle Drive would be either seismically retrofitted within its current alignment or be
reconstructed with one of four alternatives currently under consideration. Some of the proposed
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aternatives would locate Doyle Drive within atunnel in the project area, which could have a
cumulatively beneficial long-term noise impact on the project area.

Cumulative construction noise would result from the LDAC project and the Doyle Drive
construction, which will not occur ssimultaneously. While these projects would add cumulatively
to the ambient noise levels during the construction period, all equipment would need to be
operated subject to the limitations of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Additionally, the
construction period of the proposed project at any particular location would be relatively short-
term, and would not be considered to result in a cumulative noise impact.

3.11.10 GEOLOGY & SOILS

Neither the proposed action nor the cumulative projects would increase the likelihood or intensity
of seismic activity at the Presidio, or the risk of other geologic hazards such as settlement or
landgliding. Most seismic and geologic hazards are unpredictable and unavoidable, and would
continue to affect visitors and residents at the Presidio regardless of the proposed devel opment
actions. However, development actions at the Presidio, including the proposed action and the
cumulative projects, will eventually lead to a greater number of people visiting the area and,
therefore, in the event of an earthquake, more people could be exposed to injury and property
could be damaged. In addition, short-term construction impacts, especially those related to soil
erosion and topsoil loss, could occur with additional development projects.

The potential cumulative risk of additional exposure to seismic and geologic hazards as the
Presidio’ s visitor and resident population increases is not considered significant. Asfuture
development projects are designed and constructed, they will incorporate modern earthquake
design criteriathat are intended to reduce the effects of ground shaking and associated potential
for injury, damage, and loss of life. Asresearch into earthquake ground shaking affects advances
and more reliable design methods to reduce structural damage are developed, future construction
will provide offices and homes that can better withstand earthquake ground shaking. Cumulative
soil erosion impacts will be offset by required compliance with BMPs and project Standard
Conditions.
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CHAPTER 4

REPORT PREPARATION

4.1 SCOPING

Input on the scope and contents of this EA was solicited from numerous federal, state, and local
agencies. A list of the agenciesis provided below.

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, San Francisco, CA

City and County of San Francisco, Department of Public Works

City and County of San Francisco, Environmental Review Officer

City and County of San Francisco, Water Resources and Planning Manager
City and County of San Francisco, Recreation & Park Department

San Francisco County Transportation Authority

San Francisco County Transportation Authority, Doyle Drive Environmental & Design
Study

Caltrans Didtrict 4, Program & Project Management

Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region
Cdlifornia Department of Health Services

National Park Service, Golden Gate National Recreation Area

State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

Golden Gate and San Francisco National Cemetery

In addition, the State Clearinghouse notified the following agencies:

Cdlifornia Resources Agency:

- Department of Conservation

- Department of Fish and Game

- State Historic Preservation Office

- Department of Parksand Recreation

- San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
California Highway Patrol

Cdltrans

Department of Health Services

California Environmental Protection Agency:
- SWRCB: Clean Water Program

- RWQCB, Region 2

— DTSC

Independent State Commissions:

- Native American Heritage Commission
- State Lands Commission
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General public input was solicited through the park’s official newsletter (the Presidio POST). An
article describing the proposed project and requesting input on the scope of the EA ran in the
September 2001 issue. The POST mailing list is roughly 9,000 individuals, groups and
organizations (including natural and cultural preservation groups) interested in the Presidio.

4.1.1 SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Prior to preparation of the EA, through direct mailing and follow-up presentations, the Presidio
Trust solicited the input of public agencies asto their views on any environmental impact in
connection with the project. Of the more than 20 agencies invited to comment, four agencies
responded. The following is a summary of the issues raised, and how they were addressed in the
EA.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

The National Park Service (NPS) submitted a scoping comment letter that was generally
supportive of the project, noting that it complies with the objectives of the 1994 Presidio General
Plan Amendment (GMPA), and recommended the following issues be addressed in the EA.

Range of Alternatives

The NPS asked that potential overlaps/conflicts with the Doyle Drive project be addressed; a
discussion of the relationship of the two projects and potential conflictsis provided in Section
3.11 of the EA (Cumulative Impacts, see Land Use discussion). The NPS requested information
related to the rehabilitation of the abandoned reservoir be provided; thisinformation is presented
in Chapter 2 of the EA. The NPS also suggested that an aternative relying solely on conservation
be developed; aggressive water conservation will be practiced by the Trust regardless of the
proposed project, and as such isincluded as a component of all alternatives evaluated in this EA.
Chapter 2 was expanded to include a description of these practices. The No Action Alternative,
which includes aggressive conservation without construction of awater recycling system,
represents the alternative recommended by the NPS.

Scope of EA

Section 106 Compliance. The NPS scoping letter indicated full Section 106 consultation would
be needed. Trust staff met with Ric Borjes, Chief of Cultural Resources and Museum
Management, GGNRA, early in the process to review the project and discuss the appropriate
level of Section 106 compliance. Based on review of the preferred alternative, and efforts to
refine the project to avoid adverse impact on cultura resources, Mr. Borjes indicated that full
consultation does not appear to be necessary for the project. Subsequent to the scoping process,
the Trust, NPS, SHPO, and ACHP executed a Programmatic Agreement regarding 106
compliance within Area B of the Presidio. The process outlined in the Programmatic Agreement
will be used to evaluate the project.
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Biology & Water Quality. The NPS requested that avariety of environmental issues related to
the use of recycled water including biological, water quality and groundwater effects be
addressed. The scope of Sections 3.3, Water Resources, and 3.4, Biologica Resources were
refined to address these issues.

Future Land Uses/Public Safety. The NPS requested that the EA address any future restrictions
on land uses or public safety concerns including wading areas used by the public. Under both
action alternatives, product water would meet or exceed the highest level of Title 22 standards for
recycled water. Permitted uses for this type of water include unrestricted body contact, use on
school playgrounds and parks, and for irrigation of food crops. Use of thiswater at the Presidio
for landscape irrigation would in no way restrict or otherwise alter current recreational or other
public uses at the park.

Energy Consumption. The NPS requested that energy consumption be addressed in the EA;
Chapter 2 includes a discussion of projected energy demands, by aternative.

Seismicity. The NPS requested that information relevant to seismic hazardous be incorporated
into the EA; Section 3.10 of the EA addresses these issues.

Discourage Conservation. The NPS asked that the EA address whether the project would
discourage conservation by making recycled water available. Water conservation efforts are
demand management measures that would further reduce the Presidio’ s water use, and as
described above are common to all alternatives evaluated in this EA including the No Action.
Water recycling, on the other hand, is the beneficial reuse of wastewater to provide supplemental
supply. Both are critical components in the Trust’ s long-term resource planning responsibilities
to ensure adequate water supplies to meet the needs of both existing users and future demand for
water in a sustainable manner. Due to the Trust’s commitment to the conservation and efficient
use of itslimited water supplies, it is difficult to think of a situation whereby the project would
discourage conservation as suggested. In fact, the Trust’s permitting requirements for irrigation
efficiency for recycled water users would actually result in further water use savings.

Crissy Water Needs. The NPS requested that the declining demand for irrigation following
establishment of the grass at Crissy Field be considered. Water demands for established turf
areas were used to project recycled water use needs. The Trust is aware that the currently high
Crissy Field water consumption would not continue over the long-term.

Construction Impacts. The NPS requested that potential effects on vegetation and wildlife
resulting from pipeline construction be addressed, and that the project should seek to avoid
effects. The EA evaluates construction-related impacts, and the Trust concurs that best way to
minimize environmental impact is through avoidance. Resource protection and avoidance was at
the forefront of the development and subsequent refinement of both of action alternatives
evaluated in this EA; thisis discussed in detail in Section 3.4.
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City Limits on Wastewater Flows. The NPS suggested that the Trust assess the effects of a
hypothetical scenario in which the City limits its acceptance of wastewater from the Presidioin
the future. The Trust has not been informed by the City of any action or potential action to limit
future wastewater discharge to the City's combined sewer system. Several City departments and
the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission were consulted during the scoping for this project,
and this issue was never raised in their responses. |mplementation of the proposed project is
expected to substantially reduce the amount of annual wastewater flows conveyed to the City's
combined sewer system. Under these circumstances, analyzing a speculative future limit on
discharge seems unwarranted.

The comment also raises the question of "oversupply" and subsequent disposal of recycled water
at the Presidio. The apparent context for such a scenario is during wet-weather periods. The City
has expressed concern regarding combined sewer overflows (CSOs), which occur during wet-
weather events. The Trust has and continues to take actions to reduce the amount of wet-weather
flows contributed by the Presidio. Among the actions already being implemented are the ongoing
rehabilitation and repair of existing infrastructure. These repairs have substantially reduced the
amount of infiltration of rain (and ground) water into the sewer system. In addition, the EA
evaluates additional opportunities to further reduce wet-weather flows through project operations.
These opportunities would not, however, include "disposal” of recycled water on-site. Early in
the planning process, the concept of routing recycled water to the Bay during wet weather (when
irrigation demand is negligible) was discussed. This concept wasinitialy considered based on its
ability to reduce wet-weather flows to the City’s combined sewer system, possibly to increase
water available for natural habitat restoration, and the potential to improve overall quality of the
water being discharged to the Bay (recycled water produced at the proposed plant would meet or
exceed the highest Title 22 standards). However, the park's wastewater flows represent a fraction
of a percent of the total wet weather flows), and this fact, combined with the National Park
Service's opposition to this approach, and avail ability of other measures to minimize wet weather
flows from the park, resulted in its removal from further consideration at this time.

SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMI SSION

The SFPUC submitted a scoping letter which addresses the following issues.

Recycled Water Demands

The SFPUC raised severa questions related to recycled water demands and the proposed capacity
of the water recycling plant; each of these issues have been addressed Chapter 2 of the EA.

Recycled Water Use

Proposed recycled water use areas are described in Section 2.2.1. With regard to the question
related to the possibility of using recycled water to maintain L obos Creek flows, the following
information is provided. Since Lobos Creek serves as the primary potable water source for the
Presidio, use of recycled water within the creek channel and within the larger watershed is
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specifically prohibited in the Trust’s permit from the California Department of Health Servicesto
operate the existing water treatment plant. Potential impacts to groundwater quality are discussed
in Section 3.3, Water Resources. |t should be noted that groundwater at the Presidio is not used
as a source of domestic supply.

Recycled Water Operation

The SPFUC requested clarification on the wet weather operations of the proposed plant, treatment
of sludge and other byproducts, contingency plan to meet water needs when plant is down and
facility sizing, location of the proposed facilities, and an inquiry regarding consideration of
smaller “package’ treatment plants throughout the park. Each of these issues are addressed in
Chapter 2 (see Sections 2.2 and 2.4).

SAN FRANCI SCO BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
(BCDC)

The BCDC indicated that the proposed project did not appear to raise any concerns. The agency
also stated that as long proposed construction activities do not block public access to the Bay,
there appear to be no issues for the BCDC.

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

The Native American Heritage Commission submitted a scoping letter recommending a records
search and process for documenting the effects of the proposed action. A Sacred Lands File
search was previously conducted for the entire Presidio, and this information, along with the
results of ongoing research and monitoring conducted by Trust cultural and historic resource
staff, are maintained in a GI S database for the park. This database was used in the preparation of
the analysis. With regard to the format of the proposed report, the analysisis being conducted in
accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), consistent with the existing Programmatic
Agreement for implementation of the NHPA. Although the format differs dightly than atypical
Cdifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document, the basic components including
existing conditions, impacts and mitigation (with future monitoring requirements) are addressed.

4.2 REPORT AUTHORS

This report was prepared by Environmental Science Associates (ESA) and Presidio Trust Staff.

ESA staff contributorsinclude:

Leslie Moulton, Project Director

David Friedland, Project Manager, Water Resources
Michelle Kondo Murray, Deputy Project Manager

Y olanda Mol ette, Botanist

Brian Pittman, Wildlife Biologist
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Chris Sanchez, Noise, Air Quality
Peter Hudson, Geology & Soils
Jennifer Schulte, Hazardous Materials
Dennis Pascua, Traffic

Presidio Trust staff contributorsinclude:

Sannie Osborn, Historical Archaeologist

Juli Polanco, Historic Compliance Specialist
Chris Ottaway, Landscape Architect

Sharon Farrell, Natural Resource Planner

Ben Jones, GIS Specialist

Mark Hurley, Project Manager

Jim Kelly, Utilities Manager

Allison Stone, Environmental Planner

John Fa, Assistant Deputy Director Devel opment

In addition, technical assistance was provided by Craig Lichty and Patrick Johnston of Kennedy
Jenks Consultants.
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APPENDIX A

POTENTIAL OCCURRENCE OF SPECIAL STATUS SPECIESIN PROJECT STUDY
AREA ON THE PRESIDIO

Common Name
Scientific Name

ANIMALS

I nvertebrates
Mission blue butterfly
Icaricia icarioides
missionensis

Fish
Steelhead, Central Cadlifornia

Coast ESU
Oncorhynchus mykiss

Central Valley chinook
salmon-spring-run &
Proposed Critical Habitat
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

Chinook Salmon, Winter-run
& Critical habitat
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

Central Valley Chinook
Salmon, fall/late fall run
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

Amphibians

Californiatiger salamander
Ambystoma californiense

Californiared-legged frog
Rana aurora draytonii

Birds

Marbled murrelet
Brachyramphus marmoratus

Western snowy plover
(nesting colony)
Charadrius alexandrinus
nivosus

Listing Status
USFWS/CDFG/CNPS

Habitat Requirements

Potential Species Occurrence
In Project Study Area

FEDERAL AND STATE LISTED SPECIES

FE/--

FT/CT

FE/CE

FC/CSC

FC/ICSC

FT/CSC

FT/CE

FT/CSC

Grasslands and coastal scrub

with larval food plants (Lupinus

albifrons, L. variicolor and L.
formosus)

Drainages of San Francisco
and San Pablo bays, central
Calif. Coastd rivers

Central and northern California

coastal rivers and streams

Bay waters

Spawns in the Sacramento and
San Joaquin Rivers and their
tributaries

Wintering sites occur in
grasslands occupied by
burrowing mammals; breed in
ponds and vernal pools

Breed in stock ponds, pools, and

slow-moving streams

Nests in dense, old growth
forests along coast

Sandy beaches on marine and
estuarine shores - requires
sandy, gravely, or friable soils
for nesting

Primarily known from San Mateo
County, but occurs at Twin Peaks
in San Francisco, and at the north
end of Golden Gate Bridgein
Marin County. Not detected in past
1994 surveys (Jones and Stokes
1997).

Migrating individuals may
occasionally move through bay
watersin the vicinity of the
Presidio.

The Presidio outside of the
designated ESU range, but
migrating individuals may
occasionally move through Bay
watersin the vicinity of the
Presidio.

Presidio outside of designated
ESU range, but migrating
individuals may occasionally
move through bay watersin the
vicinity of the Presidio.

Presidio outside of designated ESU
range, but migrating individuals
may occasionally move through
Bay watersin the vicinity of the
Presidio.

Species has not been identified
from the project area. No known
occurrences in Presidio (Goals
Project 2000).

Historically known to occur at
Mountain Lake (CDFG 2001); Not
detected during 1994 surveys
(Jones and Stokes 1997).

Uncommon winter transient (Jones
and Stokes 1997).

Uncommon winter visitor to
coastal sandy areas (Jones and
Stokes 1997).
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Common Name
Scientific Name

Little willow flycatcher
Empidonax traillii brewsteri

Willow flycatcher
Empidonax traillii extimus
(nesting)

American peregrine falcon
Falco peregrinus anatum

Californiablack rail
Laterallus jamaicensis
coturniculus

Brown pelican
Pelecanus occidentalis
californicus

(nesting colony)

Cdlifornialeast tern
Serna antillarum browni
(nesting colony)

California clapper rail
Rallus longirostris obsoletus

Mammals

Steller (northern) sealion
Eumetopias jubatus

PLANTS

Presidio manzanita
Arctostaphylos hookeri ssp.
ravenii

Presidio clarkia
Clarkia franciscana

Marin dwarf flax
Hesperolinon congestum

APPENDIX A (Cont.)
POTENTIAL OCCURRENCE OF SPECIAL STATUS SPECIESIN PROJECT STUDY
AREA ON THE PRESIDIO

Listing Status
USFWS/CDFG/CNPS

FSC/CE

--ICE

FD/CE

FSC/ICT

FE/CE

FE/CE

FE/CE

FE/CE/1B

FE/CE/1B

FT/CT/1B

Habitat Requirements

Nests and foragesin dense
riparian cover

Large willow riparian forest
aong rivers and streams

Nestsin cliffs and outcrops
usually adjacent to lakes

Nests and foragesin tidal
emergent wetland with
pickleweed

Forages in open water — roosting

in flatlands such as berms and
islands

Nests along the coast from San

Francisco Bay south to northern

Baja California- colonial
breeder on bare or sparsely
vegetated flat substrates
including sand beaches, akali
flats, land fills, or paved areas

Nests and foragesin emergent
wetland with pickleweed,
cordgrass, and bulrush

Pacific Coast south to Santa
Rosaldand, CA.

Chaparral, coastal prairie and
coastal scrub; rocky serpentine
slopes

Serpentine outcrops in coastal
scrub, serpentine chaparral or
grassland

Chaparral and valley/foothill
grassland; serpentinite soils

Potential Species Occurrence
In Project Study Area

No suitable habitat. Willow
riparian not extensive enough.

Uncommon spring and fall
migrant at Lobos Creek and
Mountain Lake (Jones and Stokes
1997).

Uncommon nonbreeding resident in
Presidio; forages throughout
Presidio.

No suitable habitat present.

Regular visitor in shore areas of
Presidio, especially on ocean side.
Do not breed in S.F. Bay (Goal's
Project 2000).

Rare nonbreeding fall transient.
Nests across the bay at the
Alameda Naval Air Station.
Species not known to breed on the
S.F Peninsula (Goals Project
2000).

No suitable habitat present.

Migrating individuals may
occasionally move through
Pacific Ocean outside of the
Presidio. Unlikely to be found at
any time of year in the Presidio.

Former San Francisco area
endemic; limited in wild to one
plant and clones on serpentine
bluff above Baker’s beach.

Known to occur on serpentine soils
in the Presidio. Not detected in
Presidio during past Presidio
surveys (NPS 1999c).

Known to occur in dry, serpentine
scrub and grassland slopesin the
Presidio (NPS 1999c).
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Common Name
Scientific Name

San Francisco lessingia
Lessingia germanorum

California seablite
Suaeda californica

ANIMALS
Invertebrates

Globose dune beetle
Coelus globulus

Tree lupine moth
Grapholita edwardsiana

San Francisco fork-tailed
damselfly
Ischnura gemina

Bumblebee scarab
Lichnanthe ursina

Amphibians

Foothill yellow-legged frog

Rana boylii

Reptiles
Silvery leglesslizard

Anniella pulchra pulchra

Western pond turtle
Clemmys marmorata

APPENDIX A (Cont.)
POTENTIAL OCCURRENCE OF SPECIAL STATUS SPECIESIN PROJECT STUDY
AREA ON THE PRESIDIO

Listing Status
USFWS/CDFG/CNPS

FE/CE/1B

FE/--/1B

Habitat Requirements

Open sandy soils of remnant
dunesin coastal scrub

Margins of coastal saltmarshes.

Potential Species Occurrence
In Project Study Area

Known to occur on open sandy
soilsand is only known from San
Francisco and San Mateo counties
(NPS 1999c). Population
introduced by NPS is roughly 300
feet from the project work area.

Recently reintroduced to Crissy
Field marsh by NPS; population
introduced by NPS is roughly 300
feet from the project work area.

FEDERAL OR STATE SPECIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN

FSC/--

FSC/--

FSC/--

FSCI--

FSC/CSC

FSC/CSC

FSC/CSC

Northern foredune, coastal dune
scrub with herbaceous plantsin
sandy soils

Coastal sand dunes typically
associated with its larval host
plant Lupinus arboreus (yellow
bush lupine)

Wetlands with emergent
vegetation

Open coastal sand dunes

Fast-moving streams and rivers
in chaparral, forests, and
woodlands

Areas with sandy or loose loamy
soils under open vegetation near
beaches, chaparral, or pine-oak
woodland

Lakes, ponds, reservoirs, and
slow-moving streams and rivers,
primarily in foothills and
lowlands

Potential habitat at Crissy fieldin
Presidio. Not detected in 1994
surveys (Jones and Stokes 1997).

Common throughout Presidio
where host plant available;
observed during 1994 surveys
(Jones and Stokes 1997). Host
plant observed in Presidio.

Potential habitat at Mountain Lake
and Lobos Creek in Presidio
outside Presidio. Observed near
Fort Point.

Not detected during 1994 survey,
most specimens collected in San
Francisco early this century (Jones
and Stokes 1997).

Not detected during 1994
amphibian surveys (Jones and
Stokes 1997). No suitable habitat.

Extirpated form Presidio (Jones
and Stokes 1997). Presidio does
not provide suitable habitat for this
Species.

Historical occurrences at Mountain
Lake but not detected during 1994
surveys (Jones and Stokes 1997).
No upland habitat suitable for this
species occurs on the Presidio
project area.
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Common Name
Scientific Name

California horned lizard
Phrynosoma coronatum
frontale

Birds
Tricolored blackbird
Agelaiustricolor

Ferruginous hawk
Buteo regalis

Californiayellow warbler
Dendroica petechia brewsteri

Red-tailed hawk
Buteo jamaicensis

Red-shouldered hawk
Buteo lineatus

Vaux's swift
Chaetura vauxi

Saltmarsh common
yellowthroat
Geothlypis trichas sinuosa

Mammals

Pallid bat
Antrozous pallidus

Greater western mastiff bat
Eumops perotis californicus

Small-footed myotis
Myatis ciliolabrum

APPENDIX A (Cont.)
POTENTIAL OCCURRENCE OF SPECIAL STATUS SPECIESIN PROJECT STUDY
AREA ON THE PRESIDIO

Listing Status
USFWS/CDFG/CNPS

FSC/CSC

FSC/ICSC

FSC/CSC

--/CSC

ol

-

--/CSC

FSC/CSC

--/ICSC

FSC/CSC

FSC/--

Habitat Requirements

Sandy open areasin riparian
woodland, grassland, coastal
scrub, mixed chaparral, and oak
woodland

Nests in freshwater marshes
with dense stands of cattails or
bulrushes, occasionaly in
willows, thistles, mustard,
blackberry brambles, and dense
shrubs and grains

Foragesin grassland,
agricultural lands, and pastures
(wintering only)

Nestsin riparian areas
dominated by willows,
cottonwoods, sycamores, alders,
or mature chaparral; may use
urban areas near waterways

Open stands of deciduous and
coniferous forests; frequents
croplands and pastures

Dense riparian woodland,
hardwood-conifer habitats
adjacent to swamps, marshes,
and wet meadows

Nests in hollow, burned-out tree
trunksin large conifers

Nestsin fresh and saltwater
marshes, needs thick continuous
cover down to water surface for
foraging

Day roosts are mainly in caves,
crevices and mines; also found
in buildings and under bark.

Foragesin open lowland areas

Needs rock crevices, grassland,
coastal scrub; may use urban
areas

Roostsin caves, buildings,
mines and crevices, sometimes
bridges and bark

Potential Species Occurrence
In Project Study Area

No known occurrences on Presidio
and not identified in recent focused
surveys (Jones and Stokes 1997).

Suitable habitat too fragmented.
Not detected during past Presidio
surveys (Jones and Stokes 1996;
Jones and Stokes 1997).

Uncommon seasonal migrant.

Uncommon seasonal migrant; not
known to breed at Presidio (Jones
and Stokes 1997). Slight possibility
of occurrence in arroyo willow
areasin Presidio. Low nesting
potential.

Observed; potentialy nestsin
Historic Forest.

Observed; potentialy nestsin
Historic Forest.

Uncommon seasonal migrant

Uncommon resident and possible
breeder at Mountain Lake (Jones
and Stokes 1997) outside of
Presidio.

Suitable roosting sites are absent at
the Presidio; thus species
occurrence is unlikely (Jones and
Stokes 1997).

Suitable roosting sites are absent at
the Presidio; thus species
occurrence is unlikely (Jones and
Stokes 1997).

The Presidio islocated well north
of the geographical range for this
Species.
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Common Name
Scientific Name

Long-eared myotis
Myotis evotis

Fringed myotis
Myotis thysan sodes

Long-legged myotis
Myotis volans

Y uma myotis
Myotis yumanensis

San Francisco dusky-footed
woodrat
Neotoma fuscipes annectens

Townsend's big-eared bat
Plecotus townsendii

Salt marsh vagrant shrew
Sorex vagrans halicoetes

PLANTS
Franciscan manzanita

Arctostaphylos hookeri ssp.
franciscana

San Francisco spineflower
Chorizanthe cuspidata var.
cuspidata

San Francisco wallflower
Erysimum franciscanum

San Francisco gumplant
Grindelia hirsutula var.
maritima

APPENDIX A (Cont.)
POTENTIAL OCCURRENCE OF SPECIAL STATUS SPECIESIN PROJECT STUDY
AREA ON THE PRESIDIO

Listing Status
USFWS/CDFG/CNPS

FSC/--

FSC/--

FSCI--

FSC/CSC

FSCICsC

FSC/CSC

FSC/CSC

FSC/--11A

FSC/--/1B

FSC/--/4

FSC/--/1B

Habitat Requirements

Roostsin buildings, crevices,
under bark, snags, and in
forests. Caves are the primary
night roost

Roostsin caves, old buildings
and under bark

Roostsin rock crevices,
buildings, tree bark, snags,
mines and caves. Trees are
perhaps the most important
daytime roosts for this species.

Roostsin caves, old buildings
and under bark. Forms
maternity colony in the spring.

Forests with moderate canopy
cover and brushy understory

Roosts in caves, mines,
buildings or other human-made
structures for roosting. Forages
in open lowland areas

Inhabits tidal salt marshes dense
with pickleweed around south
San Francisco Bay

Serpentine outcropsin chaparral
and serpentinite coastal scrub.

Sandy terraces and slopes of
coastal bluff scrub, coastal
dunes, coastal prairie and coastal
scrub

Northern foredune, northern
coastal scrub, northern coastal
bluff scrub, central dune scrub

Coastal bluff scrub, coastal
scrub, valley and foothill
grassland; slopes with sandy or
serpentinite soils

Potential Species Occurrence
In Project Study Area

Suitable roosting sites are absent at
the Presidio; thus species
occurrence is unlikely (Jones and
Stokes 1997).

Suitable roosting sites are absent at
the Presidio; thus species
occurrence is unlikely (Jones and
Stokes 1997).

Suitable roosting sites are absent at
the Presidio; thus species
occurrence is unlikely (Jones and
Stokes 1997).

Observed, though uncommonly,
during past survey. Suitable
roosting sites are absent at the
Presidio; thus other than
incidental species occurrenceis
unlikely (Jones and Stokes 1997).

Not detected during past Presidio
surveys (Jones and Stokes 1997).

Suitable roosting sites are absent at
the Presidio; thus species
occurrence is unlikely (Jones and
Stokes 1997).

Collected in 1940 probably located
between Fort Point and Crissy
Field (Jones and Stokes 1997). No
suitable habitat in Presidio.

Former San Francisco area
endemic; limited currently to
cultivation. Not detected in
Presidio during past Presidio
surveys (NPS 1999c).

A small area of marginal coastal
scrub habitat isfound in the
Presidio. All Presidio records are
from the southern portion of the
park. Occurs on Lobos Creek
dunes.

Occurs on coastal bluffs (NPS
1999c).

Occurs on coastal bluffs (NPS
1999c).
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APPENDIX A (Cont.)

POTENTIAL OCCURRENCE OF SPECIAL STATUSSPECIESIN PROJECT STUDY

Common Name
Scientific Name

San Francisco campion

Silene verecunda ssp.
verecunda

San Francisco owl’s clover
Triphysaria floribunda

ANIMALS
Monarch butterfly
Danaus plexippus
(winter sites)
Mydas fly
Mydas clavatus

PLANTS
Coast rock cress
Arabis blepharophylla

Franciscan thistle
Cirsiumandrewsii

Dunegilia

Gilia capitata ssp. chamissonis

AREA ON THE PRESIDIO

Listing Status Habitat Requirements
USFWS/CDFG/CNPS
FSC/--/1B Coastal habitats (scrub, prairie,

bluff scrub), grassland and
chaparral; sandy to mudstone or
shale soils

FSC/--/1B Coastal prairie and scrub, valley
and foothill grassland; often on
serpentinite soils

SPECIESON OTHERLISTS

--[* Eucalyptus groves (winter sites)

Considered locally rare  Sand dunes

by GGNRA
FC3c/--/4 Broadleafed upland forests,
coastal prairie, coastal scrub;
often in rocky places
—-/--/1B Coastal bluff scrub, serpentine
habitats in moist sites
—/--/1B Coastal sand dunes and openings

of coastal dune scrub

Potential Species Occurrence
In Project Study Area

Occursin coastal dune scrub.
Suitable habitat at Crissy field in
Presidio.

Found in Fort Scott areain 2001
(Chasse, 2001).

Eucalyptus groves north of Kobbe
Drive.

Known to occur above Baker Beach
and near the east end of Lobos
Creek (Jones and Stokes 1997).
Habitat occurs outside the project
study area.

Observed during 2000 past
surveysin Presidio on coastal
bluffs (NPS 1999c).

Observed in Presidio in 1999 on
coastal bluffs (NPS 1999c).

No documented occurrence
Presidio (Jones and Stokes 1997,
NPS 1999c). Suitable habitat
potentially at Crissy Field.

Status codes:

Federal Categories (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service)

State Categories (California Department of Fish and Game)

FE = Listed as Endangered by the Federal Government
FT = Listed as Threatened by the Federal Government
FSC = Federal Species of Concern

FC3c = Too widespread and/or not threatened

FD = Délisted. Status monitored for five years.

CE = Listed as Endangered by the State of California
CT = Listed as Threatened by the State of California

CR = Listed as Rare by the State of California

California Native Plant Society (CNPS)

List 1A = Plants presumed extinct in California

List 1B = Plantsrare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere
List 2 = Plantsrare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common
List 3 = Plants about which more information is needed

List 4 = Plants of limited distribution

-- No listing status

CSC = Cadlifornia Species of Special Concern
* = CaliforniaNatural Diversity Data Base Special Animals List

SOURCES: CDFG 2001; CNPS 1999; NPS 1999, 2000; Jones and Stokes Associates 1997; Munz and Keck 1970; Goals Project

2000.
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The Presidio Trust is a federal government corporation established by Congress in 1996
through enactment of the Presidio Trust Act (Public Law 104-333). The Presidio Trust's
mission is to preserve and enhance the Presidio as part of the national park system and
achieve financial self-sufficiency by fiscal year 2013. The Presidio Trust is governed by a
seven-member Board of Directors comprised of the Secretary of the Interior or the
Secretary’s designee, and six members appointed by the President of the United States.
THE The Presidio Trust is guided by the Presidio Trust Act to operate in accordance with the
PRESIDIO TRUST purposes set forth in Section One of the Act that established the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area (P.L. 92-589) and the general objectives of the 1994 General Management
Plan Amendment for the Presidio. The Presidio Trust's area of responsibility, defined in Title | of the Trust Act as Area B,
includes nearly all built areas of the park. The entire Presidio is a part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area.




PRESIDIO WATER RECYCLING PROJECT

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI)

PRESIDIO TRUST
JuLy 25,2002



July 31, 2002

Dear Friend,

Thank you for your interest in the Presidio Water Recycling Project. The Trust has
reviewed and considered all public comments on the Environmental Assessment, and a
copy of the Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) isenclosed. Attachment 1 of the
FONSI includes all comment letters received during the public review period along with
the Trust’ s responses.

We appreciate your participation in the NEPA review process, and your on-going interest
in activities at the Presidio.

Thank you,

Allison Stone
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

This Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) has been prepared for implementation of the proposed action as
described in the Presidio Water Recycling Project Environmental Assessment (EA) dated March 2002. The project site
islocated at the Presidio of San Francisco in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA), and the Presidio
Trust isthe Lead Agency and project proponent.

In preparing the EA, the Trust took a hard ook at the potential impacts associated with the construction and operation of
the proposed water recycling system at the Presidio and has determined that no significant impact on the human
environment would occur. This determination has been made by considering the information and analysis of impacts
presented in the EA, aswell as input received during the public scoping period and subsequent public review and
comment period on the EA, which closed on May 7, 2002. Comments received during the 45-day review period are
presented and responded to in Attachment 1 (Public Comments) of this FONSI. Minor text changes and revisions to the
EA are provided in Attachment 2 (Errata Sheet). A list of the Best Management Practices (BMPs) and mitigation
measures that have been incorporated into the project are presented in Attachment 3. All three Attachments, aswell as
the EA and accompanying Presidio Water Recycling Project Plan (Kennedy Jenks Consultants, 2002) are incorporated
by reference herein as supporting documents for this FONS!.

1 Summary of Proposed Action

The proposed action is the construction and operation of a small water recycling system located within an existing
Presidio building and corresponding system components including, delivery pipelines and recycled water storage.
Delivery pipelines and storage facilities would be located within existing disturbed areas, primarily roadways and utility
corridors to avoid biological and archaeological resources. The proposed water recycling plant would treat wastewater
generated at the park so that it meets or exceeds the highest water quality standards for recycled water (California Code
of Regulations, Title 22 Standards for Disinfected Tertiary Recycled Water). The treatment process would rely on a
submerged membrane bio-reactor filtration process, coupled with the use of ultraviolet (UV) light for disinfection.
These processes were identified based on their ability to produce high quality water, as well as the reduced need to use
chemical additives during the treatment process. The proposed action would be implemented in phases to maximize the
capture and reuse of wastewater at the Presidio. Phase 1 would have a maximum treatment capacity of 200,000 gallons
per day (gpd) and would serve Crissy Field (which has already been retrofitted to accept recycled water) and the
Letterman Digital Arts Center (LDAC) site, which will be constructed to accept recycled water. The proposed system
would be designed and constructed to accommodate an ultimate treatment capacity of 500,000 gpd serving the Phase 2
recycled water use areas evaluated in the EA including the Main Post, National Cemetery and Fort Scott. Future
expansion of the capacity of the treatment plant would be accommodated within the footprint of the existing building.

The primary objectives of the proposed action are to reduce potable water demand, minimize the consumption of
potable water for non-potable (e.g., landscape irrigation) uses, and provide areliable and drought-proof source of
recycled water for the Presidio that meets or exceeds Title 22 water quality standards. Secondary objectives include the
reduction of wastewater flows entering the City’ s combined sewer system and in particular the City’ s Southeast Water
Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP). To be successful, the project must meet these objectives while avoiding or
minimizing impacts on environmental and cultural resources, be financially feasible and serve as a demonstration
project for other land managers and interested members of the public.
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

2 Public Review

2.1 Scoping

In August and September of 2001, the Presidio Trust requested input as to the scope and content of the environmental
information to be provided in the EA from the public and federal, state and local agencies. An agency scoping letter
seeking early participation in the NEPA process, specifically input that was germane to each agency’s statutory
responsibilities in connection with the proposed project, was sent to more than 13 government agencies, including the
California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, which subsequently distributed the request
to an additional 14 State agencies. The Trust also solicited early input on the scope of the EA from the National Park
Service, through various meetings with staff, and presented the project to the Presidio Committee of the GGNRA
Citizen's Advisory Commission. Furthermore, the Trust solicited broad public input during the scoping process by
placing a notice of the project and the preparation of the EA in the September edition of the Presidio POST - the Trust’s
monthly newdletter with a distribution of more than 12,000 individuals, organizations and agenciesthat are interested in
activities at the Presidio. A scoping announcement for the EA and project was a so posted on the Trust’ s website
(www.presidiotrust.gov).

2.2 Public Review and Comment on the Environmental Assessment

An announcement of the availability of the draft Presidio Water Recycling Project EA was placed in the Presidio POST
and on the Trust’ swebsite. The Trust also announced the availability of the EA at the March 26, 2002, public meeting
of the GGNRA Citizen's Advisory Commission. Copies of the draft EA were distributed to local libraries, and also
made available at the Presidio Trust library located at 34 Graham Street in the Presidio. The Trust distributed
approximately 100 copies of the draft EA to individuals who expressed an interest in the project; federal, state and local
agencies, local neighborhood organizations and groups; and environmental and historic organizations. The draft EA
was also posted on the Trust website and was made available at the Trust library aswell aslocal public libraries. In
response to the public’s request, the Trust extended the review and comment period on the draft EA from 30 to 45 days.

2.3 Public Comments and Response

A total of 10 comment letters were received at the close of the 45-day comment period on May 7 2002. An additional 3
letters were received in the weeks following the close of the comment period, and the Trust has reviewed, considered
and responded to all substantive comments, including late-received comments, in this FONSI (see Attachment 1: Public
Comment).

3 Alternatives

The EA describes and evaluates the environmental effects of three alternatives: Alternative 1 (Centralized Storage),
Alternative 2 (Multiple Storage Sites), and the No Action Alternative. Asdescribed in the EA the Trust’s preferred
alternativeis Alternative 1 (Centralized Storage). The following summary of alternatives is provided; for additional
detail see Chapter 2 of the EA.

Alternative 1 (Centralized Storage) would incorporate all aspects of the proposed action set out in Section 1 above. In
addition, Alternative 1 calls for the construction of a 500,000 gallon underground storage reservoir at storage site A in
the vicinity of the proposed treatment plant at storage site A. The reservoir would be sized to accommodate the ultimate
maximum daily treatment capacity of the plant. The reservoir would be a concrete, circular tank approximately 80 feet
in diameter, and the tank will be constructed immediately following excavation/remediation activities planned for this
area(i.e, storagesite A). Tank construction at this site is proposed as a means to minimize potential disturbanceto
buried resources as well as to minimize construction activities at the park. The treatment plant would be constructed
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within the Trust’s preferred plant site (Building 1063 — which is one of three building sites evaluated in the EA). As
part of Phase 1, associated pipeline would be constructed including the raw wastewater diversion and return line,
pipelines connecting the treatment plant and storage reservoir, and distribution pipelines connecting to Crissy Field and
the LDAC site. During Phase 2, as additional wastewater flows become available, the capacity of the plant would be
expanded (within the footprint of Building 1063) and a more extensive network of distribution pipeline would be
constructed. Phase 2 recycled water use areas include the Main Post, National Cemetery and Fort Scott.

Like Alternative 1, Alternative 2 (Multiple Storage Sites) would incorporate all aspects of the proposed action set out in
Section 1 above, and would provide for the construction and operation of a concrete underground storage reservoir at
storage site A. Unlike Alternative 1, the underground storage reservoir would have a smaller capacity (400,000
gallons). The reduced scale reservoir would be constructed during Phase 1, and would be supplemented during Phase 2
by the rehabilitation and reuse of an existing (currently abandoned) reservoir on the western side of the park. During
Phase 2, both reservoirs would be used for storage, with the rehabilitated reservoir (Building 1469) providing an
opportunity to serve Fort Scott and the National Cemetery with recycled water by gravity feed. Pipeline alignments
would differ from Alternative 1 during Phase 2 of the project and would encroach into a small area of the Presidio’s
historic forest needed to access the abandoned reservoir and an area of the Presidio where an artificial wetland may be
developing. The rehabilitation and reuse of the abandoned reservoir provides the Trust with an additional wet weather
operational scenario. During peak wet weather events, it is possible (subject to additional design engineering and
consultation with the City) that Presidio wastewater could be diverted, treated, and pumped to the western side reservoir
to be released into the portion of the City system, which is tributary to the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant.

Consistent with the requirements of NEPA, the EA also described and evaluated the No Action Alternative. Under the
No Action Alternative, none of the water recycling system components would be constructed and all water demand at
the park would continue to be met with potable water. Asdescribed in Chapter 2 of the EA, the Trust would continue
to identify and implement aggressive water conservation practices to minimize both water consumption as well as
wastewater generation.

4 Disposition of Environmental Effects

The following discussion presents the basis for the conclusion that the preferred alternative will not have a significant
impact on the human environment. The detailed analysis supporting this conclusion isincluded in Chapter 3 of the EA
that evaluates the project’s potential effects on land uses, water resources, biological resources, cultural and historic
resources, hazardous materials, traffic, air quality and odors, noise, geology, soils and seismicity, as well asthe project’s
cumulative environmental impacts. Based on the analysis provided in the EA and the entire agency record, the Trust
determined that there will not be significant direct, indirect or cumulative impacts. The project has been carefully
designed to avoid impacts and the project incorporates best management practices and mitigation measures (see Section
5 below and Attachment 3), so that implementation of the proposed water recycling project will not result in significant
adverse impacts on the environment.

Furthermore, beneficial reuse of wastewater would have an environmentally beneficial effect on the water quality of
San Francisco Bay by incrementally reducing the amount of treated wastewater discharged into this receiving water.
This effect, while beneficial, would be not be significant because of the very small flows generated at the Presidio
relative to the broader context and volume of total Bay discharges. Past, current and projected future wastewater flows
from the Presidio represent less than one half of one percent of the daily treatment capacity of the City’ s Southeast
Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) - where wastewater is treated and subsequently discharged into the Bay
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pursuant to permits issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). In addition, the SEWPCP is only
one of many dischargers who cumulatively contribute roughly 500 million gallons per day of treated wastewater into the

Bay.

The protection and preservation of the human environment was a central consideration in the development and
refinement of the project alternatives. The Presidio Trust relied on a multidisciplinary team of resource specialists and
engineers to ensure that resource protection was integrated into the project design rather than as a post-NEPA review
activity. Thisiterative process led to the relocation of various project components to protect, among others biological
and archeological resources, consideration of various treatment technologies to, for example, reduce chemical use, and
to the overall development of arefined set of project aternatives. Other examples resulting from this process include
locating the necessary storage in an underground tank that would be constructed at a site that has already been slated for
excavation as part of the environmental remediation program. The underground tank would be constructed immediately
following remediation activities to minimize ground disturbance (and potential archaeological resource disturbance) as
well as the extent and duration of construction activities at the park. In addition, reuse of alternative buildings were
considered in the EA and three — al of which were historically used for industrial purposes —were evaluated as
potential locations for the proposed water recycling plant. Reuse and rehabilitation of an historic building for thisuseis
consistent with Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Furthermore, pipelines were routed and re-routed
to avoid various resources and would primarily be located within existing roadways and/or previoudly disturbed utility
corridors. All of these refinements have led to a project that minimizes and avoids impacts to the human environment.

5 Measuresto Minimize Potential Adverse Environmental I mpacts

In addition to compliance with applicable environmental regulations (as described in Chapters 2 and 3 of the EA), all
practicable Best Management Practices (BMPs) and mitigation measures to avoid or minimize environmental impacts
that could result from implementation of the preferred alternative will be incorporated into the project. As part of the
decision to implement Alternative 1, the Trust is adopting a Monitoring and Enforcement Program (MEP). The MEPis
appended in Attachment 3 of this FONS.

6 Finding

The Trust concludes that appropriate alternatives to the proposed action have been analyzed, and that the preferred
alternative will not generate a significant adverse environmental effect on the human environment. Therefore,
preparation of an EISis not necessary for this project. There are no significant unmitigated adverse impacts on public
health, public safety, threatened or endangered species, sites listed on the National Register of Historic Places, or other
unique characteristics of the project area. I|mplementation of the action will not violate any federal, state, or local law.
Therefore, in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, an EIS will not be prepared.

For further information concerning this decision, contact Allison Stone, NEPA Compliance Coordinator, at (415) 561-
5300, or at The Presidio Trust, 34 Graham Street, P.O. Box 29052, San Francisco, CA 94129-0052.

%@(‘;{é—é pat 77/2—5/%7.,

Craig M.kﬁleton

Executive Director, Presidio Trust

Dated: July 22, 20
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Presidio Water Recycling Project FONSI

ATTACHMENT 1: Public Comment

During the 45-day public review and comment period on the Presidio Water Recycling Project Environmental
Assessment (EA), the Presidio Trust received 10 letters and e-mail comments. The Trust received an additional
3 letters after the close of the comment period. All 13 letters were reviewed and considered in the preparation of
thisFONSI. A list of commentorsis provided below, and the balance of this Attachment presentsthe Trust's
responses to each letter followed by copies of the original letters. In general, comments ranged from questions
related to material presented in the EA and recommendations regarding particular alternatives to opinions
regarding the project. Detailed responses are provided for each comment. 1n some instances, commentors are
directed to responses provided to earlier comments to avoid unnecessary repetition. In response to comments,
the Trust has modified the EA and refined Best Management Practices (BMP) or mitigation measure (see
Attachment 3) as described in the responses. These modifications have not altered the conclusion that the
project will not have a significant adverse impact on the human environment.

List of Commentors

Agencies

National Park Service, Golden Gate National Recreational Area, Brian O’ Neill — General Superintendent
Cadlifornia Regional Water Quality Control Board, John West — Environmental Scientist

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Terry Roberts — Director

City and County of San Francisco Planning Department, Paul Maltzer — Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco County Transportation Authority, Maria Lombardo — Deputy Director, Plans & Programs
Organizations

GGNRA Citizen's Advisory Commission, Richard Bartke - Chairman

Fort Point and Presidio Historical Association, Diane Herman — President

Urban Watershed Project, Doug Kern — Executive Director

Coadlition for Better Wastewater Solutions and Alliance for a Clean Water Front, Jeff Marmer — Co-Chair of the
Sewage and Stormwater Committee

Sierra Club, Becky Evans— Sierra Club Presidio Committee Chair

Individuals

Patricia Plunkett, San Francisco resident
Michagl Cannon, San Francisco resident

Bill Wilson, Santa Monicaresident (Environmental Planning & Design LLC)
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ATTACHMENT 1: Public Comment

National Park Service

Golden Gate National Recreational Area

Response to Comment NPS-1:

The Trust appreciates the National Park Service's (NPS) participation in the environmental review process, and
general support for the use of recycled water at the Presidio of San Francisco. The Trust also acknowledges the
NPS jurisdiction over Area A of the Presidio, the Presidio’ s status as a Biosphere reserve, and NPS mandates
related to the Organic Act of 1916. The Presidio Trust is the agency with jurisdiction over AreaB of the
Presidio pursuant to the 1996 Presidio Trust Act, which references Section 1 of the 1972 Golden Gate National
Recreation Area (GGNRA) Act.

Response to Comment NPS-2:

The NPS expresses concern related to the potential effect on the biological resources within Crissy Marsh
resulting from the irrigation of the adjacent landscaped Crissy Field using recycled water. In particular, the NPS
is concerned that the water recycling permit the Trust must obtain will not be protective of biological resources.
The Trust disagrees. The recycled water permitting process includes atwo step review by the Department of
Health Services (DHS) and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The primary focus of the
DHS review isthe protection of human health, while the focus of the RWQCB review isthe end use of the
water, which includes the protection of receiving waters as it relates to many factors including biological
resources and water quality degradation. The project will comply with all applicable requirements of these
regulatory agencies.

The NPS expresses a specific concern about monitoring for a class of compounds known as emerging
contaminants, which include pharmaceutical products discharged as part of the human waste stream. These are
compounds present in wastewater effluentsin concentrations on the order of parts per trillion and only recently
have analytical chemistry methods been developed to measure such low constituent concentrations. Although
these compounds are the subject of current research by organizations involved in water supply and wastewater
disposal, they are not regulated by the any federal, state or local agency. As discussed on page 3.3-10in the EA,
these compounds are presumed to presently exist in the Bay and Crissy Marsh in extremely low levels based on
the discharge from treatment plants throughout the San Francisco Bay Area of approximately 500 million gallons
per day. Use of recycled water for irrigation on adjacent Crissy Field would not change these conditions, and
there is no evidence that these compounds present arisk to the Crissy Marsh from the proper use of recycled
water for irrigation at Crissy Field. Throughout the Bay Area and the State of California, recycled water of equal
or lower quality than proposed under this project is being used for irrigation, wetlands restoration, and
groundwater aquifer recharge. The type of treatment processes being proposed would remove a greater portion
of these compounds from the wastewater stream than are typically removed in conventional wastewater
treatment.

The Trust will work cooperatively in the future with the NPS to stay abreast of the latest research and evolving
science related to the effects of recycled water use. With respect to the NPS's request that the Trust monitor
water quality discharged from the underdrains at Crissy Field, the Trust will implement the testing program and
all of the permit requirements established by the DHS/RWQCB, which may include sampling at the treatment
plant and at locations within the distribution system to ensure that the quality of the recycled water meets
applicable water quality standards.

The Trust acknowledges the NPS's statement that it reserves the right to refuse the use of recycled water in Area
A, and hopes that the NPS will ultimately participate in and help to realize this long-term vision for the park. In
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fact, it wasthe NPS decision to install “purple pipe” in Crissy Field (Area A) and NPS support of recycled water
in the 1994 GMPA that led the Trust to propose recycled water usein Area A.

With regard to biological protection measures, the NPS isreferred to BMP-4 in the EA (see Section 2.3) which
requires that, consistent with the adopted Presidio Vegetation Management Plan, construction activities would
be phased or otherwise modified to avoid/minimize impacts on nesting birds. Other BM Ps and mitigation
measures presented in Section 3.4 of the EA, including those that minimize vegetation disturbance (and thus
potential wildlife habitat) would reduce or eliminate potential impacts on wildlife, obviating the need for
additional wildlife surveys. Asdescribed in the EA, the project was specifically designed to minimize biological
impacts by restricting the majority of the project facilities to existing roadways or previously disturbed areas.

Response to Comment NPS-3:

The Trust appreciates the NPS acknowledgement of the Trust’s success in implementing water conservation
practicesin Area B. With respect to the NPS's request that specific water conservation practices be documented
for each aternative, refer to “Water Conservation Practices’ in Section 2.2.2 of the EA, which summarizes
existing and anticipated future water conservation practices that would be implemented under all of the
alternatives, including the No Action Alternative. Examples of the type of practices include installation of
water-efficient fixtures as part of every building rehabilitation project, metering, irrigation efficiency (including
timing, system upgrades, minimizing seepage and runoff, etc.), aswell as references to the adopted Presidio
Vegetation Management Plan requirements, which include the use of drought-tolerant plants within the
designated “landscape vegetation” zone at the park. The relative amount of water savings that could be achieved
isreferenced in the form of apercentage (i.e., “....by as much as 50 percent.”) for certain measures.
Implementation of the Presidio Golf Course satellite-based irrigation system has yielded a greater percentage
reduction in certain years (up to 65 percent).

The Trust does not believe that isit necessary or meaningful to further estimate total annual water savings as
suggested by the NPS. Water demand varies from year to year based on many factorsincluding climatic
conditions. Rather, the Trust will continue to monitor water use and actively implement conservation practices
so that this information can be applied to the adaptive management of water resources at the park. Further
documentation of water conservation efforts can also be found in Section 3.3.2 (Regulatory Background) in the
Water Resources Section of the EA, aswell asthe end of Section 4.6.1 in the Presidio Trust Management Plan
Final EIS (May 2002).

The NPS recommends that the Trust consider installation of dual plumbing in Presidio buildings and in
particular references the Letterman project. The Letterman project is being designed to use recycled water for all
on-site landscape irrigation, a practice that will result in a substantial reduction in demand for potable water.
Although there is no specific requirement for the use of dual plumbing, the project will utilize low-flow toilet
and shower fixtures, faucet aerators, highly efficient irrigation systems and scheduling; implement water
conservation education; use drought-tolerant plants and other water conservation practices that are both effective
and commonly practiced within the Presidio. In addition, the LDAC project will follow LEED Building
standards and use all commercially reasonable efforts in pursuit of the highest LEED (Leadership in Energy &
Environmental Design) Rating as specified by the United States Green Building Council. For additional
discussion of dua plumbing and alternate uses for recycled water, please refer to Section 2.4.3 of the EA and
Response to Comment SC-5.

Response to Comment NPS-4:

Consultation obligations regarding the proposed action under section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act (“NHPA") and the implementing regulations at 36 CFR Part 800 are established in the “ Programmatic
Agreement among the Presidio Trust, National Park Service, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and
the California State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the Presidio Trust [Management] Plan and Various

P r e s i d i o W a t e r R e cy c | i n g P r o j e c t




FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

ATTACHMENT 1: Public Comment

Operation and Maintenance Activitiesfor Area“B” of the Presidio of San Francisco, Golden Gate National
Recreation Area’ (the“PA”). The PA wasfinalized and signed in March 2002, following release of the EA.
Under the PA, the proposed action is a Stipulation VI1.A.2 undertaking (i.e., one “relat[ing] to the ongoing
operation and maintenance of the Presidio but...hav[ing] minimal or low potential for affecting historic
properties.” Stipulation V1I.A.2 undertakings are reviewed under Stipulation V11.B.2 procedures which do not
call for any further consultation so long as the Trust finds that the proposed action has no adverse effect or will
not affect any historic properties. The proposed action has been put through such areview, and the Trust has
determined that it will have no adverse effect. Accordingly, no further consultation is required.

While the Ohlone/Costanoan community is not arecognized Indian tribe under the statutory criteriafound in the
NHPA, the Trust remains sensitive to the community’ s concerns and is committed to informal communications
regarding Trust activities that may affect matters in which the community has expressed an interest.

Response to Comment NPS-5:

The Trust notes the NPS' s suggestions related to educational and interpretative possibilities of the proposed
action, and looks forward to working in cooperation with the NPS to devel op these and other opportunities for
the public.

Response to Comment NPS-6:

The suggested “mitigation table” isincluded as part of this FONSI (see Attachment 3: Mitigation Enforcement
Program).

Response to Comment NPS-7:

As requested, the Trust will provide the NPS a copy of the required Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP).
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Response to Comment RWQCB-1:
Introductory statement -comments noted.

Response to Comment RWQCB-2:

Cleanup activities at the park are being administered under the Presidio’s environmental remediation program
consistent with the requirements of CERCLA and other applicable laws and regulations. To date, a substantial
amount of analysis, investigation, regulatory consultation, and public involvement has been completed initially
by the Army and now by the Trust, in coordination with NPS, to address these known and potential unknown
sites. In addition, the Army began cleaning up petroleum spills under RWQCB oversight in the early 1990s.
The Presidio Trust has continued this program, and is currently working with RWQCB staff to develop a
corrective action plan to clean up known and suspected contamination in the vicinity of the proposed water-
recycling project.

Response to Comment RWQCB-3:

Dewatering may be required during the construction of the subsurface recycled water storage reservoir. Section
3.6 of the EA discloses and evaluates the effects of this aspect of the project, including the possibility that
contaminated groundwater may be encountered during dewatering. Asdescribed in the EA, the Trust would
ensure that all dewatering activities are done in accordance with the Trust’s existing Industrial Discharge Permit
(IDP), which requires that sampling be conducted prior to discharge to the sanitary sewer. |f sampling reveals
that the constituent limits set forth in the IDP are exceeded, the Trust would comply with all permit requirements
and standards regarding disposal of groundwater generated by site dewatering. The dewatering requirements of
the IDP include monitoring the chemical characteristics of the discharge and removing excess sediment. All
construction dewatering discharges at the Presidio are directed to the sanitary sewer, and must be monitored to
ensure compliance with the requirements of the IDP. It isunlikely that any construction dewatering effluent
from this project would be discharged to storm drains, and consequently the Trust is not at this time planning to
act under the Board' s General NPDES dewatering permit.

Response to Comment RWQCB-4:

As described in Section 2.3 of the EA, implementation of BMPs would be a requirement of the project. The
Trust will review design guidance and incorporate applicable measures into the SWPPP as described in Section
2.3 of the EA. The Trust will file a Notice of Intent (NOI) under the State NPDES General Permit for
Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activities (General Permit). With respect to reducing
impermeable areas, please note that the proposed action would not noticeably increase impermeable surfaces at
the park as most proposed facilities would be located within an existing building, an existing roadway or would
be located underground. Asaresult, the post-construction impact of the proposed action would not have a
noticeable effect on stormwater runoff or quality including the referenced increase in animal waste and/or
changes in the hydrograph of the receiving waters.

Response to Comment RWQCB-5:

The EA describes the proximity of the various alternatives to nearby wetlands; however, as discussed in Section
3.3, dl of the dternatives would avoid direct impacts on wetlands. No dredging or filling of waters of the U.S.
is proposed, and thus certification and permitting of the proposed action under Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean
Water Act isnot required. Theimpact analysis provided in the EA acknowledges and evaluates the potential for
indirect, downstream effects (i.e., possible sedimentation/runoff from construction areas). Asdescribedin
Section 2.3 of the EA, the Trust would implement BMP-1 and BM P-4, which would ensure the protection of
nearby wetland features. Among the actions required under these BMPs is the preparation and implementation
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of a SWPPP during construction activities to ensure that effective erosion and runoff controls are achieved. For
these reasons, the project would not contribute adversely or cumulatively to wetland impacts.

Response to Comment RWQCB-6:

As recommended by the RWQCB, the Trust will consult the enclosed materials as well as Board staff in
ensuring that appropriate permits are obtained.
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California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

Response to Comment OPR-1:

Comment noted.
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Response to Comment SFCTA-1:

At the beginning of the environmental review process for this project, the Trust formally corresponded with the
Doyle Drive project team by letter (dated August 27, 2001) which was sent to the Executive Director of the
SFCTA, SFCTA Doyle Drive Project Manager, and representatives at the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans). The correspondence requested early input, and in particular, inquired as to each
agency’ s views related to project scope and content of the forthcoming environmental analysis. Attached to the
scoping letter was a description of the project and the environmental issues to be addressed in the EA. The Trust
was considering multiple alternative building and storage sites and used the scoping process as a meansto refine
thisrange. At the time the scoping letter was sent, the range had not yet been finalized and the project
description accompanying the agency scoping letter indicated that the Trust was seeking to reuse an existing
building in “...the park’ s northeastern corner near the Gorgas/Lyon Gate.” The Trust received no feedback from
the SFCTA or Caltrans. Prior to the scoping notice for this project, the Trust publicly acknowledged the
likelihood that a recycled water project would be constructed in thisarea. 1n March 2000, the L etterman
Complex Final EIS also identified the construction and operation of awater recycling system in this location and
delineated Building 1063 (the Trust’s preferred plant site) as the likely candidate (see L etterman Complex Final
EIS, March 2000, Figure 14: Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions). Implementation of an
on-site water recycling project had been incorporated into the Letterman Complex Final EIS specificaly at the
request of the City and County of San Francisco.

The Trust disagrees with the SFCTA' s statement that the EA does not “ address the continuous planning and
coordination efforts of the Doyle Drive project team” and refers the SFCTA to the discussion at Section 3.11
(Cumulative Effects) of the EA. The Doyle Drive Retrofit Project isidentified as arelevant cumulative project,
and the magjority of the cumulative impact analyses presented in Section 3.11 including water resources,
biological resources, noise and cultural resources directly reference and consider the cumulative effects
associated with the Doyle Drive Retrofit Project. In particular, Section 3.11.2 (Land Use) acknowledges the
preliminary range of alternatives being considered for Doyle Drive and the possible future cumulative changesin
land usesin and around the project site, potential building remova and changes in circulation that could occur.
The Doyle Drive alternatives have been in flux over the past several years and are likely to continue to be
modified as the NEPA and CEQA review processes are conducted, and no preferred alternative has been
identified. At the time the EA was prepared, the Doyle Drive aternatives maps indicated that only under Doyle
Drive Alternative 3b would one of the three water recycling aternative plant buildings need to be removed, and
Section 3.11.2 of the EA clearly discloses this potential conflict. Based on further consultation with the Doyle
Drive project team (following release of the EA), it appears that Building 1063 would not need to be removed
(under Alternative 3b) to accommodate the roadway realignment, but rather to improve the line of sight. The
Trust will continue to work with the Doyle Drive team to address thisissue as the Doyle Drive alternatives
continue to berefined. The Trust had to consider and balance multiple and sometimes competing factorsin the
evaluation and eventual identification of a preferred treatment plant building site

As described in Section 2.2 (Description of Alternatives) of the EA, the general location of the treatment plant
within the Letterman Complex was influenced by the availability and location of wastewater flows, the primary
locations for recycled water demand, and the Trust and City’ s desire to minimize wastewater flowsto the City’s
Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP). Approximately 85% of the total flow volume from the
Presidio leaves the park viathe Gorgas Gate within the L etterman Complex en-route to the City's SEWPCP.
Consequently, the Trust focused on buildings in and around this area as potential sites for the water treatment
plant because of the proximity to flows and demands. Other limiting factors also had to be considered in the
identification and refinement of alternatives including: total square footage and spatial requirements associated
with the treatment plant layout (i.e., a minimum of 7,500 sgquare feet of open areawith a ceiling height of
roughly 20 feet is needed), the existence of an at-grade floor, which is necessary to support the weight of the
plant, and the need to identify future beneficia reuse of the historic buildings in and around this area. The fact
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that most of the buildingsin this area are historic and any retrofitting must be done in accordance with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties influenced the feasibility of various
aternatives. Among these many issues, the Trust also considered the range of Doyle Drive alternatives. After
weighing all the available information, limitations, and constraints, in total, three alternative building sites were
carried forward for further evaluation in the EA: Buildings 1040, 1063, and 1062.

The Trust assumes that the SFCTA'’ s reference to a conflict with the proposed storage reservoir would occur
only if the *Girard/Gorgas’ intersection is extended which could occur under certain Doyle Drive alternatives.
Asdescribed in Section 2.2.3 of the EA, the surface treatment of the underground storage reservoir would be
designed to accommodate future uses including parking or roadway uses. More importantly, however, the EA
evaluates two possible storage locations and the Trust has identified storage site A as the preferred site. Based
on the most recent drawings provided by the Doyle Drive team, storage site A appearsto avoid future roadway
expansion and new intersections regardless of the Doyle Drive alternative currently being considered. Thus, no
conflict is apparent.

The SFCTA indicates that implementation of the water recycling project could increase the cost of the Doyle
Drive project and influence the selection of a Doyle Drive preferred aternative, and claims that the Trust must
provide additional information to fully disclose the full range of impacts concluding with alist of potential
conflict areas. The EA has adequately and thoroughly presented the project, which is evident in the SFCTA's
site-specific identification of potential conflict areas, al of which are sites which would contain pipelines needed
to operate the recycled water system. Each of the referenced pipeline segments are addressed below. Itis
important to point out that the proposed action was designed to minimize potential environmental impacts by
maintaining pipelines within existing roadways.

A relatively small segment of pipeline (about 500 feet) would be constructed along Gorgas Avenue as it provides
the connection to the existing Presidio Main sewer line, which is the source of raw wastewater for the recycling
plant. Based on the location of the plant, the pipeline would be needed either within Birmingham and/or Gorgas
Avenue, both of which have potential conflicts with various Doyle Drive alternatives. The proposed action
(preferred aternative) proposes a combination of both alignments. No pipeline is proposed within the existing
Girard Road, and only minimal line (i.e., less than 200 feet) is proposed within the general areaidentified for
possible Girard extension/new intersection under some of the Doyle Drive alternatives. The approximate 300
foot segment of pipeline within the Mason Street is needed to connect to the National Park Service' srecycled
water system turnout (which was previously constructed as part of the Crissy Field project). Based on recent
coordination with the Doyle Drive project team, it appears that the potential conflict along Lincoln (Phase 2
distribution pipeline) can be avoided with further coordination during the design phase of both projects.

Response to Comment SFCTA-2:

Section 3.3 of the EA describes the existing groundwater resources and evaluates both the construction-related
and long-term potential effects on groundwater resources. Refer directly to EA pages 3.3-2 and 3.3-8 through
3.3-12. Withregard to the SFCTA'’ s specific comments related to de-watering and contaminated groundwater
being encountered during construction of the underground reservair, refer to Section 3.6 (Hazardous Materias).
Asdescribed in Section 3.6, groundwater sampling will be conducted during de-watering activities to ensure that
appropriate treatment and disposal actions areimplemented. All testing, monitoring and disposal activities will
be done in accordance with the Trust’s existing Industrial Discharge Permit and applicable regulations. Also
refer to Response to Comment RWQCB-3.

Response to Comment SFCTA-3:

The SFCTA asks that the water recycling project be reconfigured to avoid potentia conflicts with the Doyle
Drive project. Asdiscussed under Response to Comment SFCTA-1, the Trust’s preferred reservair site (site A)
islocated entirely outside of the footprint of any of the Doyle Drive aternatives currently under consideration,
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and only one alternative would conflict with the preferred treatment plant site. Additional potential conflicts are
limited in scope, affecting segments of pipeline totaling roughly 1,000 feet or less depending on the Doyle Drive
aternative. In many instances, these potential conflicts could be effectively managed through coordination of
the design processes for both projects to ensure that the future roadway grade and pipeline depths are
compatible. The Trust has and will continue to work cooperatively with the SFCTA to facilitate this
coordination and minimize potentia conflicts along the Doyle Drive corridor. Given the location of the
wastewater source and recycled water use areas, however, it would be impossible to completely avoid the entire
Doyle Drive corridor. While the Trust seeks to minimize potential conflicts with and associated costs of the
Doyle Drive Retrofit Project, it cannot delay the design, construction, and operation of the water recycling
project on the basis of a project where the alternatives are till being refined, alternatives have not been evaluated
in aDraft EIR/EIS, no preferred alternative has been identified, no firm deadline for decision has been imposed,
and no firm funding or implementation commitments have been made. Itisentirely likely that the water
recycling facility may have the benefit of a minimum of 10 to 15 years of operation before Doyle Driveis
constructed, and/or may pose no conflict whatsoever with the ultimate alignment and design of the Doyle Drive
project.

10
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City and County of San Francisco Planning Department
(including Attachment from the SFPUC)

Response to Comment SF-1:

The Trust appreciates the City’s consideration of, and support for, the project. Comments related to an
expanded project are addressed in detail below.

Response to Comment SF-2:

The City suggests that the Trust consider a satellite facility near the park’s southern border and recommends
expanded use of recycled water. Each of these issues are addressed in detail under Response to Comment SF-8,
below.

Response to Comment SF-3:

The City’ s comments regarding the San Francisco General Plan policies for the Presidio including treatment of
housing, new construction, shoreline development, and trails are noted for the record. These policies are not,
however, relevant to the proposed action. As described in Section 3.2 of the EA, the focus of the policy
consistency analysisis on policies that are relevant to the water recycling project. The Trust believes that the
EA’ s reference to the San Francisco General Plan’s Objective 6, Policy 2 related to the use of recycled water as
well asthe City’s Final Urban Water Management Plan (February 2001) and other relevant City plans and
Ordinances is adequate and appropriate.

Response to Comment SF-4:

The Trust Programmatic Agreement (PA) provides a clear basis for mitigation of effects on historic and
archeological resources. The PA was and became effective on March 5, 2002 and its stipulations cover Section
106 compliance for this undertaking, including archaeological resources. Signatories to the PA include the
Presidio Trust, California State Historic Preservation Officer, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the
National Park Service, the National Trust for Historic Preservation, and the Fort Point and Presidio Historical
Association.

With respect to the City’ s comments regarding data recovery and consistency with Section 106 regulations,
Stipulation X11 A. of the Trust’s signed PA provides for preparation of an Archaeological Management
Assessment and Monitoring Program (AMA/MP) for undertakings that may affect archaeological properties, and
preparation of aresearch design for archaeological testing, test excavations, or data recovery from prehistoric or
historic sites. The PA only requires the Trust to notify the SHPO in those instances where it cannot address
archaeological concerns in amanner consistent with the AMA/MP. Pursuant to mitigation measure CH-1, an
AMA/MP will be prepared for this undertaking. While the City correctly notes that there have been prior
changes to the Section 106 Regulations regarding the definition of an “adverse effect,” the Advisory Council
provided more recent guidance on thisissue in the publication entitled “Recommended A pproach for
Consultation on Recovery of Significant Information from Archaeological Sites” (Federal Register Vol. 64 No.
95, May 18, 1999 p. 27086). This document establishes an approach for resolving adverse effects under the
NHPA through recovery of significant information from archaeological sites, and both the Trust’ s signed PA and
mitigation measure CH-1 are consistent with this guidance. Adopting and implementing mitigation measure
CH-1 provides an acceptable means under NHPA to address the potential effect and therefore supportsthe EA’s
conclusion that there is no significant or adverse impact on the human environmental under NEPA.

Therecycled water storage reservoir islocated in alandfill area which will be removed as part of the
environmental remediation program regardless of whether the water recycling project proceeds. There are no
prehistoric or historic resources within the spatial boundaries of the landfill, and therefore none will be affected.

11
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The landfill remediation is not exempt from Section 106 review but in this particular case there are no prehistoric
or historic resources because this site has previously been disturbed. Extensive coring and trenching was also
conducted near this area of the Presidio for the Letterman Digital Arts Center project and no archaeological
resources were located. If the remediation requires excavation that exceeds the footprint of the landfill, an
assessment will be made as to the potential for archaeological effect.

Response to Comment SF-5:

The EA acknowledges the possibility that future ambient noise levels may be reduced as a result of the Doyle
Drive Retrofit Project. Please refer to Section 3.11.9 (cumulative noise effects) for additional detail.

Response to Comment SF-6:

In response to this comment, the Trust will provide the Department of Parking and Traffic with a copy of the
Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP). Asdescribed in Section 2.3 (Best Management Practices) of
the EA, the CTMP will, among other requirements, document detailed information on proposed access routes,
and ensure safe movement of people and vehicles.

Response to Comment SF-7:

The Trust isworking actively to strengthen its water conservation programs for the Presidio. The discussion of
water conservation in the EA was intended only as a summary, and additional detail on Trust conservation
programs can be found in the Final Presidio Trust Management Plan (PTMP) and corresponding Final
Environmenta Impact Statement (Section 4.6.1) dated May 2002.

Response to Comment SF-8:

The SFPUC notes a surplus of available raw wastewater (Table 2-1 in the EA) and questions why the Trust did
not consider alarger plant. The Trust did in fact consider the construction and operation of a higher capacity
system, and the SFPUC isreferred to Section 2.4.1 in the EA which addresses this issue including the reasons for
itsremoval from further evaluation.

A principal objective of the water recycling project is to reduce as much as practicable the amount of potable
water used for irrigation. As such, the project has been designed to provide recycled water serviceto all major
irrigation areas within the park, with the exception of the Presidio Golf Course (as discussed below). Table 2-1
presents data for park-wide wastewater flows (and water demand), and thisinformation along with the projected
demand for recycled water provided in Table 2-2, were used in sizing the project. Table 2-2 shows that the
proposed action satisfies the bulk of projected irrigation demand for the major irrigated areas at the park. The
project also provides the flexibility in Phase 2 to serve the Marina Green and/or other areas within or near the
Presidio. With regard to the Presidio Golf Course, however, as explained in Section 2.4.3 of the EA, the use of
recycled water at the golf course is specifically prohibited by the Trust’s permit to operate the potable water
treatment plant due to its location within the Lobos Creek watershed.

The SFPUC suggestsinstalling an additional satellite treatment facility on the southern border of the Presidio
near the SFPUC' s large transport facility as an additional source of recycled water for irrigation. Since the
remaining major irrigation areain the park not being served by the project is the golf course, and use of recycled
water on the golf course is prohibited, considering this option in the first phase of the project would not have
increased the use of recycled water at the park.

The Trust disagrees that meeting nearly half of the Presidio’s projected irrigation water demand with recycled
water “does not appear to be a good water management strategy.” The Trust is proud to be able to offer this
sustainable addition to the Presidio within the near future, and hopes that SFPUC will take similar steps to make
recycled water more readily available and used. The Trust believesthat this project, in combination with

12

P r e s i d i o W a t e r R e cy c | i n g P r o j e c t




FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

ATTACHMENT 1: Public Comment

aggressive water conservation practices, are in fact positive steps towards a sound approach to water resource
management at the Presidio. The Trust has sound reasons for limiting the scope of this project at thistime.
Please refer to other responses to comments, as well as Section 2.4 and 2.2 of the EA for additional discussion
thistopic.

Response to Comment SF-9:

The SFPUC' s recommendation for expanded use of recycled water including toilet flushing is noted. The
concept of using recycled water for toilet flushing at the Presidio wasinitially considered but removed from
further evaluation in the EA. Asdescribed in Section 2.4.3 of the EA, installation of dual plumbing, especially
within historic structures, can be avery intrusive and costly endeavor. Costs include not only the retrofit and
installation of dual plumbing within individual buildings (in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the
Interior’ s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties), but also extension of the infrastructure necessary
to deliver recycled water to individual buildings. Use of dual plumbing in new construction can aso be costly
and must be carefully considered as the City found with the implementation of its redevelopment proposals for
Mission Bay. In addition, because irrigation represents a substantial portion of the Presidio water budget, it
provides an effective opportunity to maximize the reduction of potable water consumed for non-potable uses—a
primary objective of the project. In response to public comment related to thisissue, however, the Trust plansto
reconsider the use of dual plumbing on a case-by-case basis for newly constructed buildings occurring along the
planned distribution corridors. Please refer to Responses to Comments NPS-3 and SC-5 for additional
discussion of thisissue.

Response to Comment SF-10:

The SFPUC' s recommendation regarding recycled water use at the Presidio Golf Courseisnoted. Lobos Creek
is one of the last remaining free-flowing creeks on the San Francisco Peninsula and is the primary water source
for the Presidio. The Trust has been actively working with the State of California Department of Health Services
to improve water quality within the Lobos Creek watershed, and the Trust believes that it would be highly
speculative at this juncture to assume that watershed would be exempted from this permit restriction. Should
conditions change and these permit requirements be removed, however, the Trust would explore this option with
the City. Not withstanding these actions, it isimportant to note that the Presidio Golf Course has actively and
aggressively implemented measures to improve water efficiencies throughout the course realizing water savings
of up to 65% annually.

Response to Comment SF-11:

Using recycled water within Lobos Creek to meet the required 0.5 mgd natural resource preservation flow
volume is not being considered as part of the water recycling project. Asdiscussed in Section 2.4.3 of the EA,

L obos Creek is the primary source of potable water at the Presidio and the Trust’ s existing permit to operate the
domestic water treatment plant specifically precludes the use of recycled water within the Lobos Creek
watershed. The diversion structure along the creek is located approximately 1,200 feet from the point where it
dischargesinto the Pacific Ocean. Thislocation isroughly 2 miles from the water recycling plant in an area that
is not designated for any other recycled water use. 1t would require substantial infrastructure to access this single
use location, regardless of the permit restrictions related to recycled water use in the watershed. Lobos Creek is
also located within Area A of the Presidio which is under the administrative jurisdiction of the National Park
Service. Based on early consultation with the NPS, the Trust has been advised that use of a non-natural source
of water within a natural waterway is inconsistent with adopted NPS Management Policies and would not be
advocated. Not withstanding these issues, the minimum flow volumes are especialy critical during the summer
months when irrigation demand is high and thus there is ample opportunity to maximize recycled water usein
other areas of the park with fewer infrastructure requirements. Since assuming operation of the water treatment
plant, the Trust has been able to meet the majority of the Presidio’ s water demand from Lobos Creek while
consistently achieving the 0.5 mgd flow requirement. As has historically been the case, supplemental water
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purchases from the SFPUC are pursued on an as-needed basis primarily during the dry summer months when
demand is high and on-site supplies are low. Last year, the Trust met about 85% of the on-site demand for water
from Lobos Creek resources and the balance (15%) was met with water purchases from the SFPUC. Through
development and use of recycled water and aggressive conservation, the Trust hopes to minimize the need for
off-site water purchases in the future.
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GGNRA Citizen’s Advisory Commission

Response to Comment CAC-1:

The Trust thanks the Commission for its active participation, thoughtful comments and support for the Presidio
water recycling project.

The Trust acknowledges that the year-round treatment and subsequent direct discharge of recycled water has
potential environmental and financial benefits. Asdiscussed in Section 2.4.3 of the EA, this alternative was
initially considered but not carried forward for further evaluation in the EA. This concept was removed from
further evaluation based on the National Park Service's stated opposition to this approach and the availability of
other measures to successfully meet the stated objectives of the project (as discussed further below). During
scoping, the option of using recycled water in Tennessee Hollow and Crissy Marsh (which is the receiving water
for the Tennessee Hollow watershed) was discussed with the NPS. The NPS indicated that use of an artificial
source of water (i.e., recycled water) in a natural/restored waterway would be inconsistent with the NPS
Management Policies for natural resource management and expressed strong objections to this aternative.
Based on these objections and the fact that the NPS maintains administrative jurisdiction over Crissy Marsh, this
option was considered to be infeasible and was removed from further evaluation. The NPS's opposition to this
approach was similarly reflected in its comment letter on the EA, which states that while it generally endorses
the use of recycled water for irrigation, it has concerns related to its use for irrigation even within the vicinity of
Crissy Marsh stating that it reserves the right to ultimately refuse to irrigate with recycled water in this area.

As stated in Section 1.2.2 of the EA, the principal objectives of the project are “...to reduce potable water
demand, and the amount of potable water consumed for non-potable uses (i.e., landscape irrigation) at the
Presidio, and to provide areliable and drought-proof source of recycled water for the Presidio that meets or
exceeds Title 22 standards for Disinfected Tertiary Recycled Water.” Secondary objectives include reducing
Presidio wastewater flows entering the City’s combined sewer system and in particular flows to the SEWPCP,
avoiding or minimizing adverse environmental and cultural resource effects, ensuring financial feasibility and
providing educational opportunities. The proposed action would maximize the capture and reuse of wastewater
on-site, reduce the amount of potable water consumed for non-potable uses and provide a high-quality, drought-
proof source of irrigation water. The project would aso substantially reduce the cumulative year-round
wastewater flows entering the City’ s combined sewer system, and in particular the City’s SEWPCP.

While the Commission correctly notes that the SEWPCP experiences combined sewer overflows (CSO) during
peak wet weather events, the Presidio’ s contribution to these flowsis minute. During a CSO event, the
SEWPCP can receive in excess of 300 million gallons of combined storm and sanitary sewer flows daily. The
Presidio’ s past, current and future contribution to these flows represents a fraction of one percent of the total
volume. Also because the Presidio has separate storm and sanitary sewers, flows from the park do not
experience the same type of surge during wet weather events which lead to the CSO events. While the City did
not comment on the Presidio’s contribution to CSOsin their letter, they previously asked the Trust to consider
on-site storage of Presidio flows during peak wet weather events, which isincluded as an operational component
of the proposed action. Aggressive water conservation practices and infrastructure repairs made by the Army,
the NPS and the Trust have a so substantially reduced the Presidio’ s contribution to the City’ s combined sewer
system both seasonally and on ayear-round basis. Although it is difficult to make a direct comparison between
the annual sewer flow data from before and after these various conservation measures and infrastructure
improvements were made (as occupancy rates have also varied), there is clearly a noticeable reduction. For
example, metering data indicated that total 1990 Presidio wastewater flows entering the City’ s system were
about 475 million gallons. In 2000, total annual flows were reduced to approximately 120 million gallons or
roughly one-quarter of the 1990 flows. By the end of 2020, once vacant buildings are rehabilitated and reused,
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projected flows will increase, but are never anticipated to reach 1990 levels. In fact, even without
implementation of an on-site water recycling system, 2020 flows are projected to be less than half of the 1990
flows.

In response to public comment, however, the Trust will give additional consideration to the opportunities for
year-round operation of the recycled water system. In particular, the Trust will formally revisit the concept of
direct discharge with both the NPS and relevant regulatory agencies, and further explore the environmental,
financial and regulatory issues surrounding the direct discharge option. The Trust isin the process of initiating a
feasibility study to examine theseissues. If constraints that were previoudly identified have changed such that
the concept now appears feasible, the Trust will complete the necessary NEPA review so that the Trust could
consider this option prior to or as part of Phase 2 of the project. Nothing being proposed as part of Phase 1
would preclude the Trust from pursuing this action in the future. Asapoint of clarification, while the
Commission correctly notes that the Trust pays approximately $100,000 per month in sanitary sewer chargesto
the City, these charges cover Presidio-wide discharges and would thus not be fully avoided under the direct
discharge option. Rather, these charges could be reduced by roughly 85%. With respect to the use of recycled
water for toilet flushing, please refer to Responses to Comments SC-5 and SF-9, and Section 2.4 of the EA. As
discussed in these responses, the Trust will also reconsider as part of Phase 2, opportunities to use recycled water
for toilet flushing in newly constructed buildings where feasible.

Response to Comment CAC-2:

The Trust has already provided National Park Service staff working on asimilar project at Fort Baker with a set
of project documents, and will gladly continue this exchange of information in the future.
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Fort Point and Presidio Historical Association

Response to Comment FPP-1:

The Trust appreciates the Association’ s feedback on the project, and its concurrence with the identification of
both the Trust’s preferred alternative (including the reuse of Building 1063 for the treatment plant) and the
adequacy of the mitigation measures identified in the EA in ensuring historic and cultural resource preservation.

Response to Comment FPP-2:

As part of the overall interpretive program for the project, the Trust will consider the Association’s suggestion
regarding the provision of information regarding Building 1063’ s role in the L etterman Hospital Complex during
World War I1. No decision has been reached about how and where to provide interpretive signs or other
information.

Response to Comment FPP-3:

Thereference in the EA to the range of potential treatment options for the surface of the underground storage
reservoir (e.g., parking, roadway surface or sodded) were provided as examples, and the final treatment will be
determined as reuse of area buildings proceeds. At present, the Trust is not advocating or proposing any
particular use of this space as part of the water recycling project. Thisinformation was provided in the EA
merely to disclose for the reader that future uses above the reservoir would be possible. Consistent with the
signed Presidio Trust Programmatic Agreement, public notice would be provided prior to any activity that could
adversely affect the cultural landscape.

Response to Comment FPP-4:

The Association’ s concurrence with the adequacy of cultural landscape mitigation is noted.

Response to Comment FPP-5:

The Association correctly notes that the EA erroneously references sites F-38 and F-44 under the discussion of
Alternative 1, Phase 2 — Mitigation Measure CH-1. Neither site F-38 nor F-44 would be affected by Alternative
1, and the EA has been corrected as reflected in the Errata Sheet presented in Attachment 3 to this FONSI.

Response to Comment FPP-6:

Conversion of the Main Post parade ground and possible changes in the parking and circulation within the Main
Post are not proposed as part of the water recycling project. Rather, these issues have and will continue to be the
subject of an open public planning process, which was initiated in April 1999 and subsequently deferred until
completion of the Presidio Trust Management Plan (updated land use policies for AreaB). The Trust will ensure
that full consideration of the environmental effects associated with these changes, including parking impacts, are
analyzed as necessary. With respect to the protection and long-term management of historic resourcesin this
area, the Trust will prepare an Archaeological Management Plan (AMP) for the Spanish Colonial site known as
“El Presidio de San Francisco.” The AMP will contain an inventory and evaluation of archival, architectural and
archaeological features associated with this site, identify the likely presence of other significant featuresin the
area, describe strategies for maintaining the site, contain standard operating procedures, establish programs to
increase public awareness of this archaeological resource, recover data of archaeological significance, and
provide for curation of archaeological collections and associated records. The AMP will be subject to peer
review by NPS, SHPO, the concurring parties and if deemed necessary by the Trust, other qualified personnel,
and will be completed within the next two years.
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Response to Comment FPP-7:

The Trust thanks the Association for its thorough review of the Presidio Water Recycling Project EA and looks
forward to working together in the future on other projects at the park.
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Urban Watershed Project

Response to Comment UWP-1:
The Trust thanks the Urban Watershed Project for its time and interest in the project.

Response to Comment UWP-2:

A range of treatment and disinfection technologies were initially considered, including sequencing batch reactor
with filtration, moving bed bioreactor with filtration, and fixed bed bioreactor with filtration. The submerged
membrane bioreactor filtration coupled with ultraviolet light for disinfection were selected as the preferred
technologies based on a variety of reasons including environmental consideration (i.e., the high level of water
quality that will be achieved, the substantial reduction in the use of chemicals, etc.) and the compact nature of
the system, which allows for the adaptive reuse of an existing building rather than requiring the construction of
new building. Please refer to Section 3 of the Presidio Water Recycling Project Plan (the plan document
accompanying the EA) for additional information. With respect to annual operations and maintenance costs,
submerged bioreactor membrane filtration is comparable (if not preferable) to other technologies and is
automated (thereby minimizing daily labor needs).

Response to Comment UWP-3:

The commentor’ s recommendation that the Trust consider atreatment system that provides for zero discharge to
the CCSF system, including the processing of solids, is noted. The project was sized to balance the production
of recycled water with the demand. Without a constant demand for recycled water, zero discharge to the CCSF
system would not be possible unless the Trust were able to directly discharge into receiving waters (please refer
to Response to Comment CAC-1 for afurther discussion of thisissue). The suggestion that the proposed system
include solids handling would result in construction of additional facilities and greater impacts within the
national park. The proposed scope and scale of the current project would not preclude further investmentsin the
future and represents a positive step towards sustainable practices by substantially reducing demand for potable
water and reducing flows to the City’ s combined sewer system.

Response to Comment UWP-4:

With respect to the Mason Street pipeline alignment, some connection to the National Park Service's existing
recycled water infrastructure would be needed. The connection point shown in the EA represents the location of
the existing turnout which was constructed by the NPS in anticipation of future recycled water service. As
discussed in the EA, the Trust will work cooperatively with the NPS and Doyle Drive project team to refine the
location of pipeline facilities to minimize potential conflict with other projectsincluding but not limited to the
Crissy Marsh Expansion, Doyle Drive Retrofit, and the Tennessee Hollow Restoration Project. Either Doyle
Drive or Mason Street or both are likely to cross under or above Tennessee Hollow, thus providing a corridor for
utilities such as the distribution pipeline envisioned by this project.

Response to Comment UWP-5:

Implementation of the proposed water recycling project would be subject to the Department of Health Service's
and Regional Water Quality Control Board' s regulations for the production and application of recycled water in
accordance with Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). Regular sampling of recycled water
would be arequirement of the Trust’s permit. The sampling would focus on the water produced by the treatment
plant, rather than existing water quality, to ensure that project water isin compliance with CCR standards. As
described in Section 3.3.2 of the EA, other requirements include actions to ensure the efficient application of
recycled water is consistently achieved including prohibition of surface runoff and over-irrigation, and
requirements to allow landscaped areas to dry between applications. In addition, the type of treatment
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technology proposed will produce water that meets or exceeds the highest quality standards for recycled water —
alevel of water quality that is currently being used elsewhere in California to recharge potable groundwater
aquifers. Please also refer to Response to Comment RWQCB-2 regarding the EA’ s characterization of existing
contamination, as well as Sections 3.3 and 3.6 of the EA.

Response to Comment UWP-6:
Refer to Response to Comment NPS -2 for further discussion of “other constituents.”
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Alliance for a Clean Water Front

and the Coalition for Better Wastewater Solutions

Response to Comment ACW-1:
The Trust appreciates the Alliance’ s support for the project.

Response to Comment ACW-2:

Please refer to Responses to Comments CAC-1, UWP-2, UWP-3, and SF-9 for adiscussion of year-round
discharge/expanded project, consideration of treatment technologies, and alternate uses for recycled water
including toilet flushing. With respect to the comments incorporated by reference from Bill Wilson's | etter,
please refer directly Response to Comment BW-1.

City Ordinances No. 390-81 and 391-91 require certain new construction and landscaping projects within the
City toinstall dua plumping in expectation of available recycled water. Notwithstanding the inapplicability of
these ordinances to federal property, nothing in these ordinances suggest that existing buildings be retrofitted
with dual plumbing, and such an effort would be costly, and could affect historic fabric. Nonetheless, the
commentor is correct that there are other potential uses of recycled water. For example, the EA acknowledges
that the City and County of San Francisco (e.g., Marina Green) may be considered as a potential future recycled
water user in the future should excess recycled water become available and there is an interest on the part of the
City to accept such services.

Response to Comment ACW-3:

The Trust concurs and shares the Alliance and associated groups’ desire to reduce flows to the City’ s Southeast
Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), and Section 1.2 of the EA reflects this fact. One of the project
objectivesis to reduce cumulative wastewater flows to the City’s combined sewer and in particular, those
leading to the SEWPCP. The project was specifically designed to maximize the capture and reuse of wastewater
flows that would otherwise be conveyed to the SEWPCP. Of the five locations within the Presidio where
wastewater is conveyed to the City’s system, one (the Presidio Main line) conveys roughly 85% of total park
flows. All of the flows from the Presidio Main line are treated at the SEWPCP, and the City and Trust meter
these flows and the Trust reimburses the City for the cost of these services. The proposed action would tap into
the downstream end of the Presidio Main to maximize the amount of wastewater captured for on-site treatment.
In addition to providing an on-site water recycling system, avariety of actions have aready been taken to
substantially reduce the amount of Presidio sewer flows entering the City’ s combined system. Projected 2020
flows — even without the proposed action —would represent roughly half of the total 1990 volume of flows.
With implementation of the proposed action, on-going infrastructure repairs and aggressive water conservation,
the Trust will actively pursue further reductions in these flows to the greatest extent practicable. Pleaserefer to
Response to Comment CAC-1 for additional discussion of thisissue.
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Sierra Club

Response to Comment SC-1:

The Sierra Club states that it believes the project objectives are clear, but that the description of project function
is not and goes on to provide an alternate narrative describing system operations including a series of graphics.
The Trust believes that Chapters 1 and 2 provide athorough description of both the existing water and
wastewater systems at the Presidio and relevant City systems (see Section 1.2.1), aswell as the water recycling
system operations including relevant factors that influenced the design of the proposed system (see Sections
221,222,223, and 2.2.4). The SierraClub’s comments are noted and included as part of the project’ s record;
however, the Trust does not believe changes to the project description in the EA are warranted.

The Sierra Club recommends additional uses of recycled water and continuous (year-round) treatment of
maximum quantities of wastewater. These issues are addressed below in SC-4 and SC-5, aswell as CAC-1 and
NPS-3. Nothing being proposed as part of Phase 1 of the project would preclude these actions in the future
should conditions change or additional study demonstrate approaches that make these options feasible.

Response to Comment SC-2:

The Sierra Club developed a*“ score card” to rate the proposed action’s performance in meeting a series of
modified project objectives. The score card includes as a project objective the Presidio’ s contribution to peak
wastewater flows and CSOs at the SEWPCP and evaluates an additional project component (year-round
discharge) advocated by the Sierra Club. Minimizing CSOs appears to be the underlying basis for the score
card, which breaks out the project’ s performance on a seasonal basis. Aspresented in Section 1.2.2 of the EA,
the primary objectives of the project are “...to reduce potable water demand, and the amount of potable water
consumed for non-potable uses (i.e., landscape irrigation) at the Presidio, and to provide a reliable and drought-
proof source of recycled water for the Presidio that meets or exceeds Title 22 standards for Disinfected Tertiary
Recycled Water.” Secondary project objectives include reducing Presidio wastewater flows entering the City’s
combined sewer system and in particular the City’s SEWPCP, avoiding or minimizing adverse environmental
and cultural resource effects, ensuring financial feasibility and providing educational opportunities. The
objective related to reducing flows at the SEWPCP was included as part of the project based on its proximity to
the Bayview/Hunter' s Point neighborhoods and the Trust’ s desire to minimize year-round nuisances associated
with its operation. Only the “ continuous operation” option, and reuse of an old storage reservoir in Phase 2 of
Alternative 2 were intended to reduce flows to the SEWPCP exclusively during wet weather when CSO events
occur. As proposed, the project maximizes the capture and reuse of wastewater on-site, reduces the amount of
potable water consumed for non-potable uses and provides a high-quality, drought-proof source of irrigation
water. The project would also substantially reduce the Presidio’ s contribution to cumulative wastewater flows
entering the City’ s combined sewer system, and in particular the City’s SEWPCP. While the Sierra Club
correctly notes that the SEWPCP currently experiences (and is permitted up to 10 annual) CSO events during
peak wet weather events, the Presidio’ s contribution to these eventsis very small (afraction of one percent) and
because the Presidio’ s stormwater system does not flow to the SEWPCP (unlike the City, where stormwater and
sanitary sewage systems are combined), the Presidio does not have the same contribution to the hugeincreasein
flows during a storm event. However, the Trust hasidentified avariety of options to effectively reduce peak wet
weather contributions to these flows and recognizes the benefits of further reductions. Please see Responses to
Comments CAC-1 and ACW-3 for further discussion of the year-round discharge/expanded project option.

Response to Comment SC-3:

The Sierra Club’ s opinion regarding its preference for Alternative 2 is noted for the record.
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Response to Comment SC-4:

The Sierra Club recommends that the Trust re-consider the potential for direct discharge to Tennessee
Hollow/Crissy Marsh, noting that year-round discharges would provide additional environmental benefits.
These issues are addressed under Response to Comment CAC-1 (also see Responses to Comments SC-2 and
ACW-3 regarding “social justice” issues.)

Response to Comment SC-5:

The use of recycled water for toilet flushing was initially considered but eliminated from consideration for the
reasons discussed in Section 2.4.3 of the EA. Additionally, as discussed in Section 2.2.2 of the EA, irrigation
currently makes up approximately half of the water demand at the Presidio and thus provides the greatest
opportunity for use of recycled water. Irrigation demand is also concentrated in specific areas around the
Presidio, making it more cost effective and less environmentally intrusive to construct infrastructure to distribute
the recycled water. See Section 2.4.3 of the EA and Responses to Comments NPS-3 and SF-9 regarding use of
recycled water at the LDAC project and retrofitting historic buildings with dual plumbing. In responseto public
comment on thisissue, the Trust plans to consider the feasibility of installing dual plumbing in any newly
constructed buildings along the water recycling distribution pipelines on a case-by-case basis.

Response to Comment SC-6:
Refer to Response to Comment CAC-1 that addresses the issues raised in this comment.

Response to Comment SC-7:

Comment noted.

Response to Comment SC-8:

The Sierra Club recommends that Building 1062 become the preferred site for the treatment plant based on its
smaller size than Building 1063 and the potential conflict associated with the Doyle Drive Retrofit Project.
Building 1063 was identified as the preferred site for multiple reasons including the ability to minimize effects
on historic fabric and the flexibility provided by its open floor plan. Although Building 1063 was initially
identified for removal in one Doyle Drive dternative, it is not clear that the building would require removal
based on more recent contacts with the Doyle Drive project team. See Response to Comment SFCTA-1 for a
more complete discussion of thisissue. Asdiscussed in Section 3.11.2 of the EA, the Trust will continue to work
cooperatively with the Doyle Drive team to address and resolve potentia conflicts. Although the Trust would
like to avoid any conflict with the range of possible Doyle Drive alternatives, it must also balance other multiple
demands including protection of historic resources and the provisions of Section 110 of the National Historic
Preservation Act involving reuse of historic buildings. Building 1062, while afeasible site for the location of the
treatment plant, has amore constrained floor plan and would require greater modification to the historic
structure. In addition, there would likely be a higher and better use for the structure given the location and style
of the structure. The Fort Point and Presidio Historical Association concurs with the identification of Building
1063 as the preferred building location for the treatment plant.
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Patricia Plunkett, San Francisco resident

Response to Comment PP-1:

Comments noted.
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Michael Cannon, San Fra

Response to Comment MC-1:

Comments noted.

ncisco resident

25



FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

ATTACHMENT 1: Public Comment

Bill Wilson, Santa Monica resident

Environmental Planning & Design LLC

Response to Comment BW-1:

The commentor, while acknowledging he had limited time for review of the EA, expresses a variety of opinions
regarding the project stating that the “ generalities and assumptions upon which they are based are extremely
limited” and recommends an alternative approach to the project. Specifically, the commentor recommends that
the Trust pursue a decentralized approach where individual treatment facilities would be constructed for a cluster
of buildings and the product water used in a self-sufficient manner at the buildings where the wastewater is
generated. He also questions the use of submerged membrane bioreactor filtration as the main treatment main
treatment process and the elimination of toilet flushing as a use for recycled water.

The concept of a building specific approach wasinitially considered, but was removed from further evaluation in
the EA. Thefollowing isasummary of the salient factors which were reviewed during this early evaluation. A
building-specific approach works well when the wastewater supply and recycled water demands are in close
proximity to each other and are roughly equal in size. At the Presidio, wastewater is generated from a variety of
sources distributed across the Presidio including single family residential, multi-tenant residential, small office
buildings, warehouses, and larger office buildings. Irrigation demands, which make-up approximately half of
the water demand on the Presidio, are concentrated in specific areas such as Crissy Field and the National
Cemetery. While a distributed approach could potentially be feasible on amicro-scale, it would not be
practicable in satisfying the larger concentrated irrigation demands and in capturing wastewater generated from
the variety of sources such as single family dwellings. With respect to integrating recycled water systemsinto
future projects, the Trust and National Park Service have already taken a proactive rolein this regard by ensuring
that irrigation system repair and replacement activities use purple pipe in anticipation of the future use of
recycled water. Pleaserefer to Sections 1.2, 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4.2 of the EA for additional discussion.

Theissues raised by the commentor related to treatment technol ogies, including the range of alternatives
considered, are addressed in Response to Comment UWP-2. For adiscussion of recycled water use for toilet
flushing, please refer to Responses to Comments SC-5 and SF-9. With respect to providing an integrated
approach to water resource management, the Trust concurs and continues to aggressively pursue sustainable,
practical solutions for management of the Presidio limited resources. As described in Section 2.2.2 of the EA,
water conservation is one of the cornerstones of this philosophy and would be actively pursued under any project
alternative. Another example isreflected in the Trust and National Park Service's recently adopted Presidio

V egetation Management Plan (VMP). The VMP represents a multi-year public planning and environmental
review process that established a comprehensive approach to the long-term management of park vegetation,
including landscaped areas. These guidelines were developed based on consideration of the factors suggested by
the commentor (i.e., rainfall, available water, geologic setting, landscape forms, etc.). Far from “dumping” into
the Bay or Bayview, the Presidio has reduced its flows to the City’ s sanitary system substantially (see Response
to Comment CAC-1), and is committed to improving stormwater quality at the park while maintaining or
reducing the amount of impervious surfaces over time.

The commentor concludes with arecommendation that the Trust extend the comment period for the EA to allow
for “aseparate effort by qualified experts’ to further consider the project. The very first step in the planning for
this project was an open public competition which was used to select a qualified engineering team to guide the
Trust in the development of the project. The team selected has considerable expertise in implementing water
recycling projects throughout the State of California as well as the country, and while the Trust appreciates the
commentor’ s opinions does not find a compelling technical reason to initiate a separate review. In responseto
public comment, the Trust has already extended the public comment period once and similarly finds no
compelling reason to extend the comment period again.
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Umted States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, San Francisce, California 94123

INREPLY REFERTO:

L54 (GOGA-PLAN) MAY — 6 2002

Craig Middleton

Presidio Trust

34 Graham Street

San Francisco, CA 94129

SENT VIA MAIL AND FAX (415) 561-5315

RE: Comments on the Environmental Assessment for the Presidio. Waler Recycling Project
Dear Mr. Middleton:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Environmental Assessment for the Presidio Water
Recycling Project. The National Park Service (NPS) has a vested interest in this project and
shares responsibility with the Presidio Trust (Trust) for ensuring that the resources of the
Presidio, as part of the National Park system, are protected for the enjoyment of this and future
generations as mandated by the Organic Act of 1916 and the authorizing legislation for the
Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). GGNRA is part of the Central California
Coast International Biosphere Reserve, as designated by the United Nations Educational,
Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), and is required preserve its diverse and
sensitive habitats. Recycled water is proposed for use in Area A and the project construction area
is adjacent to Area A, both managed by the GGNRA.

Federal agencies are required to demonstrate environmental leadership and the implementation of
sustainable practices, such as water recycling, to meet the goals of resource conservation.
Accordingly, the NPS commends the Trust for its plans to increase the conservation of scarce

potable water resources and “act as a model for responsible water use” (1994 Presidio GMPA,
p.53). .

The NPS met with the Presidio Trust during the public comment period to provide initial
comments and obtain clarification on specific sections of the document. The early coordination
was a fruitful exchange of ideas that yielded a course of action to address some of the NPS’s
concerns. The following comments identify issues that the NPS requests further clarification and
coordination to ensure that the project does not impact GGNRA resources.

.



Water Quality Protection and Biological Resources

Ome element ofthe proposed project is the use of recycled water to irrigate Crissy Field.
Watering Crissy Field with recycled water is a sustainable practice that merits investigation.
However, NPS has continued concern regarding the potential effect of recycled water on the
biological resources in Crissy Marsh. The water recycling permit the Trust must obtain from the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) is protective of human health and the liuman
environment, but is not based on protection of biological resources (e.g., aquatic organisms) or
on the policy of non-degradation. Emerging contaminants, salts, or other compounds from
irrigation may accumulate in tlie soil beneath irrigated areas at Crissy Field and may have the
potential of being flushed (via the underdrains during storm events) into Crissy Marsh or the Bay
and impacting biological resources.

This issue was discussed at length during the meeting with the Trust and Kennedy/Jenks
Consultants. The NPS acknowledges that there is a significant lack of information concerning
emerging contaminants and appropriate monitoring methodologies: Because this project will

occur on the periphery of groundbreaking research regarding reclaimed water use, the NPS
proposes:

e The Trust and NPS work together to evaluate data from the latest research on the effects of
conlaminants on aquatic organisms and similar marsh systems.

¢ Ifthe RWQCE determines the irrigation and underdrain system at Crissy Field meet the Title
22 requirements for recycled water application sites, the Trust will incorporate monitoring of
the water quality of discharge from Crissy Field underdrains into Crissy Marsh into their
annual monitoring program for the water recycling project. If the RWQCB determines the
site does not meet the requirements, the Trust and NPS will evaluate possible modifications
that would ensure protection of groundwater and surface water quality.

The NPS endorses the use of recycled water for irrigation and views this as a noteworthy
opportunity to conserve valuable resources. Yet, the NPS retains the ultimate authority to refuse
to irrigate with recycled water on a site by site basis if it deems, the recycled water could create a
negative impact to any park resources. )

Separately, the Best Management Practice (BMP) for Biological Resource Protection does not
fully protect against potential effects on wildlife. The EA should include a BMP that minimizes
the impacts to the animals meniioned in Section 3.4 of the document.

e BMP-4, 2.3, p. 2-23, should include the implementation of wildlife surveys conducted
immediately prior to construction and monitoring during the project operation.

Consérvation/Demand

NPS acknowledges that the Trust has been successfully reducing water demand at the Presi dio.
NPS encourages the Trust to document the specific conservation actions that appear to be
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common to each alternative, and to quantify the associated reduction in non-potable water
demand. o ’
Recycling wastewater is an important step in conserving water resources and this project
addresses requirements for conservation in the both 1994 General Management Plan for the
Presidio and in the Presidio Trust Implementation Plan. The project also assists the City and
‘County of San Francisco by reducing wastewater loads on the Southeast Water Pollution Control
Plant. Inrecent conversations, Trust staff have indicated that conservation efforts are
significantly decreasing the demand for potable water on the Presidio. However, the NPS
encourages the trust to provide for the use of recycled water in new construction and renovation.
It appears the Trust will re-examine more extensive uses for recycled water in Phase Two and the
NPS supports and encourages this future action.

e The NPS encourages the Trust to install dual piping when initiating or implementing new
projects, in particular the Letterman project.

s Asidentified in the GMPA (p.53) and in Phase Two of the project, the NPS encourages the .
Trust to ensure recycled water use on the cemetery.

Cultural and Historic Resources e

The EA discusses construction activity in areas where indigenous archeological sites may exist, as
well as how such sites would be treated if discovered. Many members of the Ohlone/Costanoan
community have demonstrated a sustained interest in the indigenous archeology of the Presidio
through several years of cooperative work with the NPS. The National Historic Preservation Act
requires Federal agencies to consult on projects, such as the Proposed Action, with Native
American communities that demonstrate such interest in their heritage. The EA does not indicate
that consultation with the Ohlone/Costanoan community has occurred.

« The NPS recommends the Trust undertake consultation with the Ohlone/Costanoan
community on this project.

Fducation/Public Affairs ]
The NPS suggests the Trust track the success of the project and educate the public about the
conservation efforts underway in the Presidio. There may be interpretive opportunities through

the use-of waysides or tours that meet the mission of the Trust and NPS to educate, as identified

in the 21st Century National Park Service education program. _—
Mitigation -:' '

. B : . |
The NPS encourages the Trust to carefully monitor the implementation of their Best Management. -_4-

Practices to reduce or avoid adverse environmental effects of the Proposed Action.

o
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e NPS recommends the Trust prepare a Mitigation Table and implement a mitigation

monitoring and reporting program to ensure responsible parties are executing appropriate
BMPs.

Erosion Control

Because potential erosion from construction activities may impact GGNRA resources, NPS
requests:

s
-

= Review of the implementing procedures or Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for erosion
and sediment control (BMP 1, 2.3, p. 2-21).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the EA. Please feel free to contact GGNRA it
Environmental Protection Specialist Jonathan Gervais at (415) 561-4841 with any questions.

Sincerely,
/
Brian O’ Neill
Superintendent
ce: Mai-Liis Barlling, GGNRA

Mary Scott, GGNRA

Rich Weideman, GGNRA
Nancy Hornor, GGNRA
Daphne Hatch, GGNRA
Tamara Williams, GGNRA
Henry Espinoza, GGNRA

~ e -l v e oo e e ~ e~ dameAan A A~



Winston H. Hickex Internet Address: http://www.swreb.ca.gov

California Reglonal Water Quality Contirol Board
San Francisco Bay Region

TR ST SRS e T TS e T RS Ak ST

; Gray Davi
Secretary for 1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400, Oakland, California 94612 Gaovernor
Environmental Phone (510) 622-2300 3 FAX (510) 622-2460
Protection

RWRCH
Date: May 3, 2002
File No. 2168.03 (Sv)

Ms. Allison Stone
Presidio Trust

34 Graham Street

San Francisco, CA 94129

Re:

Proposed Water -}Recyciﬁmg Project Environmenial Assessment (SCH# 208109206 8

Dear Ms. Stone:

We have reviewed the Environmental Assessment for the above referenced project and offer the
following commments. The project involves the construction and operation of a water recycling
system at the Presidio of San Francisco. Based on the information provided in the Environmental 1
Assessment, we offer the following comments. These comments are to advise the Presidio Trust

and the City of San Francisco of our concerns, so they may be incorporated into the planning and
design process at an sarly date. Regional Board Staff are available o work with the project

sponsor to develop a project in compliance with State water quality standards. =

The Assessment noted that there may be soil and groundwater contamination. Due tfo this
possibility predevelopment site investigation should inciude analysis of soils and groundwater fox

likely potential contaminants. Any contamination should be reported to the Regional Board and 2

other responsible agencies and remedied to state and local standards.

The NOP discloses that deep excavations on site may require dewatering. For any site dewatering
activity, whether or not there is soil contamination at the site, dewatering discharges may be
contaminated. Contaminated water should be discharged to the sanitary sewer, assuming
approval can be obtained from the sanitary sewer agency. If approval to discharge to the sanitary
sewer cannot be obtained and the water cannot be otherwise disposed of (e.g., as dust conirol for
water that has minimal contamination), then a Discharger should determine whether the discharge
can be covered under the Board's General NPDES dewatering permits, and should prepare the
requisite sampling, analysis, and treatment plans, submit the permit applications, etc. A discharger ,3
should allow sufficient time for preparation of plans and applying for the permit before beginning
a project.

If the water is tested and found to be clean, and if there is no history of contamination on the site
or on adjacent sites, the discharger should implement a sediment removal program as necessary 1o
ensure that water is clean prior to discharge to the storm drain, and check with the local

i1
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municipality tc ensure that the discharge will not cause flooding or other problems. Sediment
removal may not be necessary with cased wells.

The project may impact water quality by increasing pollutants in stormwater and altering the
hydrograph of the receiving water. A plan for both construction and post-construction project
design measures and other best management practices should be prepared. Best Management
Practices are required to reduce the amount of urban stormwater runoff, including pesticides,
metals, nutrients, and sediments in the runoff from the project site. Regional Board staff
recommend obtaining a copy of “Stast at the Source,” a site planning and design guidance manual
for stormwater quality protection. The manual provides innovative design techniques for
structures parking lots, drainage systems, and landscaping. This manual may be obtained at most
cities planning offices.

Regional Board staff also recommend the development and implementation of a long term Storm
Water Management Plan (SWMP) to protect water quality afier construction. Post-construction
stormwater concerns may inchide significant changes in the hydrograph of the receiving waters
caused by stormwater runoff, or discharge of pollution such as fertilizers, pesticides, petroleum
products and animal waste to a waterway., We encourage the use of innovative site designs that
reducs impermeable surfaces and incorporate BMPs to protect and treat stormwaier. These
considerations should be ncorporated info project design as sarly in the planning phase as
possibie.

The proposed deveiopment would disturb more than five acres of land during construction. It
must be covered under the State NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water
Associated with Construction Activity (General Permit). This can be accomplished by filing a
Notice of Intent (INOI) with the State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Quality.
Corpies of the General Permit and NOI can be obtained from the State Board’s web page,

ToA sk, oa, zov/sicrmviy/censtriction. biml, or by contacting the Board at (510) $22-2300.
The project sponsor must propose and implement conirol measures that are consistent with the

General Permit and with the recommendations and policies of the local agency and the RWQCB.

The EA stated that the project would have an impact on local wetlands. A Water Act (CWA)
Section 401 water quality certification is required for such impacts/aciivities, A CWA Section 404
Permit from the 1J.8. Army Corps of Engineers may also be necessary for projects involving
impacts to waters of the U.S. Work involving stream channels may require a Stream Bed
Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Game.

The Board adopted U.8. EPA’s Section 404(b)(1), “Guidelines for Specification of Disposai Sites
for Dredge or Fill Material,” dated December 24, 1980, in its Basin Plan for determining the
circumstance under which filling of wetlands, strearas or other waters of the State may be
permitted. The Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines prohibit all discharges of fill material into regulated

Califeraie Environmenial Projection Agency %




waters of the United Siates, unless a discharge, as propesed, constitutes the least environmentally
damaging practicable alternative that wiil achieve the basic project purpose. For non-water
dependent projects, including this project, the Guideiines presume that there are less damaging
alternatives, and the applicant must prove ctherwise to receive certification.

The Guidelines sequencs the order in which proposals shouid be approached: 1) Avoid - avoid
impacts to waters; 2) Minimize - modify project to minimize impacts to waters; and, 3) Mitigate —
once impacts have teen fully minimized, compensate for unavoidable impacts to waters. When it
is not possible to aveid water bodies, disturbance should te minimized. Mitigation for lost water
body acreage and functions through restoration or creation should only be considered after
disturbance has been minimized. Where impacts cannot be avoided, the creation of adequate
mitigation habitat to compensate for the loss of water body acreage, functions and values must be
provided,

Cumulative and indirect impacts of wetlands must also te prevented. Indirect impacts include
depositicn of sediments; erosion of substratum; additional water (flooding); reducsd water supph
i o ] X &/ dd s

or flows; creating a condition of pollution; shading; and watershed degradation.

In addition, the projest sheuld minimize erosion and conirol sediment during and after
construction. This shouid be done by developing and implementing an erosion control plan, or  _|
equivalent plan. " et
For further information about our regulations and requirements, please refer to the Gemneral
Lomments document, which discusses the Regional Board’s areas of responsibility, and which
should be of assistancs to the project sponsor.

S

If you have any question, please call John West at (510) 622-2438. g

Sincerely,

( ~] ]S
J

\ John West
— Environmental Scientist

E o)

Enclosure: Generai Commerts
Co: SCH# 2001092008

Cadifornia Envirownenial Protecticn Agency



»@ California Regional Water Quality Control Board

San Francisco Bay Region

‘Wiaston H. Hickox Internet Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov Gray Davis
Secretary for 1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400, Oakland, California 94612 Governor
Environmental Phone (510) 622-2300 » FAX (510) 622-2460
Protection

General Comments

The San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board or RWQCB) is
charged with the protection of the Waters of the State of California in the San Francisco Bay Region,
including wetlands and stormwater quality. The Regional Board is responsible for administering the
regulations established by the Federal Clean Water Act. Additionally, the California Water Code
establishes broad state authority for regulation of water quality. The San Francisco Bay Basin Water
Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) explains the Regional Board’s strategy for regulating water quality.
The Basin Plan also describes the range of responses available to the Regional Board with regard to

actions and proposed actions that degrade or potentially degrade the beneficial uses of the Waters of the
State of California.

NPDES

The Federal National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Program, established by
the Clean Water Act, which controls and reduces pollutants to water bodies from point and nonpoint
discharges, regulates water quality degradation. In California, the program is administered by the
California Regional Water Quality Control Boards. The Regional Board issues NPDES permits for
discharges to water bodies in the San Francisco Bay Area, including Municipal (area- or county-wide)
Stormwater Discharge Permits. (9

Projects disturbing more than five acres of land during construction must be covered under the
State NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity
(General Permit). This can be accomplished by filing a Notice of Intent with the State Water Resources
Control Board. An NOI and the General Permit can be obtained from the Board at (510) 622-2300. The
project sponsor must propose and implement control measures that are consistent with the General
Permit and with the recommendations and policies of the local agency and the RWQCB.

Projects that include facilities with discharges of Storm Water Associated with Industrial
Activity must be covered under the State NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water
Associated with Industrial Activity. This may be accomplished by filing a Notice of Intent. The project
sponsor must propose cortrol measures that are consistent with this, and with recommendations and
policies of the local agency and the RWQCB. In a few cases, the project sponsor may apply for (or the
RWQCB may require) issuance of an individual (industry- or facility-specific) permit.

The RWQCB’s Urban Runoff Management Program requires Bay Area municipalities to develop
and implement storm water management plans (SWMPs). The SWMPs must include a program for
implementing new development and construction site storm water quality controls. The objective of this
component is to ensure that appropriate measures to control pollutants from new development are:
considered during the planning phase, before construction begins; implemented during the construction
phase; and maintained after construction, throughout the life of the project.

impacts and Mitigation Measures




In general, if a proposed project impacts wetlands or Waters of the State and the project
applicant is unable to demonstrate that the project was unable to avoid adverse impacts to wetlands or
Waters of the State, water quality certification will be denied. 401 Certification may also be denied
based on significant adverse impacts to wetlands or other Waters of the State.

Storm Water Quality Control

Storm water is the major source of fresh water to creeks and waterways. Storm water quality is
affected by a variety of land uses and the pollutants generated by these activities. Development and
construction activities cause both site-specific and cumulative water quality impacts. Water quality
degradation may occur during construction due to discharges of sediment, chemicals, and wastes to
nearby storm drains or creels. Water quality degradation inay occur after construction is complete, due
to discharges of petroleum hydrocarbons, oil, grease, and metals from vehicles, pesticides and fertilizers
from landscaping, and bacteria from pets and people. Runoff may be concentrated and storm water flow
increased by newly developed impervious surfaces, which will mobilize and transport pollutants
deposited on these surfaces to storm drains and creeks. Changes in runoff quantity or velocity may cause
erosion or siltation in streams. Cumulatively, these discharges will increase pollutant loads in creeks and
wetlands within the local watershed, and ultimately in San Francisco Bay.

To assist municipalities in the Bay Area with complying with an area-wide NPDES Municipal
Storm Water Permit or to develop a Baseline Urban Runoff Program (if they are not yet a co-permittee
with a Municipal Storm Water Permit), the Regional Board distributed the Staff Recommendations for
New and Redevelopment Control for Storm Water Programs (Staff Recommendations) in April 1994.
The Staff Recommendations describe the Regional Board’s expectations of municipalities in protecting
storm water quality from impacts due to new and redevelopment projects, including establishing policies
and requirements to apply to development areas and projects; initiating appropriate planning, review,
approval, and inspection procedures; and using best management practices (BMPs) during construction
and post-construction.

Project impacts should be minimized by developing and implementing a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). A SWPPP is required by the State Construction Storm Water General Permut
(General Permit). The SWPPP should be consistent with the terms of the General Permit, the Manuai of
Standards for Erosion & Sedimentation Control Measures by the Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG), policies and recommendations of the local urban runoff program (city and/or county), and the
Staff Recommendations of the RWQCB. SWPPPs should also be required for projects that may have
impacts, but which are not required to obtain an NPDES permit. Preparation of a SWPPP should be a
condition of development. Implementation of the SWPPP should be enforced during the construction
period via appropriate options such as citations, stop work orders, or withholding occupancy permits.

Impacts identified should be avoided and minimized by developing and implementing the types
of controls listed below. Explanations of the controls are available in the Regional Board’s Erosion and
Sediment Control Field Manual, available from Friends of the San Francisco Estuary at (510) 286-0924,
in the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association’s ( BASMAA’s) Start at the Source, and
in the California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks.




Chemical and Waste Management

The project should minimize impacts from chemicals and wastes used or generated during
construction. This should be done by developing and implementing a plan or set of control measures.
The plan or control measures should be included in the SWPPP. The plan should specify all control

measures that will be used or which are anticipated to be used, including, but not limited to, the
following:

» Designate specific areas of the site, away from streams or storm drain inlets, for storage, preparation,
and disposal of building materials, chemical products, and wastes.
e Store stockpiled materials and wastes under a roof or plastic sheeting.

8 Store containers of paint, chemicals, solvents, and other hazardous materials stored in containers
under cover during rainy periods.

o Bern around storage areas to prevent contact with runnff.

o Cover open dumpsters securely with plastic sheeting, a tarp, or other cover during rainy periods.

» Designate specific areas of the site, away from streams or storm drain inlets, for auto and equipruent
parking and for routine vehicle and equipment maintenance.

s Routinely maintain all vehicles and heavy equipment to avoid leaks.

o Perform major maintenance, repair, and vehicle and equipment washing off-site, or in designated and
controlled areas on-site.

® Collect used motor oil, radiator coolant or other fluids with drip pans cr drop cloths.

@  Store and label spent fluids carefully prior to recycling or proper disposal.

» Sweep up spilled dry materials (cement, mortar, fertilizers, etc.) immediately--do not use water to
wash them away.

o Clean up liquid spills on paved or impermeable surfaces using “dry” cleanup methods (e.g.,
absorbent materials, cat litter, rags) and dispose of cleanup materials properly.

o Clean up spills on dirt areas by digging up and properly disposing of the soil.

o Xeep paint removal wastes, fresh concrete, cement mortars, cleared vegetation, and demolition
wastes out of gutters, streams, and storm drains by using proper containment and disposal.

Post-Construction

The project shouid minimize impacts from poliutants that may be gzenerated by the project
following construction, when the project is complete and occupied or in operation. These pollutants may
include: sediment, bacteria, metals, solvents, oil, grease, and pesticides, all of which are typically
generated during the life of a residential, commercial, or industrial project after construction has ceased.
This should be done by developing and implementing a plan and set of control measures. The plan or
control measures should be included in the SWPPP,

The plan should specify all control measures that will be used or which are anticipated to be
used, including, but not limited to, the source controls and treatment controls listed in the Staff
Recommendations. Appropriate control measures are discussed in Attachment A of the April 1994
Regional Board Staff Recommendations and summarized in the following tables:

e Table 2: Summary of residential post-construction BMP selection
a Table 3: Summary of industrial post-construction BMP selection
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Allison Stone

Presidio Trust

34 Graham Street

P.O. Box 29052

San Francisco, CA 94129-0052

Subject: Proposed Water Recycling Facility
SCH#: 2001092008

Dear Allison Stone:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Environmental Assessment to selected state agencies
for review. The review period closed on May 7, 2002, and no state agencies submitted comments by that
date. This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements (j/
for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the

ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Sincerely,

\j(/\ﬂ7 W
Terry Roberts
Director, State Clearinghouse

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812~3044
916-445-0613 FAX 016-323-30I8 www.0pr.ca.gov
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Document Detatlis neport
taie Clearinghcuse Daia Bass

SCH# 2001092008
Project Title Proposed Water Recycling Facility
2ad Agency Presidio Trust
Type EA Environmental Assessment
Description Proposed storage facilities would generally be sized to accommodate the maximum daily capacity of
the proposed plant, providing operational flexibility and reliability and supplementing treatment capacity
during peak demands. Based on the existing and projected wastewater flows and demand for recycled
water, it is anticipated that the ultimate plant capacity could be up to 500,000 gallons per day (gpd).
Lead Agency Contact g
Name Allison Stone
Agency Presidio Trust
Phone 415-561-5300 Fax
email
Address 34 Graham Street
P.O. Box 29052
San Francisco State CA  Zip 94129-0052

City

Project Location

County

City

Region

Cross Streets
Parcel No.
Township

San Francisco
San Francisco

Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

Project Issues

Drainage/Absorption; Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Toxic/Hazardous;
Water Quality; Landuse; Cumulative Effects

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Department of Parks and Recreation;
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission; Caltrans, District 4; Department of
Health Services; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 2; Native American Heritage
Commission; State Lands Commission

Date Received

03/25/2002 Start of Review 03/26/2002 End of Review 05/07/2002
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‘ State Clearinghouse
Gray Davis ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT Tal Finney

INTERIM DIRECTOR

GOVERNOR
DATE: April 29, 2002
TO: Allison Stone
Presidio Trust
34 Graham Street
P.O. Box 29052
San Francisco, CA 94129-0052
RE: Proposed Water Recycling Facility

SCH#: 2001092008

This is to acknowledge that the State Clearinghouse has received your environmental document
for state review. The review period assigned by the State Clearinghouse is:

Review Start Date:  March 26, 2002
Review End Date: May 7, 2002

We have distributed your document to the following agencies and departments:

Caltrans, District 4

Department of Fish and Game, Region 3
Department of Health Services

Department of Parks and Recreation

Native American Heritage Commission
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 2

Resources Agency
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission

State Lands Commission

The State Clearinghouse will provide a closing letter with any state agency comments to your
attention on the date following the close of the review period.

Thank you for your participation in the State Clearinghouse review process.

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
916-445-06I1 FAX 9I5-323-30i8 WWW.0pr.ca.gov
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April 29, 2002
100 Van Ness Avenue
25th Floor S
San Francisco, CA 94102 MS‘ AthOI'l StOHC
el 415572450 The Presidio Trust
el =) LA~
Fax: 415-522-1829 34 Graham Street
E-mail: .
i, 65 San Francisco, CA 94129
Website:
wWww.sicta.org . . .
. Re:  Comments to the Drafl Environmental Assessment for the Presidic Water

COMMISSIONERS: Recycling Project

Dear Ms. Stone:
Tom Ammiano

Chair Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the March 2002 Draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) prepared for the Presidio Water Recycling Project. This letter
Gerardo Sandoval constitutes our comments.
Vice Chair
S
Overall, the EA does not address the continuous planning and coordination efforts of
Chris Daly the Doyle Drive project team and the Presidio Trust with regard to land use and
transportation planning in this corridor. The Presidio Trust has served as an active
Matt Gonzalez cooperating agency in work underway for two years to complete an environmental
Impact statement and report for the Doyle Drive Replacement Project. The Doyle
. Tony Hal Drive planning team has carefully considered proposed Presidio planning activities
but until recently had no information regarding the proposed Presidio Water
"Recycling Project. A
Mark Leno
The EA does not contain sufficient information to identify the effects the Presidio
Sophie Maxwell Water Recycling Project may have oo Doyle Drive replacement alternatives. The
reconstruction of Doyle Drive is included in the approved Regional Transportation
Jake McGoldrick Plan and has been included in Presidio planning since the 1994 General Management

Plan Amendment. Comprehensive technical studies for Doyle Drive are nearing

. conclusion and have been fully coordinated and shared with the Presidio Trust.
Gavin Newsom

The proposed water-recycling reservoir is approximately 80 feet in diameter and 20

Aaron Peskin feet in depth. All alternatives for the reservoir site it near the Girard/Gorgas
intersection that will be constructed in four of the six Doyle Drive alternatives.
Leland Yee Some of the pipe routing at Lincoln Boulevard is located in an area identified for

tunnel construction in four out of the six Doyle Drive alternatives. The EA also

identifies Building 1063 as the preferred location for the treatment facility; however,

this building has been identified for removal in Doyle Drive Alternative 3b (Tunnel
José Luis Moscovich under Halleck, Signalized Marina Access). W

Executive Director




" Ms. Stone
April 29, 2002
Page 2

The EA implies that construction of Phase 1 including the reservoirs, recycling facility and piping
in the Letterman area would begin immediately following environmental clearance. As proposed,
the water-recycling project will increase costs for the Doyle Drive project by requiring the taking,
reconstruction or protection of recycling project components. Further, construction of the water-
recycling project may influence the selection of a Doyle Drive preferred alternative. The EA must
provide additional information to fully disclose the full range of impacts. The EA indicates that
several Doyle Drive alternatives will cause the removal of historic structures, but provides no
information on the potential conflicts and incompatibilities between the water recycling project
and planned replacement of Doyle Drive. These conflicts principally occur in the Gorgas,
Birmingham, Girrard, Mason, and Lincoln areas.

The EA indicates that effects on groundwater flow are not significant. No data and no analysis are
provided to support this conclusion. There is no information and little discussion of potential
impacts from the dewatering needed to construct the reservoirs. Effluent from dewatering would
be discharged into the sanitary sewer as part of the Presidio’s existing Industrial Discharge
Permit. In earlier comments on Doyle Drive hydrogeologic testing, the Presidio Trust expressed
great concemn over groundwater contamination. If such concern exists for groundwater testing
activities, it ought to exist for proposed dewatering activities.

The water-recycling project should be reconfigured to avoid conflicts with and impacts to the
currently planned Doyle Drive Replacement Project and to avoid the need to remove or
reconstruct project components. The San Francisco County Transportation Authority will be
pleased to work with the Presidio Trust in developing a more compatible reservoir project.

Sincerely,

ey
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Maria Lombardo A

Deputy Dirfggor/— Plans & Programs

cc: CHRON
JLM, LSa, PW
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MAIN NUMBER DIRECTOR'S OFFICE  ZONING ADMINISTRATOR ~ PLANNING INFORMATION COMMISSION CALENDAR
 $54-6d PHONE: 5386350 PHONE: 558-637 INFO: 556-6422
4TH FLOOR $TH FLOOR MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL INTERNET WEB SITE
FAX: 3586426 FAX: 558-6409 FAX: 55K-5991 WWW.SFGOV.ORG/PLANNING
May 6, 2002
Alison Stone, Environmental Planner S¥
Presidio Trust
34 Graham Street

P.O. Box 29052
San Francisco, CA 94129-0052

Dear Ms. Stone: -

On behalf of the City and County of San Francisco, { am pleased to provide you with comments on the
Presidio Water Recycling Project Environmental Assessment (EA). This letter and attachment are j,
comunents from staff of the San Fruncisco Public Utilities Commission and the Sun Francisco Planning
Department. We support efforts by the Presidio Trust to develop on-site reclamation/treatment of sanitary
sewage to address the Presidio’s long-term water supply issues, but we would like to see the proposed
program expanded to meet more of the Presidio’s recycled water needs. J

Recycled Water Use -
The projected recycled water use will meet only half of the Presidio’s potential future needs. We
recommend that the Presidio consider expansion of their recycled water program to include a satellite
facility near the southern border of the Presidio property where the SFPUC has a sanitary sewer transport ?__
facility. The recycled water program could be expanded to include dual plumbing in new and remodeled ‘
facilities and irrigation of the Presidio Golf Course implementing measures to protect the Lobos Creek
water. These recommendations are discussed in more detail in the attached letter from the SFPUC.

!

Land Use & Policy Consistency
The EA states, “Lacking any jurisdiction, the City has not developed any site specific plans for the
Presidio property.” The San Francisco General Plan designates the Presidio as “P” for Public Use. a
designation that both describes the Presidio as a national park and limits site uses were it ever to be sold
by the federal government. The General Plan does not include site-specific plans for the Presidio; 3
however it does contain guidelines for development of the site in the Recreation and Open Space
Element, Citywide System Policy 5. These guidelines promote the preservation of the Presidio’s natural
and historic setting and recommend no additional housing be constructed on the Presidio; that new
construction be limited to replacement of existing structures within existing development areas; that
development in shoreline areas be removed to areas with less public use potential; that vegetation
management plans maintain 2 balance between forested areas und native vegetation communities; and that =
the recreational trail system be maintained and improved.
B
Archeological Resources
The EA concludes that both Alternatives would have less-than- significant impucts on archeological i
features because the proposed project would comply with the PA. In the case of accidental archeological L\
discoveries this would be compliance with Stipulation XIV of the PA and in the case of an unavoidable
effect on a significant archeological resource this would be in compliance with Mitigation Measure CH-1,
which would apply the data recovery provisions of the PA. Is the Presidio Trust Programmatic
Agreement in effect? If this PA has not been finalized, then it does not provide a basis for mmgatxon or
the treatment of expected historic properties under Section 106.

\4



-

The EA states that Phase 2 of both Aliernatives “could adverscly affect...predicted historic and
prehistoric archeological features.” However, the EA concludes that the project “would not have 4
significant or adverse impact on archeological features,” where these adverse effects were unavoidable, if
Mitigation Measure CH-1 were implemented. Mitigation Measure CH-1 would require “data recovery”
in accord with the provisions of the PA. The mitigation of an adverse effect to an archeological resource
through data recovery does not avoid an adverse effect to the resource since data recovery itself is a
destructive activity. Changes made to the 1994 Section 106 regulations removed the “research exception”
to the Criteria of Adverse Effect.

The EA’s assessment of potential effects on archeological resources is incomplete. Under the provisions
of the Presidio Trust Programmatic Agreement (PA), the proposed project would require preparation of
an Archeological Management Assessment and Monitoring Program (AMA/MP) for areas of
archeological sensitivity. The AMA/MP would determine “whether archival research, subsurface coring
or trenching, and/or test excavations are required prior to ground disturbance” (Stipulation XIII (B)). The
EA appears to require only monitoring in the areas of expected resources. However, the PA stipulates the
preparation of an AMA/MP in aress of archeological sensitivity and allows monitoring as an
archeological strategy only in special cases (where the surface is obscured by paving, fill or
“archeological testing cannot reasonably be accomplished™).

The discussion concerning potential effects to archeological resources from the construction of the
Recycled Water Storage Reservoir is unclear and the conclusion that “no impacts to archeological
features are expected, providing the reservoir excavation does not exceed the footprint of the landfill
remediation” appears to be unsupported. There is no identification of what archeological resources
(prehistoric or historic) may be present within the area of effect of the proposed reservoir tanks. It is
implied that the area of remediation is excluded from the assessment of effect under Section 106. Section
800.5 (a)(2)(ii) states that “hazardous material remediation” is an adverse effect if it is not consistent with
the Secretary’s standurd for the treatment of historic properties (36 CFR part 68) and applicable
guidelines for the identification, evaluation, and treatment of archeological properties.

Noise

In the discussion under Operational Noise Effects, noise from two 150 hp pumps and one 50 hp pump
was conservatively estimated at 53 dBA, which would exceed the standards of the San Francisco Noise
Ordinance, vhich restricts fixed source noise impinging on a residential land use to 50 dBA during the
night. This impact was considered loss-than-significant because the ambient nighttime noise level in the
vicinity of (54 dBA) also exceeds allowable standards due to surface traffic on Doyle Drive. Caltrans
and the San Francisco County Transportation Authority are examining various alternatives for Doyle
Drive, and expect to publish a Draft environmental impact report on these alternatives in September 2002.
Environmental review for these alternatives would include measures to mitigate traffic noise impacts to
meet the San Prancisco Noise Ordinance siandards. The Environmental Assessment for the water
recycling project should acknowledge the potential for ambient noise levels to be lower with the
reconstruction of Doyle Drive.

Cumulative Effects

The Environmental Assessment states that construction of the Water Recycling facility could occur
simultaneously with development of the Letterman Digital Arts Center. A Construction Traffic
Management Plan (CTMP) would be developed for both projects and would ensure that activities are
coordinated. We recommend that the Department of Parking and Traffic (DPT) review the CTMPs in
advance of their implementation and that the construction contractor(s) meet with the Traffic Engineering
Division of the Department of Parking and Traffic, the Firc Department, and MUNI to determine feasible
measure to reduce (raffic congestion, including potential transit disruption during construction. On-going
communication with DPT be maintained throughout the construction period.

2




- Again, we appreciate the opportuaity to provide our comments on the Environmental Assessment. Please
call me at (415) 558-5977 if [ can answer any questions regarding these comments, or if I can supply any
information to-assist your staff.

Sincerely,

Va
aul Maltze
Environmental Review Officer

cc. Supervisor Leland Yee
Joan Girardot, Chair, Presidio Neighborhood Representative Work Group
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TO: Ms. Nannie R. Turrell
Willo L* Brown, Jr Major l:m'rlromnental Assessment '
Mayor San Francisco Department of Planaing
Ann Moller Caen ) .
President FROM: Michael Carlin, Manager
&, Dennis Normandy
Ashak Kumar Bhatt 1 . P
Aabuic e DATE:  May 2, 2002
[ ! a5 E . :
G%‘,,"glgﬁ,g’,',%’;?, RE: Comments on Presidio Water Recycled Project, Environmental Assessment

After review of the Presidio Water Recycled Project, Environmental Assessment, March
2002, the SFPUC/Planning Bureau submits the following comments and questions for
inclusion in the City of San Francisco’s response to the document.

Water Consetvation Practices

The San Francisco Public Utilitics Commission (SFPUC) has 2 long history in water
conservation and as The Presidio Trust is one of its retail water customers, the SFPUC fI
would like to suggest that The Presidio Trust strengthen its conservation program. For

additional information or assistance with water conscrvation measures, please contact
Ms. Kimberley Kaox, SFPUC Water Conservation Administraror at (415) 923-2473.

Recycled Water Use ‘ —t-

Upon implementation of the preferred alternarive, it is estimated that the projected recycled
water usc will be 84 mgd in the year 2020, This represents 54 percent of the estimated

154 mgd of potential sanitary - sewage flows in the Presidio (Table 2-1, p. 2-4). As The
Presidio Trust has the raw warer available to increase the size of its recycled water facilities,
why is the recycled water program not sized w produce larger flows?

E After build-out of the proposed alternadve, The Presidio Trust will still be meeting moce :
than 50 peteent of its irrigatdon demand with potable water. This does not appear to be a %
good water management strategy. The SFPUC has a large sanitary sewer transport facility ;
near the southern border of Presidio property. This facility could supply raw water to
expand the proposed recycled warcr program to areas where the Presidio Trust may not
generate sufficicnt taw water to support  satellite plant. Inclusion of a satellite facility could
help 1o climinate the aeed to condnue to irrigate with potable water upon the completon of
the proposed project. What are the factors that preclude increasing the amount of recycled
water produced and used by the year 20202 o

Since there will be considerable new coastruction, includirg the new Digital Arrs Center as C\
well as remodeling oceurring in the Presidio, recycled water use needs to be considered for
purposes other than irrigation. During construction or renovaton, the inclusion of dual
plumbing would be an appropriate way to increase recyeled water use fot wiler flushing,




Ms, Naanie R. Turrell -

May 2, 2002
Pagc‘:’Z of 2

cooling towers, ornamental fountains, etc. The SFPUC recognizes the need to maintain the
historical integrity of landmatk structures; however, if the renovation of these facilitics
includes grades to the plumbing, then dual plumbing for recycled water should be required
in these buildings.

The Presidio Golf Course is 1 good candidate for irrigation with recycled water, The
Presidio Trust should consider working with the Department of Health Scrvices on its
Domestic Water Supply Permit to eliminate the prohibition of teeyeled water use at the
Presidio Golf Course. Therc are measures that can be implemented to assurc that run-off
from the Golf Course does not comc in coatact with Lobos Creek water.

Lobos Creck has 2 minimum flow requircment of 0.5 mgd. Has The Presidio Trust
investigated the feasibility of blending recycled watcr with ereek water downstream of the
water treatment plant intake in an effort to maintain creék flows while preserving water
quality for potable use and ¢nhancing the warershed habitat?

i




Golden Gate National Recreation Area and Point Reyes National Seashore
CITIZENS

ADVISORY COMMISSION CAC/

Building 201, Fort Mason, San Francisco, CA 94123

May 10, 2002

Presidio Trust

c/o Allison Stone =
34 Graham Street

San Francisco, CA 94129

Re: Presidio Water Recycling Project
Environmental Assessment Dated March 2002

Dear Ms. Stone:

This Commission strongly supports the Presidio Water Recycling Project’s
Preferred Alternative, but we also encourage the Trust to operate the Recycling Plant in a
manner not explored in the Environmental Assessment, namely year-round at full
capacity.  Year-round operation at full capacity will likely save the Presidio a
considerable amount of money as well as significantly reduce inputs to San Francisco’s
overtaxed septic treatment system. Year-round operation at full capacity enhances both
environmental and economic sustainability.

During summer irrigation months, the Preferred Alternative operations reduce 4"
Presidio’s flows to San Francisco’s Southeast Treatment Plant by 90% by using recycled
water for irrigation. Wastewater treatment costs paid to San Francisco are likewise
reduced by 90% during summer irrigation months. However, during the winter, when
irrigation needs are low, each of the Preferred Alternative’s operational scenarios
discharge virtually all of the Presidio flows to the Southeast Plant, incurring costs of
about $100,000 per month. Furthermore, this Southeast Plant overflows during winter
storms and releases partially treated wastewater into San Francisco Bay, which impacts
the nearby Bayview-Hunters Point community.

Both the National Park System and the Presidio have good neighbor policies that
seek to reduce impacts on neighboring communities, as well as on adjacent natural
habitats. The GMPA and PTIP promote, and the Letterman EIS requires, water
conservation and reclamation. Therefore, the Commission encourages year-round full
capacity operation of the Recycling Plant in order to reduce discharges to the Southeast
Plant by 90% in both summer and winter. Compared to each of the Preferred W

Richard Bartke, Chair - Amy Meyer, Vice Chair - Michael Alexander - Susan Giacomini Allan - Gordon Bennett
Anna-Marie Booth - Betsey Cutler - Paul A. Jones - Redmond Kernan - Yvonne Lee - Doug Nadeau - Trent Orr

T ennin Raherte . Mannie Dadani . Tead Dadeimians . Nane Qidan . Taha T CQuelos . Odene Wasloe A4 ™



_ Presidio Trust
May 10, 2002
Page 2

Alternative’s operational scenarios, year-round full capacity operation will incur
additional winter plant operating costs, but these are far more than offset by the 90% that
year-round full capacity operation avoids in treatment costs paid to the Southeast Plant.
Year-round full capacity operation would cwrently result in net operational savings of
nearly one-half million dollars per year. Assuming plant operating costs and San
Francisco’s septic treatment costs remain constant at projected buildout, net operational
savings would increase to nearly one million dollars per year. Since at buildout San
Francisco’s septic treatment costs are likely to rise much more steeply than plant
operational costs, net operational savings at buildout could be significantly more than one
miilion doiiars annualiy.

Year-round full capacity operation of the Recycling Plant results in significant
savings, both current and projected. '

There are also significant environmental benefits from year-round full capacit,
operations. The Recycling Plant’s tertiary-treated water is clean enough for bathing per
Title 22. The Commission believes that all winter uses of tertiary-treated water,
including discharge, are environmentally preferable to sending Presidio flows to the
Southeast Plant, which discharges them as secondary-treated water at best, and as
partially treated overflows at worst. Year-round operation would likely require additional
capital expenses to enable beneficial winter use of the tertiary-treated water; however, the
significant operational savings would likely allow a reasonable return on capital. These
significant savings would also allow earlier implementation of the Preferred Alternative
Phase Two, which would save additional potable water from irrigation use.

Possible beneficial uses of tertiary-treated water during the winter should include
both discharge and re-use. It may be feasible to re-use tertiary-treated water to flush
toilets in new buildings or historic rehabilitated buildings near already planned irrigation
mains. Toilets using recycled-water could significantly reduce potable water use as well
as significantly reduce winter discharges to the Southeast Plant. Water produced by the
Recycling Plant that is not feasible to be re-used in the winter should be beneficially
discharged as tertiary-treated water, rather than sent to the Southeast Plant for discharge
as secondary-treated water. Beneficial discharge of unused tertiary-treated water assures
that the entire current winter treatment cost of one-half million dollars can be saved,
whether the water is re-used or not.

A study should be undertaken as soon as possible to determine the most feasible
winter uses, including beneficial discharge, for the Recycling Plant’s tertiary-treated
water. The study of beneficial discharge sites should include Tennessee Hollow, Crissy
Marsh, San Francisco Bay and the Pacific Ocean. If the most feasible sites for beneficial
discharge do not include Tennessee Hollow or Crissy Marsh, then additional studies
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May 10, 2002
Page 3

should be undertaken to weigh the educational and biological value of discharge at those
sites against their additional costs.

In order to more clearly encourage year-round elimination of discharge to San
Francisco’s sewer system, the disposal option (EA pg 4-4) should be included in the EA’s
Alternative Recycle Water Use Area and Uses (Section 2.4.3). Furthermore this Section
should include an additional statement that specifies that future consideration of the
Toilet Flushing and the Disposal options will begin immediately.

In summary, the Commission believes that year-round operation of the Recycling

Plant enhances both the economic and the environmental sustainability of this Project in 2

particular and the Presidio as a whole. §

1

—

We also encourage the Trust to share information with GGNRA about this

Project, since GGNRA is planning a similar project at Fort Baker. -

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Environmental Assessment.

_,.7 5
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{ ,RichaPRkBartke, Chairman
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May 1, 2002

The Presidio Trust
c/o Ms. Allison Stone
34 Graham Strest
San Francisco, CA 94129
Subject: Comments on Presidio Water Recycling Project Environmental )
Assessment

Dear Ms. Stone:

The Board of Directors of the Fort Point and Presidio Historical Association has
reviewed and discussed the subject Environmental Assessment and presents the following
comments for the Presidio Trust’s consideration.

We concur in the selection of Alternative 1 as the preferred alternative. It would
protect the Presidio’s historical and archeological resources and its cultural landscape to a
much greater extent than would Alternative 2. Phase 2 of Alternative 2 could adversely
affect the cultural landscape and historic fabric of the Presidio, particularly with respect
to trails, cobbled walkways and steps, and the historic forests, as well as the archeological
resources at the Fort Winfield Scott Ordnance Storage and Shops and Battery McKinnon-
Stotsenberg. In addition, the mitigation measures for the impacts on the archeological
resources at F-38 (the Fort Winfield Scott Ordnance Storage and Shops) and F-44
(Battery McKinnon-Stotsenberg) (EA pp. 3.5-10-11; 3.5-12-13), which “could be limited
to field recordation and collection during construction [and] appropriate levels of
documentary research,” appear inadequate. Alternative 1 would also avoid the impacts
on the historic forest and cultural landscape arising from the proposed pipeline corridor
between Infantry Terrace and Washington Boulevard under Alternative 2, Phase 2.

Furthermore, the additional $290,000 capital cost of Alternative 2 (EA Table 2-3,
p. 2-20) is unwarranted. The 500,000-gallon treated water storage capacity stated in
Alternative 1, Phase 1 provides 100,000 gallons more than the capacity stated for
Alternative 2, Phase 1. Accordingly, the larger capacity of the new reservoir proposed in
Alternative 1 obviates the need for the stated benefit of an additional 100,000-gallon

capacity resulting from the proposed rehabilitation of the 1897 reservoir under Phase 2 of
Alternative 2.

We also concur in the selection of Building 1063 as the preferred alternative site
for the water recycling plant. Of the historic buildings under consideration, this site

Precidin af Can Brannicnn Malifaeniao Q4170 DN RAv 10142 Tal . 1418001 01072




Ms. Allison Stone -2- May 1, 2002

appears to involve the least impact. Unlike the alternative sites at Buildings 1040 and
1062, the preferred alternative site at Building 1063 does not require that “interior and
exterior features . . . be further evaluated” “in order to avoid significant and adverse
effects.” In addition, although the theatre in Building 1062 is “non-historic,” its removal
is inconsistent with the Presidio Trust’s “sustainability” goals. This theatre should be
retained as a possible venue for cultural and historical presentations.

We recommend that, as part of this project, an outdoor display be installed at the
proposed water recycling plant site interpreting the history of Building 1063 as a medical
supply warehouse and explaining its role as part of the Letterman Hospital Complex in
World War II.

The Environmental Assessment’s description of the proposed underground -
storage facility states that the “reservoir roof would be designed so that it is buried below
earth fill and sodded, or used for another use, including parking or as a roadway.” (EA,

p. 2-11.) The introduction of a green space 80 feet in diameter (EA Figure 2-2, p 2-10) at
either proposed location would be inconsistent with the character of the surrounding area,
and the other uses mentioned in the above-quoted sentence may adversely affect the
cultural landscape of this area. Accordingly, we request that public notice and an
opportunity for public comment be given before the design of this aspect of the project is
undertaken.

g

—

Mitigation Measure CH-2 for Alternative 1, Phase 2 confines pipeline alignments
along Kobbe Avenue, Lincoln Avenue and Ruckman Terrace “to the existing asphalt
road prism” and requires that the “final design of the project components be reviewed by
a Trust cultural landscape specialist prior to construction to ensure that cultural
landscapes are adequately protected.” (EA, p.3.5-11.) These measures appear adequate
to avoid adverse effects on the cultural landscape of these areas.

‘With respect to Mitigation Measure CH-1, we certainly agree that the Presidio -
Trust should avoid archeological features; and we trust it will fully implement the
provisions of 36 CFR 800 and the Programmatic Agreement where such avoidance is
infeasible. The references to “F-38 and F-44 in the 1993 NHL” in the discussion of
Mitigation Measure CH-1 (EA, p 3.5-11) for Altemative 1, Phase 2 is puzzling as neither
the Fort Winfield Scott Ordnance Storage and Shops site nor Battery McKinnon-
Stotsenberg is included in the description of adversely affected archeological resources
for this project alternative. (EA p. 3.5-10.) This matter requires clarification inasmuch as
the Environmental Assessment appears to indicate that only Alternative 2, Phase 2 would =
impact these archeological resources.

Finally, we have noted that the proposed project takes into consideration the
projected water demand arising from “the possibility that the historic [Main Post] parade
ground could be converted from the existing asphalt parking to turf.” We have also noted
that Phase 2 in both alternative proposals would include a pipeline extension to carry
recycled water to the parade ground. (EA, p.2-6; Figure 3.4-1.) Representatives from
our Association have previously expressed our concern that Main Post District planning
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Ms. Allison Stone -3- May 1, 2002

is proceeding in a contextual vacuum. That is, the Presidio Trust’s publicized proposed
plan for the physical layout of the Main Post, which is the most historically sensitive area
of the Presidio, does not include any discussion of how the Presidio Trust intends to use
the Main Post’s buildings and facilities to interpret its history to the public and fails to
consider the fact that most of the parade ground was historically used for utilitarian
purposes. Cultural presentations and other events designed to draw large audiences to the
Officers’ Club will necessitate substantial and conveniently located bus and car parking.
Thus, the Environmental Assessment’s conclusion that “there is substantial available
parking in all planning districts” (EA 3.7-2) may prove problematic in the Presidio
Trust’s planning for the future of the Main Post if the parade ground’s asphalt is
converted to turf.

We appreciate your providing us an opportunity to comment on this Environmental
Assessment. We look forward to working with the Presidio Trust in the planning of
future projects that may affect the Presidio’s unique cultural landscape and its rich
historic and archeological resources.

Very truly yours,

:;7;"‘“‘" ///,, /W

Diane L. Hermann
President

cc: Craig Middleton, Acting Director, Presidio Trust
Cherilyn Widell, Presidio Trust Preservation Officer
Hans Kreutzberg, California Office of Historic Preservation
Holly Fiala, Director, Western Region, National Trust for Historic Preservation
Ric Borjes, Chief, Cultural Resources and Museum Management, GGNRA
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URBAN WATERSHED PROJECT

2532 Lake Street

San Francisco, California 94121

Phone 415.876.1804 Fax 415.876.1805
Email dkern @kernsite.com

May 7, 2002

Presidio Trust

Allison Stone

34 Graham Street

San Francisco, CA 94129-0052

Subject: Comments on Presidio Water Recycling Project, Environmental Assessment,
March 2002

Dear Ms. Stone: 'j

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Presidio Water Recycling Project,
Environmental Assessment, March 2002.

\...}

We find the document clear and well-written. Many of the topic areas we wanted to see
have been explored. We hope that you will find our comments constructive and
supportive. If you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact me at
(415) 876-1804.

Sincerely yours,

Doug Kemn
Executive Director



Ccmments

e DPg.2-9 Recycled Water Treatment Facility. The Trust has selected a submerged -T
membrane bio-reactor for biologic treatment and filtration. What other alternatives
were considered and why did the proposed alternatives not consider alternative 9”
treatment technologies, rather that the only the storage alternatives? We understand
that this treatment technology carries considerable annual maintenance.

e Pg. 2-8 Basic Components of the Proposed System. Sustainability is given as one of
the prime relevant policies for conducting this project. UWP supports this concept.
However, a more sustainable system would also treat the sludge instead of
discharging this material back into the CCSF system for processing at the Southeast 5
Treatment Plant. The Trust should consider a complete processing system with zero
discharge to the San Francisco system, so that the additional Presidio waste stream is
not directed to the Southeast community. The reasons for rejecting a complete J
processing system alternative are not included.

o Figure 2-4. Under the two alternatives considered, a portion of the Phase I piping
system is shown parallel to Mason Street, in conflict with the future Tennessee
Hollow restoration project. While the Tennessee Hollow project is mentioned several A'
times in the document', this piping layout and its potential conflicts with an ongoing
Trust project is not mentioned. This inconsistency with other ongoing projects and
plans should be explained or a piping system alternative layout should be considered,
given the likely future requirements of the Tennessee Hollow project.

e Section 3.3-1 Water Quality. This section states that water quality has been affected
by historical activities and that water quality has been degraded. The environmental
assessment should indicate the type and amount of degradation and to which 5
particular water bodies, both surface water and ground water. This kind of
information would be essential as baseline information to understand whether the
application of recycled water was negatively impacting water resources. While the
document does suggest that the Trust would monitor nitrogen/nutrient levels in the
recycled water, and acknowledges that there are surface and groundwater monitoring
programs underway, a better mitigation measure would identify a surface and
groundwater monitoring program that will be implemented specifically tailored for
this project. Such a monitoring program would identify locations, a suite of
constituents and the frequency of monitorin g.2

e Pg. 3.3-10 Other Constituents. This project has laudable sustainability goals. The
other possible constituents in recycled water mentioned in this section are troubling.

It appears that the Trust is willing to take the risk that these other constituents will not (9
pose a potentially significant and possibly irreversible threat to Park natural
resources. What monitoring or research activities can the Trust employ to mitigate
against potentially damaging affects of recycled water application before they are
entirely irreversible?

{1

A

1§

' pg. 3.11-2 “Once complete, the restored creek corridor would connect to the Crissy Marsh in north”

? The Urban Watershed Project is conducting water quality monitoring activities at the Presidio. UWP has
historically commented on water quality issues at the Presidio and is professionally qualified to make this
comment. However, the comment should not be construed to suggest that UWP is seeking an employment
opportunity. The information in this footnote is supplied in the best interests of full disclosure.

Page 2 of 2
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The Sitance for A Cloan Waterfromd

May 8, 2002

PRESIDIO TRUST

C/0 Allison Stone

34 Graham Stirest

San Francisco, California 94129

Phone (415) 561-5300 Fax (415) 561-5315

RE:. PRESIDIO WATER RECYCLING PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Dear Ms. Stone,

Thank you for extension so that | could submit my comments on the Presidio’s
Recycled Water Project.

The Alliance for a Clean Wateriront is a coalition of representatives from
environmental. neighborhood and civic groups in San Francisco, who are concerned
about water and wastewater issues. Our members include San Francisco Tomorrow,
BaykeeperWaterkeepars, The Golden Gate Audubon Society, Citizens for a Better
Environment. ARC Ecology, The Coalition for Better Wastewater Solutions,

the Sunset Community Demaocratic Club, and the Urban Watershed Project. Several of
our groups work on Bayview/Hunters Point issues and have both membership and
leadership from that neighborhood. In addition we work closely with the Bayview
Community Advocates - a Bayview-based community organization that works on
environmenta! and 10b 1ssues in that neighbarhood.

As the City develops or retrofits its old wastewater system, our goal is to urge the
adoption of the most sustainable, cost-effactive methods for dealing with wastewater.
Additionally an equally high priority is to achieve a more anvironmentally just
wastewater system Since the 70’s, most of the burden of the wastewatsr system has
been shifted 1o Bayview Huntars Point.

We applaud the fact that the Presidio Trust is taking its charge of responsibility for
sustainability seriously. Within the City, this proposal is in the forefront of the effort to
develop a source of recycled water. Unfortunately, it also reveals how far behind the
City of San Francisca is on this issue.

The problem with this proposal is that it does not go far enough. Technically and

politically it falls short of true sustainability. The true goal should be zero
dizcharge.




On technical grounds, a renewed effort shouid be made to to examine
the feasibllity of zere discharge.

Given the relatively small amount of wastewater and the vast amount of land and
nearby shore. total reuse should not be hard to achieve. Additional efforts should be
made to find the additional reuses for the raclaimed water. As Bill Wilson, an
environmental planner and designer of decentralized recyclad water system has
stated in his letter to you, he beliéves there are a number of assumptions that limit this
proposal and that deserve re-examination - including the fusibility of retrofitting of
historical building for reuse and groundwater and bay recharge. Additionally
according to City ordinance (the number of which escapes me at the moment),
buildings that nave been retrofitted are required to accept recycied water, pending the
availability of a source Thare should an investigation of nearby potential reusers to
whom the Presidio could be a supplier.

{n addition there is the question about how your consultants arrived at the decision to
use a membrane bio-reactor. Whatever was involved in the decision-making should
be released and reviewed. |t may be that other decantralized technologies are more
appropriate and cost-effective for the situation.

We strongly urge you to take Bilt Witson's advise seriously and convena a raview
group that includes a number of alternative wasiewater expeits. In specific we urge
you to to request of the City the ability to put this proposal before the SFPUC's
Technical Review Commitiee. This body of independent wastewatsr experts includes
some of the mos3t highly recognized experts in the field. There are experts on recycling,
wetlands, wastewater systems, and regulations. We believe this opportunity should
not be wasted and the Presidio should take the time necessary and avail itself of this
additional experrise n order to explore what Is truly feasible.

=

in addition the principle of sustalnability includes soclal Impacts - and —
that includes the principie of environmental justice.

The Bayview community has shouldered the lion's shiare of the burden of the
wastewater infrastructure. This is the view of ali of the Bayview Hunters Point
community . all of our member groups, and a host of other civic and neighborhood
groups across the City It is also the view of a majority of the Board of Supervisors,

A rasolution was passed unanimously in 1988, by the Board, acknowledging this
disproportionate burden and calling on the PUC to do a timely and comprshensive
study of alternative methods for dealing with our wastewater burdens in order to begin
io correct this historic injustice. Such a policy should lead to actual REDUCTIONS of
wastewater flows 10 Bayvisw. Arguments in this document that Presidio flows ara only
a small fraction of the total burden do not wash. It is the same argument made by
every new or retrofitted development. Achieving the goal of redistributing the
wastewater burden will be by a combination of big and small steps. A series of small
steps add up Fverv opportunity should be explored. This is especially true of the %
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Presidio, where sustainability is one of its goals. The Presidio could lead the way by
becoming the first development to step up to the plate and declare that for reasons of
sustainability and environmental justice, they will be a zero discharge, maximum reuse
project.

I was glad to hsar that the Trust had asked the consultants to look at the hypothetical
possibility that they may in the future be constrained from putting wastewater into the
City's combinec system. Though not surprised, we were dismayed that the PUC did
not also encourage you to pursue the same goal. While the City may have informed
you that there was no explicit legal mandate (presently) on the horizon that would
enforce that policy it was disingenous of the PUC to not inform you that there is a large
contingent ot environmental and community groups who are and have been explicitly -
urging such a policy - i.e., no more sewage to Bayview.

In addition | am a bit surprised that no one on the staff of the environmental
assessment team is swars that this is one of the major issues in the City with regards
to the waste2water system. | know for a fact that one of the most outspoken leaders of
Bayview, Ms. Espinola Jackson, spoke out on this issue at a hearing on tha presidio
plans. (again. in the rush | am unable to pin down the date, but | actuaily swa here on
Channel 35 speaking to this issus). In addition, members of the ACW submitted
comments on the PTIP and spoks of the snvironmental justice issue and the goal of
zero discharge

Again, we applaud the Presidie for its efforts in this area but strangly urge you 1o
consider this a dreft and continue the effart to examine fully the options in this area.
The Presidio has the opporiunity to lead the way in the City: to be totally self-sufficient,
maximize beneficial reuse, delivar the first source of recycled water in the City, and be
the first new devsloper to recognize the issue of environmental justice and do
something abour it We hope you will step up to the charge and seize the oppartunity.

Sincerely,
/YY\ Ehoved;s s
JeifiMarmer

Co-chair of the Sewag® and Stormwater Committes
for The Alliance for a Clean Waterfront

260 Riplay
San Francisco, Ca. 94110
jeffmarmer@igc.org
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In reply please contact:

Sierra Club Presidio Committee
Becky Evans, Chair

S U T 1474 Sacramento St.
San Francisco, CA 94109

May 9, 2002
Ms. Allison Stone
The Presidio Trust

34 Graham St. _
Presidio of San Francisco, CA 94129 -

Re: Presidio Water Recycling Project Environmental Assessment
Dear Ms. Stone:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Environmental Assessment. Our summary
major recommendations are:

* Clarify in words and diagrams how the Presidio Water Recycling Project (“the Project,”)
functions and how well it achieves its objectives.

* Restore and implement direct discharge options which were excluded in scoping to create
the most beneficial uses for tertiary disinfected recycled water in the wet season. These
include discharge to the Crissy Field tidal marsh, Tennessee Hollow, San Francisco Bay 3
and the Pacific Ocean. Study issues of concern: salt and nutrient concentration, and
pharmaceuticals in wastewater, and provide appropriate mitigations.

* Establish a dual plumbing program, as a better use of recycled water than disposal,
particularly disposal to sewers. Exempt buildings only case by case.

« Estimate potential cost savings from not sending wet season sewage to San Francisco’s
treatment plants, and the costs of direct discharge and dual plumbing infrastructures.

* Include opportunities for construction of wastewater distribution lines when planning other
projects, such as the restoration of Tennessee Hollow, which will require the moving of
sewer lines.

* Make the better-constructed Building 1062 the preferred site for the recycling plant, and

- avoid possible conflicts with the best design solutions for Doyle Drive.

Clarify how the Project functions
and how well it achieves its objectives.
To comment helpfully on this Environmental Assessment, reviewers must be able to determine the j,
extent to which the Project meets its objectives, and have a clear picture of how each option would
function.

L 4



Sierra Club comments on Presidio Water Recycling Project
May 9, 2002
page 2

The Project’s objectives and policies are well stated. Unfortunately, the EA is unclear on how the
Project functions. It has taken us several weeks of study, analysis and collection of additional
information to understand how important systems actually perform, and their consequences.

Objectives and Policies. The Project objectives are laudable: reduce potable water demand and
the amount of potable water used for landscape irrigation and other non-potable uses; provide a
reliable and drought-proof source of disinfected tertiary recycled water for the Presidio that meets
or exceeds Title 22 standards; reduce Presidio wastewater flows entering San Francisco’s
combined sewer system; reduce the Presidio’s contribution to cumulative flows affecting the
operation and proximity of the San Francisco Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (“SF
Southeast”).! In addition, the Project must comply with policies of the 1994 GMPA and Draft
PTTP Planning Principle 23 to implement, promote and demonstrate conservation practices,
including energy conservation, water conservation. Use reclaimed water wherever possible;”
and is required by the Letterman EIS.

How the Project works (Dry Season). Sewage from almost all of the Presidio’s buildings is
collected in existing sewers and flows to the Letterman area, where it would enter the Project’s
Water Recycling Plant (“the Plant™). There, most of the liquid effluent would be treated to a very
high tertiary disinfected standard, stored, and distributed as irrigation water. Residues would be
pumped into San Francisco’s combined sewer/stormdrain pipes, where they would flow to the San
Francisco Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (“SF Southeast™), given secondary treatment,
and pumped into the bay.

The Plant would be sized to treat the amount of sewage which the Trust expects would be produced
by the park’s maximum population. A nearby tank would store up to 500,000 gallons of treated
water, the amount needed for an average day’s irrigation needs in the driest month. Distribution of
the water for irrigation would roughly equal to the amount of treated water available. Initially, the
park’s modest population would produce 200,000 gallons per day (“gpd”), to irrigate Letterman
and Crissy Field. Seven to 10 years later, the increased supply of sewage available would produce
500,000 gpd of recycled water, and the distribution pipes would be extended to the Main Post, the
cemetery, and Fort Scott.

Wet Season. Since there is little or no demand for irrigation during the wet season, the Plant
would operate differently. In what the EA calls the Seasonal Treatment Plant Operation option, the
Plant would simply be shut down during the wet months. Any minor periodic irrigation would be
provided by potable water from Lobos Creek. All sewage would be sent directly to SF Southeast.
During large storms, when SF Southeast is overwhelmed with more sewage and stormwater than it
"EA, page 1-3, 1-4.

*EA, page 3.2-4; GMPA, page 52; Draft PTIP, page 55.




Sierra Club comments on Presidio Water Recycling Project
May 9, 2002
page 3

can process, the excess sewage overflows into San Francisco Bay. The Presidio’s sewage would
contribute to this overflow, which is called a CSO.

In the very misleadingly named Continuous Treatment Plant Operation option, the Presidio
Recycling Plant would actually operate at a minimum level, while sending most of the Presidio’s
raw sewage to SF Southeast. This option would allow the Plant to supply any minor irrigation
needs, slightly reducing the demand for potable water. Of greater importance, the Plant would be
on standby when a big storm arrives and could be fairly quickly brought to full operation. Instead
of sending sewage to the overwhelmed SF Southeast plant, the Presidio Recycling Plant would
process 500,000 gallons of disinfected tertiary recycled water and store it in the adjacent tank. The
following day, unable to use the recycled water for irrigation, and with more sewage arriving, Plant
operators would face a choice. If the CSO has passed, the storage tank would be drained into the
city’s sewer line, where the recycled water would mix with raw sewage and flow to SF Southeast.
There it would be treated to secondary standards and discharged to San Francisco Bay.

If the CSO is still overwhelming SF Southeast, the recycled water would remain in the storage tank
and the Presidio’s sewage would bypass the Recycling Plant and flow directly to SF Southeast,
contributing to raw sewage flows to the bay.

These processes are diagrammed in Exhibits A, B, C and D. We have used clearer titles to describe
the wet season operating options: Shutdown Operation in place of Seasonal Treatment Plant
Operation, and Standby Operation in place of Continuous Treatment Plant Operation. We
recommend use of these titles in the EA.

Exhibit E diagrams how the addition of our recommended ways to dispose of disinfected tertiary
wastewater would allow the system to reduce flows to SF Southeast in the wet season. |
The Scorecard. Our performance scorecard (Exhibit F) analyses how well each option is likely to
achieve the Project’s goals under the different operating conditions. It demonstrates excellent to
good performance in the dry season, and failure to poor performance in the wet season and during
CSOs. The final column shows excellent/good performance when our recommended disposal
options are added.

The supply of sewage available for recycling is relatively steady year round. Unfortunately,
irrigation was the only disposal (demand) option to survive the EA’s scoping process. There is no
demand for irrigation in wet months. Thus, with no demand for its disinfected tertiary recycled
water in wet months, the Trust’s choices are '
* to shut down the Plant and pay San Francisco to take the untreated sewage, or
* to make recycled water during CSO events, store it for a day in hopes that the CSO has
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passed, then pump it to the SF sewer system where it becomes (expensive) raw sewage, and
pay San Francisco to treat it to the far lower secondary standard and dispose of it in San
Francisco Bay.

These wet weather operations continue to send raw sewage to SF Southeast, particularly during
CSOs, and at best wastefully and expensively buffer for one day the impacts on San Francisco Bay
and the Bayview District. They fail to meet the GMPA and Draft PTIP’s “overarching
goalsdescribing sustainability, reducing the reliance on outside resources, maximizing conservation
and efficiency, and becoming more self-sustaining.’ The Sierra-Club recommends that the
Preferred Alternative be modified so that the Plant operates year round, supplying high quality

recycled water for the most beneficial needs. P

Comment on Alternative 2. The EA offers a second alternative, making the Letterman-area
storage tank slightly smaller and, after seven to 10 years, retrofitting a small old storage reservoir in
the western part of the Presidio to which recycled water could be pumped. Implementation of this
alternative would avoid CSO impacts on the SF Southeast plant and the Bayview District. During
storm conditions of any duration, tertiary recycled water could be continually sent from the western
reservoir to San Francisco’s Oceanside Sewage Treatment Plant. Alternative 2 has one benefit: it’s
definitely better for the Bayview District. It has slightly higher capital costs, significantly higher
operating costs, wastefully dumps high quality recycled water back into San Francisco’s sewers for
much dirtier secondary treatment and discharge to the ocean, and takes up to a decade to implement.
It is far less desirable than the following alternatives we recommend.

Restore and implement direct discharge options to
create the most beneficial uses for all tertiary
disinfected wastewater.

Direct discharge to Crissy Field tidal marsh and Tennessee Hollow was rejected in scoping’
because of “[t]he availability of other measures to effectively... reduce wet weather flows to the
CCSF system.” Sliplining sewers is a given for sustainability. As our analysis shows, other
measures only reduce some peak wet weather flows. Other opposition came from the National
Park Service, whose document we have not seen. We understand that there are concerns about
possible dissolved pharmaceuticals which might affect benthic organisms, and concentrations of
salts and nutrients which are not removed from disinfected tertiary. wastewater. We support
additional studies of these issues if justified, and appropriate remediations. At the same time, we
note that disinfected tertiary recycled water is certified clean enough for body contact and use on
food crops. The alternative is to discharge the same contaminants as part of far dirtier secondary

*EA, page 3.2-6.
*EA, page 2-26-7.
‘EA, page 2-26.
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wastewater into San Francisco Bay. We note that it is bay waters which flow through the tidal
marsh, and that one of the reasons for reestablishing this tidal marsh is its ability to filter impurities
from runoff. Creating an estuarine system for the Crissy Field marsh has exceptionally high
biologic and educational value in a facility which was designed to emphasize both. Finally, we note
the social justice impacts of sending raw sewage to the Bayview community, particularly when
CSOs permeate the area with sewage backups and odors. Thus, we recommend that direct
discharge be restored as an objective of the EA and actively pursued. If discharge to the Crissy
Field tidal marsh or Tennessee Hollow proves infeasible, direct discharge to San Francisco Bay or
the Pacific Ocean should be pursued; their benefits are fewer, but much better than the Preferred
Alternative.

Establish a dual plumbing implementation program =

as part of the EA.

Toilet flushing was rejected because of the costs and impacts of installing dual plumbing systems in
historic buildings. We disagree with this categorical rejection. Almost all of the park’s historic
buildings require extensive rehabilitation which typically includes replacement of waste lines. New
construction should also be dual plumbed, including the LDA project. The park’s sustainability
goals would be better served by a policy decision to only exclude buildings from a dual plumbing
program on a case-by-case basis, such as buildings scheduled for removal or which are remotely
sited so that connection to the recycled water distribution system is infeasible. We recommend
such a policy be part of the EA.

Provide potential cost savings from not sending wet L
season sewage to San Francisco’s treatment plants, and
the costs of direct discharge and dual plumbing
infrastructures.

The costs of direct discharge infrastructure or dual plumbing may easily be covered by savings in
sewage disposal fees. We understand that the Trust pays San Francisco an average of $100,000 a
month to take untreated sewage while Plant operating costs will be $27,000 a month. The wet
season is four to five months long. Rehabilitation of San Francisco’s sewer system, seriously
deteriorated because of age and lack of maintenance, is expected to at least double sewer charges
within a few years. Elimination of wet season sewage to SF Southeast could make $800,000 to $2’
million a year available for recycled water infrastructure extensions.

Include opportunities for construction of recycled
water distribution lines when planning other projects
which require the moving of sewer lines.
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Dual plumbing of buildings and extension of recycled water distribution lines can be separately
scheduled. Significant cost savings could be achieved by anticipating opportunities to extend
wastewater distribution lines when other projects require the moving of sewer lines. Examples: the
restoration of Tennessee Hollow and the rebuilding of Doyle Drive.

Make Building 1062 the preferred site
for the recycling plant.

We recommend the appropriately sized Building 1062 as the Plant site. The EA’s preferred site,
Building 1063, is larger than needed and its construction is poor quality for housing an expensive
treatment facility. The club’s long involvement in the Doyle Drive process gives us great concern
that use of Building 1063 could have significant impacts on the best design solution for a new
Doyle Drive.

We compliment the Trust for its careful attention to detail in avoiding construction and operation
impacts, and use of Best Management Practices.

Sierra Club Presidio Committee
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Chair

Prepared-by Michael Alexander, (415) 441-6700.
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Populated buildings Wet Months
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. ‘ ‘ : - \] Standby Operation: Storm Overflow (CSQ)

| * No irrigation demand (it's raining).

) Y e Day 1, CSO: Presidio treats and stores recycled
: Lobos ) - water for one day. No addition to SF overflow.
TP S R ARV Creek 57 ~ * Day 2,CSO ended: Presidio pumps recycled
~

water to SF; it remixes with sewage.
* Day 2, CSO: Presidio sewage bypass adds to SF

Bypass (wﬁen sfarage fan/r /s fu/ }

‘?!ﬁ'htr'w-".'i’*aﬁ‘m‘-;f&= o

;.3 sewage overflow to bay.
g ' A by T A R e G A SRE LR
7 Y D\ A Ah
o B - Eseian & & q & &
£
B M » . b - =L
2 8 Presidio Recycling Plant
’? Storage Tank Irrigation Sites
? — Unused % (1 day capacity)
r —
: . Key
-8F sewage 8 Overflow (plant beyond treatment capacity)
o) e, e g A : T e S e Untreated sewage
0 o ‘
& i : Secondary wastewater
(4] Y
£ ol § ;
@ e z% Disinfected tertiary recycled water
IR ; ?g [ ] Potable water
= il — . 5 )
- PR % ) Closed connection
§ == iDe si
T ————, - = (Pipe sizes not to scale)
”; .‘.'% - b,
i o
L S s B G st Pl SIS - ST I i i.uid:V A A A4

SF Southeast Treatment Plant

Exhibit D



Populated buildings

Presidio Recycling Plant
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Sludge residue to SF Southeast

Exhibit E
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SCORECARD: how well do the Presidio Water Recycling Options

Exhibit F
meet the project’s objectives and reduce costs?
Dry Season Wet Season Storm Overflows Wet Season & CSO
: . . (CS0) with Recommendations
Shutdown or Shutdown S’tandb‘y Shutdown Standby Direct Disposal to Crissy Field
Standby Operation |Operation Cperation Operation Operation tidal marsh or Tennessee Hollow,
Objective and Toilet Flushing
Reduce potable EXCELLENT. All |POOR. Minor PW |POOR. Same as Wet |[POOR. No irrigation [POOR. Same as [[EXCELLENT. All available tertiary
water (PW) demand available recycled use for irrigation. PW |Months Shutdown demand. PW used for |Wet Months wastewater replaces PW.
and amount of water replaces PW.  |used:for flushing, all flushing, all other Shutdown.
potable water used other non-potable non-potable uses.
uses.
for landscape
irrigation and non-
potable uses .
Provide reliable, EXCELLENT. FAIL. Norecycled |[GOOD. Recycled [DOESN’T APPLY. |DOESN'T EXCELLENT.
drought-proof water available even |water available for No irmigation needed. [APPLY. No
source of tertiary - for minor irrigation  |minor irrigation uses. . irrigation needed.
disinfected water uses:
Reduce Presidio EXCELLENT. FAIL. Plantclosed; |[POOR. Almostall ‘|FAIL. Plantclosed; |POOR. Almost all [EXCELLENT. All recycled water
wastewater flows = ||Maximum wastewater |all flows to SF. sewage sent untreated |all flows to SF. effluent sent to SF  [jused on site. Only the residue
entering San ... * flused onsite. to SF. eventually. component sent to SF for treatment.

Franclsco's system

Reduce Presidio’s |
contribution to peak
flows to SF
Southeast and. :
overflows to. . -
Bayvlew District. -

DOESN’T APPLY.
No peak flows in dry
months.

FAIL. Plant closed;
all flows to SF.

POOR. Recycled
water recombined
with sewage and sent
to SF Southeast.

FAIL. Plant closed;
all sewage contributes
to SF overflows.

POOR. Presidio
can withhold one
day’s contribution
to CSO. Must send
it following day
even if CSO
continues.

GOOD. Residue component could
still flow to SF Southeast during CSO.
EXCELLENT if a small (~50,000
gal) residue holding tank is added to
the Project.

Cost benefits..

GOOD. Reduces PW
purchases from SF.
Minimizes sewer
charges from SF.

FAIL. Minimizes
operating costs but
maximizes big sewer
charges from SF.

POOR. Increases
operating costs.
Nearly maximizes
sewer charges from
SF.

FAIL. Minimizes
operating costs by
maximizing big sewer
charges from SF.

FAIL. Maximizes
operating costs.
Maximizes sewer
charges from SF.

GOOD. Reduces PW purchases from
SF. Minimizes sewer charges from
SF.
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Stone, Allison _ PP

From: Patricia Plunkett [paplunkett@hotmail.com]

Sent:  Tuesday, May 07, 2002 11:12 AM {m@ @V

To: waterrecycling @ presidiotrust.gov \;{:-;7

Subject: public comment- recycled water
To Whom it may Concern May 6, 2002

I'understand that the Presidio is pursuing a recycled water project and is in the process of soliciting input
from the public. I would like this e-mail correspondence to be included in the public comment for that
project.

As a San Francisco resident who lives near the Presidio and belongs to the Presido YMCA, I support the
use of recycled water at the Presidio. I often go for walks along various trails within the Presidio and
also like to run along beautiful Crissy field. It seems clear that there is a demand for irrigation water that
could be easily met with the use of recyled water. I find it very encouraging that the Presidio is
interested in pursuing sustainable solutions to minimize their impact on the environment that we all
treasure.

Given the fact that water is a critical resource in California, I belive that the efforts of the Presidio Trust
to conserve and wisely manage this precious resource should be encouraged and commended.

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Patricia Plunkett

2981 Sacramento St #2,
San Francisco CA 94115
415-922-7893

MSN Photos is the easiest way to share and print your photos: Click Here
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Ms. Allison Stone

C/o Presidio Trust

34 Grzham Street

San Francdsco, CA 94129

@F
e

C

Re: Presidio Water Recycling EA

Via fax: 561-5308 /
Sl - 27/

Dear Ms. Stone, -

I ato writing to you to express my suppoxt for the proposed Water Recycling Project EA. 1
am happy to see that the Trust is taking the initiative 1o get this enviconmentally sound
project under way. Especially given our state's limited water resources, I thin this is an
important project, and I wish more agencies within San Francisco would follow your lead.

I have lived in San Francisco for many years, and have abways had 2 great appsieciation for @
the Presidio. It is a tremendous asset to our commuuaity and an important place for our

residents. The Trust has the unique opportunity to be a leader on issues like this, and T am
glad your office 1s setting an example for the rest of the City.

I sincerely hope this project will be implemented in the near fumre. I strongly|supporct
sustainable projects like this one, and wish you the best in your efforts to see 1t through.

Congratulations on a fine and significant work.

Sincerely,

San Francisco




Environmental Planning & Design, LILC
PO Boxr 1042 Samia Monica, CA 30407
Phone (370) 457-2335 Voicemsi] (310) 447-3861 Faur (313) 294-5574

Bill Wilson
Cell Phowe (B05) 683-7639
Emaii: billwilsonwater@earthlink net

May 6, 2002

PRESIDIO TRUST

C/O Allisom Stome

34 Graham Street

Sam Frameisco, California 94129

Phone (415) S61-5380 Wax (415) 561-5318

RE: PRESIDEO WATER RECYCLING PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Hapvimg just received 2 copy of the Presidie Water Recyclims Project
Eavironmental Assesement, there is littfe that can be done in terms of any type of
detnilled response to the scemarios that are presemted for dealing with the issues
swrronnding the dispesition of wastewater as part of the Natiomal Park Service Base
Conversion effeort. But after reading the report, scveral things are apparemnt.

The first of these is that, while this report presents a good beginning in terms
of data, and evem a workable framework in terms of the presentation of aliernatives,
tire altermatives developed and scemarios presemted, and the gemeralities amd
assumprtions npon which they are hased, are extremely limited. In reviewing the
Project Team, 2nd with all due respect to the members of that teaun and the mamy
contributers to the effort, it is apparent that the team would bemefit from inclusion
of several members with diverse experience in acteally designimg and buliding
integrated, decemtrsiized wastewster treatment facilities amd sotving the types of

probiems and comcerms that are raised by the Park Servics and by the site
characteristics.

Ir addition, the Project Team would 2lso have benefited greatly from
imcivsion of members of the Southeast Commumity and ¢their associated Cozlition
that have been techmically involved in the Ssues surrounding the operatiom of the
Southeast WWTE, the redevelopment of Mission Bay, and wastewater planming 2ad
infrastructore in the City as s whole. The impact, both techmically and
symbolically, of the Presidio’s cheices im this ares cannet be everstated. There has

Bw




besn a Tecknical Review Committes in place for several years that could have
- provided vatuable input into this Environmental Assessment.

Vhen the SCOPE for the Environmental Assessment was established, it was
my understznding that no technology or limited set of options was to be set for
wastewater treatment and recycling, sludge handling, or reuse options and methods.
It was surprisimg, therefore, to discover that in the course of the Eavironmental
Assessment, 2 Membrane Bioreactor had been ‘designed’ as the treatment/recycling
method. I believe that this is beyond the scope of the project and lacks foundation.
While an MBR may wind up being the method of cheice, the basis for the decision is
entirely undeveloped, as are options,

Another option that was dismissed out of hand and without foundation er
development of options is that of reuse for toilet flushizg. The reason given is that
the Presidio contains historic buildings and that therefore retrofitting would be
damaging to the historic buildings. However, historic buildings, and especialty
tiose in the Presidio, need removation, particulzrly in the areas of plumbing and
electrical, as was estabiished by the original Presidio Task Force a decade ago.
Furthermore, SB 2095 requires that all new construction im areas that will be
supplied with recycled water within the next 10 years be plumbed for recycied water
in landscaping and buildings, and while this is 2 Federzl facility and may not be
subject to State regulations in this regard, the trend and intention should not be
ignored or dismissed without discussion of options. Modern plumbing retrofit
techniques nrake it simple and cost effective to retrofit a building fer toilet flushing
with recycled water without damaging the buiiding. This is significant when one
considers that in an office building, of which there will be a significant number in
the Presidio, 80% of the water use goes to teilet flushing.

The use of appropriately sized decemtralized facilities was aiso dismissed by
consensus without giving the impressien that there was an understanding of what
types of small flows systems are available or what their efficacy might be. On
further analysis, it may be quite logical and cost effective to set up 2 cluster of
buildings in a self~sufficient manner, as is commenly done elsewhere in the State
and around the Country. '

In the planning of 2 modern municipal wastewater treatment scheme, it is
extremrely important that ali aspects of the effort be integrated—water supply,
water use, wastewater collection, sofids handlimg, wastewater treatment, water
recycling, uses of recycied water, irrigation methods, landscape forms,
enviromments! and geological setting, and environmental enhancement. One way to
look at it is in terms of a water balance—viewing rainfail and mined and imported
water 2s inputs and secking the restoration of watershed based vatues as an output,
with no area written off as a dumping ground. Unfortunately, the Bay, the Ocean,
and the Bayview have besn used as a dumping ground during the past experiment
in collection and disposal that has taken place over the latter part of the last
cemtury. With the redevelopment of the Presidio, as with Mission Bay and Hunters




Point, a great opportunity presents itself to really establish 2 model of equamimity
- between the natural and the built environment.

I have had time to refer to only a few examples, but taken as a whole the
report is entirely too reliant on 2 limited set of assumptions that appear to bave been
developed in a relative vacuum in terms of what has been {aking place in the public
and techmical forum in the City of San Francisco for the last decade. And while the
report provides a good framework, virtually every assumption and discarded option
needs to be developed and techmically evaluated. As it stands, it is an inconsistent
mix of a new, forward-looking appreach—recycled water—with outdated and j’”
obsolete thinking based on centralized treatment and sprinkier-based landscape
irrigation during dry weather, and disposal during wet weather. There is 2 lot more
out there.

For this reason, § would urge you to designate this iteration of the report as a
DRAFXT, and use an extended comment and revision peried to rewrite it as truly an
Environmental Assessment, developing the baseline and GIS elements that are its
strengths, and separating it from the technical assumptions that are its weakmess.
An examination of technical issues would be better left to 2 separate efiort by
gualified experts in the area of integrated wastewater and storm water design and
implementation, Low Impact Development, and Zero Discharge.

Yours truly,

P Db

TOTAL P.83



Presidio Water Recycling Project FONSI

ATTACHMENT 2: Errata

ERRATA

1. General: Therewere severa typographical errorsin the numbering of mitigation measures presented in
Chapter 3, all of which have been corrected as reflected in Attachment 3 (Mitigation Enforcement
Program) of this FONS.

2. Pg.3.9-5, 2™ paragraph, last sentence: strike 2™ “however” [However, hewever; implementation of the
..."] and at the end of the same sentence strike the word “legal” as the City’s Noise Ordinance is not a
legal requirement for the Presidio [“...such that plant operations would conform to the tegal
requirements of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance.”]

3. Page3.5-9, “Recycled Water Storage Reservoir, Standby Potable Water Service and Pipeling”, 1%
paragraph, 2™ sentence: The following correction is made: "No impacts to archaeological features are
expected, providing the reservoir excavation does not exceed the footprint of the landfill remediation."

4. Pg.3.5-10— Thelast sentence of Mitigation Measure CH-1 should be removed asit erroneously
references archaeological features F-38 and F-44 . These sites would be unaffected by Alternative 1,
Phase 2.

P r e s i d i o W a t e r R e cy c | i n g P r o j e c t




ATTACHMENT 3: Monitoring and Enforcement

Presidio Water Recycling Project

Program

FONSI

Monitoring and Enforcement Program(MEP)

Beslt Management Practices and Mitigation Measures! Timing Responsibility Check
Ooff
(initials
& date)

Beslt Management Practices

BMP{1l: Erosion/Runoff Control During Construction Contractor

The Tfust would require construction contractors to implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWHPP), which includes Best Management Practices (BM Ps) to minimize potential water quality impacts,
contrgl erosion and sedimentation, and prevent the inadvertent introduction of non-native invasive plant
specigs during construction. The Trust would require contractors to implement the SWPPP and BMPs for
constrjuction activities similar to those included in the California Storm Water Best Management Practices
Handlpook (Stormwater Quality Task Force, 1993) and/or the Manual of Standards for Erosion and Sediment
Contrpl Measures (ABAG, 1995). The BMPs would include measures guiding the management and
operalion of construction sites to control and minimize the potential contribution of pollutants to storm
runoff], disturbance of wetland features (via runoff or sedimentation), and prevent the inadvertent
introduction of non-native invasive plant species into construction areas. Measures would include
proceglures for controlling erosion and sedimentation and managing all aspects of the construction process to
ensure control of potential water pollution sources and restrictions on the removal and disposal of non-native

Erosion and sedimentation control practices typically include:
o Developing along-term and short-term approved erosion control strategy;

o Limiting construction to the dry-weather months, to the greatest extent practical;

o Installing silt fencing, weed-free rice straw mulch or bales, check dams, geofabrics, drainage
swales, sand bag dikes and/or straw wattle wherever deemed appropriate for runoff and erosion
control (only rice straw would be permitted to prevent inadvertant introduction of wheat and barley
species); and

Construction

would be required to submit
the SWPPP as part of the
project submittals.

Trust to review and approve
plan, and monitor
implementation.

Attachment 2 (Errata) of this FONSI for additional explanation.

! These actions are in addition to any permitting or other regulatory requirements (i.e., compliance with OSHA) as described in the EA, and only measures which are applicable to Alternative
1 (Preferred Alternative) are presented in thistable. Please note that the numbering presented for the mitigation measures has been corrected from the version presented in the EA. See




FINDING OF

ATTACHMENT 1: Public

NO SIGNIFICANT

Comment

IMPACT

Monitoring and Enforcement Program(MEP)

Beslt Management Practices and Mitigation Measures! Timing Responsibility Check
off
(initials
& date)
o Soil stahilization, to include compacting to natural state, and grading to natural topography to the
greatest extent feasible.
BMP{2: Dust Control During Construction contractor
Consiptent with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’ s recommendations, the Trust would require | Construction would be required to
constijuction contractors to implement a dust abatement program during construction, which should include, prepare and implement
at aminimum, the following elements: plan.
o Water all active construction areas (where soil is exposed) at |east twice daily, depending on type Trust to review and approve
of operation and wind exposure; plan, and monitor
implementation.
o Designate aperson or persons to oversee the implementation of acomprehensive dust control
program and to increase watering, as necessary;
o Construction grading and trenching activities should be discontinued in high wind conditions
where excessive dust problems occur, as determined by the construction inspector;
o  Cover dl trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materias, or require al trucks to maintain at
least two feet of freeboard (i.e., the minimum required space between the top of the load and the
top of the trailer) in accordance with Section 23114 of the California Vehicle Code during transit
to and from the site;
o  Sweep streets daily (preferably with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent
streets.
BMP{3: Noise Control During Construction contractor
To reqluce noise due to construction, the Trust would require that construction contractors muffle or control Construction would be required to

noise

from construction egquipment through implementation of the following measures:

Equipment and trucks used for construction would be required to utilize the best available noise
control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts,

implement noise control
measures.

Trust to review and monitor

i d i o W a t e r R e cy c | i n g P r o j e c t




FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT

ATTACHMENT 1: Public Comment

IMPACT

Monitoring and Enforcement Program(MEP)

Beslt Management Practices and Mitigation Measures!

Timing

Responsibility

Check
off
(initials
& date)

engine enclosures and acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever feasible).
Construction vehicles would be properly maintained and equipped with exhaust mufflers that meet
relevant standards;

Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers and pavement breakers) used for construction would be
hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed
air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an
exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust would be used; this muffler can lower noise levels
from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. Externa jackets on the tools themselves would be used
where feasible, and this could achieve areduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures would be used
such as drilling rather than impact equipment whenever feasible;

Noise-generating construction activities would be avoided during times of the day in which such
construction activities are prohibited under the San Francisco Noise Ordinance;

Stationary noise sources would be designed with acoustical treatments (building enclosures,
louvered vents, noise walls, etc.) that are adequate to maintain potential noise generation to levels
at or below ambient levels, and/or sources would be located as far from sensitive receptors as
possible muffled so that the noiseis reduced to an acceptable level.

implementation.

BM P{4:
To minim

Biological Resource Protection
ize the potential for impacts on biological resources, the Trust would implement the following

actions — along with those previously described for erosion, dust and noise control:

Construction activities would be |ocated at |east 100 feet from the edge of existing native plant
communities and/or assemblages. If thisis not feasible, the following measures would be used:

o Temporary protective fencing or other barriers would be installed, in consultation with
Trust natural resource staff, around affected native plant communities and natural habitat
to avoid inadvertent disturbance by construction crews;

Design,
Construction, and
Post-Construction

Design: Trust/design team
to identify specific areas
reguiring protection and
develop specific measures
to be incorporated into the
plans & specifications.

Construction: Contractor to
implement measures
included in plans and
specifications, with Trust

P r e s i d i o W a t e r R e cy c | i n g P r o j e c t




FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT

ATTACHMENT 1: Public Comment

IMPACT

Monitoring and Enforcement Program(MEP)

Bes

t Management Practices and Mitigation Measurest!

Timing

Responsibility

Check
off
(initials
& date)

Consistent with the adopted Presidio Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) measures
NP-2, 3 and 6, arevegetation plan would be prepared and implemented for any area
where native plant communities would be disturbed. The plan would include
performance standards, species selection, a monitoring plan, and maintenance program.
The plan would be prepared prior to soil disturbance activities to ensure that propagules
and plant material would be available. If thisis not feasible, soil stabilization and
invasive non-native plant inhibition measures would be employed until future
revegetation occurred. Approved erosion control measures would be installed and either
weed inhibition fabric or dense rice straw mulch would be applied to the area until the
revegetation plan was completed and implemented (see below). Weed inhibition
measures would be devel oped on a site-specific basis (i.e., considering constraints within
each VMP management zone) and could include the application of weed protection
fabric and 4 to 6 inches of mulch; and

Daily inspections by Trust natural resource protection staff would be completed in the
affected areas during construction.

Non-native plant control would be done to ensure no new non-native invasive plant species are
introduced to the park and to prevent the spread of existing non-native plants. Control measures
would be defined in accordance with the Trust natural resource staff, and would include, but are
not limited to:

(o]

Conduct weeding program in areas where revegetation occurs for a minimum of three
years to ensure plant establishment. Post-construction qualitative monitoring would be
conducted to identify locations where targeted non-native species have established;

Preserving stratigraphy of soils (to include supported vegetation and seedbank that would
be used as top-dressing post construction) removed during construction of distribution
line in areas deemed appropriate by either natural resource specialist or forester;

Cleaning equipment during construction activities whenever equipment works within

review and oversight.

Construction: Trust would
be responsible for weeding
and maintaining areas that

have been revegetated.

P r e s i d i o W a t e r R e cy c | i n g P r o j e c t




FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

ATTACHMENT 1: Public Comment

Monitoring and Enforcement Program(MEP)

B e s|t

Management Practices and Mitigation Measures!

Timing

Responsibility

Check
off
(initials
& date)

patches of invasive non-native species (that could be transported by equipment) prior to
beginning construction in other non-impacted areas; and

o0 Disposal of non-native plants removed during pipeline construction would be donein
accordance with Trust guidelines.

The Trust Forester would be consulted prior to construction activitiesin any forested areato ensure
that appropriate tree protection measures are implemented. These measures would include
identifying areas where protective fencing would be installed prior to construction to prevent
impacts to trees or root systems directly adjacent to the project area, as well as examining the
proposed route in the field. During construction, the Trust Forester would be notified if roots
greater than two inches in diameter are encountered or severed;

Consistent with VM P mitigation measures WI-1 through 4 (Appendix E, pg. 22), construction
activities would be phased or otherwise modified to avoid or minimize impacts on nesting birds;

No incompatible fill materials would be introduced into natural or historic forest areas; only fill
material that is compatible with future restoration/rehabilitation would be approved in coordination
with anatural resource specialist or geologist; and

Plant operations would be done in a manner consistent with the Trust’s Integrated Pest
Management practices to ensure that pests are not attracted to the site.

BMP{5:
A Constr

Traffic and Transportation
uction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) would be prepared by the construction contractor to show

specifjc methods for maintaining traffic flows on roadways directly affected by project construction. The
CTMP will include, at a minimum, the following elements:

Construction equipment and vehicle routes would be documented and would comply with City
restrictions on neighborhood streets surrounding the Presidio.

Construction

Construction Contractor
would be required to submit
the CTMP as part of the
project submittals.

Trust to review and approve
CTMP and monitor
implementation.

P r e s i d i o W a t e r R e cy c | i n g P r o j e c t




FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

ATTACHMENT 1: Public

Comment

Monitoring and Enforcement Program(MEP)

Bes

t Management Practices and Mitigation Measurest!

Timing

Responsibility

Check
off
(initials
& date)

Thed
imple]
inforn
for Pr
prior t

Hours of operation for trucks and/or employee traffic would be established, as would the quantity
and location of construction parking during various phases of construction.

The contractor would install appropriate barriers or fencing around construction zones, and put up
signage showing safe detours to ensure the safety of vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists.

Where feasible, alternate one-way traffic flow past the pipeline construction zone would be
maintained. Intermittent traffic control plans would be devel oped prior to closing any roadways,
and advance warning signs for major closures will be provided and coordinated with park police.

The contractor would be required to maintain access to driveways and side streets with alternate
routes or steel plates across open trenches, as appropriate.

Access for emergency vehicles would be provided at all times.
Construction trenchesin streets would not be | eft open after work hours.
The contractor would proactively work with the Trust and areatransit providers (MUNI, GGT and

the Presidio Shuttle) to ensure adequate access for transit vehicles, and minimize disruption of
transit services.

TMP must be reviewed and approved by the Trust prior to issuance of permits, and would be

mented by the contractor during construction. The CTMP would be a requirement of the project, and
hation about this requirement would be made available to construction contractors during the Request
pposals process. The selected construction contractor(s) would complete the CTMP at least 60 days
0 commencing work.

BMP
Tomi
Trust

6: Hazardous Materials
jnimize the potential for hazardous materials to impact soil, surface waters, or groundwater quality, the
would implement the following actions:

Construction

Construction contractor to
implement protective
actions during construction
activities.

P r e s i d i o W a t e r R e cy c | i n g P r o j e c

t




FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT

ATTACHMENT 1: Public

Comment

IMPACT

Monitoring and Enforcement Program(MEP)

Bes Management Practices and Mitigation Measures! Timing Responsibility Check
Off
(initials
& date)
o Follow manufacturer’ s recommendations on use, storage and disposal of chemical products used in
construction; Trust to review and
monitor.
o Avoid overtopping construction equipment fuel gas tanks;
o During routine maintenance of construction equipment, properly contain and remove grease and
oils; and
o Properly dispose of discarded containers of fuels and other chemicals.
MITIGATION MEASURES
Mitigation M easure WR-1: The Trust would monitor the total nitrogen levelsin the recycled water, and Post- Trust to incorporate testing
adjust|the applied fertilizer to turf or landscape vegetation downward accordingly. Thiswould avoid Construction into operation of the
potential problems associated with excess nutrients stressing the turf areas irrigated with recycled water, and | (On-Going) treatment plant, and ensure
would reduce the amount of nitrogen contributed to local groundwater. results are used to
adaptively manage
application of landscape
fertilizers.
Mitigation Measure BR-1: Construction of the proposed pipeline along Ruckman and Rod Roads Phase 2 | Design of Phase2 | Trust would incorporate
(Alternative 1) would be kept to the south side of the roadway to minimize potential effects on adjacent trees. into the design of Phase 2

project facilities.

Mitigation Measure CH-1: The Trust would seek to avoid archaeological features. If avoidance of the
Amer{can period historic features and prehistoric sites during Phase 2 is deemed infeasible, consultation with

the Stpte Historic Preservation Officer in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800 and the provisions of the Presidio

Trust Programmatic Agreement would be implemented. Mitigation would include controlled excavation
prior fo construction, using scientific recording methods and resulting in recovery of any significant cultural
mater{als or information. Archaeological excavations would proceed in accordance with aresearch design
and data recovery plan based on background data, sound planning, and accepted archaeol ogical methods.
The dgta recovery plan would provide for the reporting and dissemination of results, aswell asinterpretation
of what has been learned in a manner that is accessible and understandable to the public. Appropriate

Design of Phase 2

The Trust would ensure
reguirements during design
and construction of Phase
2.
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT

ATTACHMENT 1: Public Comment

IMPACT

Monitoring and Enforcement Program(MEP)

Beslt Management Practices and Mitigation Measures!

Timing

Responsibility

Check
off
(initials
& date)

arrangements for the permanent curation of archaeological materials and records would be carried out in
accorglance with federal regulation 36 CFR Part 79. All archaeological work to be carried out would be
underIihe supervision of persons meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards
(48 FIR 44738-44739).

Mitigation Measure CH-2: Proposed pipeline alignments along Kobbe Avenue, Lincoln Avenue and
Ruckman Terrace would be confined to the existing asphalt road prism. Final design of the various project
comppnents would be reviewed by a Trust cultural landscape specialist prior to construction to ensure that
culturpl landscapes are adequately protected. The exact location of the distribution system will be flagged or
painted on the corridor route.

Design of Phase 2

Trust would incorporate
into the design of Phase 2
project facilities.
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